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Cuyahoga County, Ohio

1,393,978

$39,168

6.2

10

Chagrin/Southeast Region

145,512

-451

$39,909

4.80%

6.70%

Cleveland Region

479,857

-27,292

$25,928

11.20%

26.20%

Cuyahoga Region

55,263

5,757

$55,701

3.10%

3.30%

Heights Region

120,726

-12,043

$54,183

6.20%

14.00%

Hillcrest Region

154,099

783

$58,839

4.10%

6.20%

Southcentral Region

147,548

3,321

$40,453

3.90%

4.90%

Southwest Region

118,125

11,238

$47,977

3.50%

3.30%

Westshore Region

176,872

403

$47,977

3.00%

5.00%
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“Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs” isn’t a rock’n roll band, it’s a scenario for regional governance for Cleveland, OH and its surrounding municipalities.  Group Four’s task was to analyze a regional governance situation where the City of Cleveland and Cuyahoga County Merge.  This is where we came up with “Cleavahoga”.  Additionally, we were to create entities from suburban mergers.  To do this we adopted the current Cuyahoga County Planning Commission planning areas to create our consolidated “Megaburbs”.  Lastly, we were to create entities for service mergers.
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The hardest task of the entire assignment was to reach a conclusion on the forms of which the government structure was going to take and how a City/County merger would work.  What you find herein is an explanation of just how such a system of a City/Counter merger and consolidated megaburbs work within a single county to run a leaner and meaner government body.    

(www. http://planning.co.cuyahoga.oh.us)

Structure


As it is today, Northeast Ohio has a very fragmented power structure with 200 plus municipalities, racial division, home rule, and several strong nonprofit organizations that drive agendas.  In Cuyahoga County, the core city battles the suburbs for federal, state, and county dollars.  The county government (which is headed by three at-large commissioners), despite being seen as Cleveland-centric by the suburban communities, is often at odds with Cleveland leadership on action, such as the purchase of Whiskey Island (which is within the Cleveland city limits) without the understanding of the city. 

The city itself is structured for conflict.  While it has a strong mayor form of government (in which the mayor handles the administration of the government while also pushing a city agenda and serving as head of state), it also features a 21-member city council and a council president, who in a de facto sense, is a vice-mayor.  The mayor and council have veto power on the other’s decisions.  Each of the 21 councilmen are given funds to finance projects in their individual wards, and as such serve as mini-mayors whom residents take their complaints and proposals to.

To lessen the opportunity for conflict and professionalize the delivery of municipal and county services, the consolidation will feature structures that have clear authority and management by appointment.  In the new Cleavahoga government, there will be a federal structure consisting of municipal governments for seven suburban communities and a county government that operates both county functions and former City of Cleveland functions.

Former City of Cleveland


The City of Cleveland will remain a city in name only.  It will feature only a mayor who represents local residents in the 8-member of the county council with a weighted vote reflecting the size of the population.  The departments formerly within the City of Cleveland will be assumed by the County.

Megaburbs


The seven other cities will feature a normal municipal government structure standardized among them.  It will follow a council-manager format, with a city council and an appointed city manager selected by council through an application process.  The city manager appoints the department heads in a similar fashion.  The mayor, an elected position, serves as the representative to the county council but does not sit on the city council.  Hence, while administration is handled by the city manager, political leadership lies with the council.  This structure is graphically shown below:
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Loss/Gain

Savings on 

Personnel 

Only*

After savings

Chagrin/Southeast Region

$5,402,364

($24,433,112)

($19,030,748)

$12,186,496 

($6,844,252)

Cleveland Region*

$270,280

($13,932,754)

($13,662,474)

$79,255,037

$65,592,563

Cuyahoga Region

$446,558

$658,200

$1,104,759

$4,963,191 

$6,067,949

Heights Region

$3,545,788

($54,571,685)

($51,025,897)

$3,497,988

($47,527,909)

Hillcrest Region

$5,498,639

($7,021,630)

($1,522,991)

$8,787,186

$7,264,195

Southcentral Region*

($3,228,638)

$7,230,736

$4,002,099

$2,920,985

$6,923,084

Southwest Region*

$2,870,267

($304,060)

$2,566,207

$5,115,706 

$7,681,913

Westshore Region

$23,362,949

($33,586,086)

($10,223,137)

$6,030,145

($4,192,992)

*calculated
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Cleavaghoga (County)


The new county government will feature a structure similar to that of Summit County, only with appointed officials as the department heads. We will have a county executive that is elected who will appoint (through normal hiring procedures) department heads such as engineer and fiscal officer. A county council composed of the mayors from each of the eight subregions will serve as the legislative body with veto power on budgets and other city business. In addition, the county will operate the former City of Cleveland’s municipal departments. The organizational chart is shown below:








With this form of government, the delivery of government service will be less political and geared toward the ideals of fairness, meritocracy, and public service for the public good.

Efficiency Analysis

Calculating efficiency can be achieved in a number of ways.  Through the creation of Cuyahoga and the megaburbs, we anticipate that there will be savings in a number of ways.  On a macro level, we anticipate that there will be a savings in capital expenditures in a number of ways.  As indicated by other group member’s analysis, the consolidation of police and fire (as indicated above, except for the City of Cleveland, EMS services are supplied through the fire departments by the firefighters) provides an excess of both equipment and police and fire stations.  Some of the current stations are functionally obsolete and expensive to maintain and the consolidation of these services will provide the potential to close some of the stations while still providing both quality and efficient services.  In addition, with the consolidation of city governments, we anticipate closing some of the city hall buildings that will no longer be necessary to house government employees.


The consolidation of municipalities into megaburbs will also affect the number of government employees necessary to run the city departments and provide city services.  For example, there no longer needs to be a director of every department for each municipality within the megaburb because there will no longer be multiple individual departments but one larger megaburb government structure.   

Although this may raise some concern in a region where jobs are scarce, we anticipate that many of the personnel currently holding these positions will be absorbed in middle management positions.  This will likely also increase efficiency within each megaburb by reducing the number of administrative staff, and providing fewer department heads with strong middle management employees to manage the operations of the megaburb.  

In order to perform this analysis, data was gathered from the International City Managers Association (ICMA) which publishes average salary information for municipal government positions based on location and population and information from the state auditors office.  (See the attached spreadsheet).  These figures were calculated by adding the Total Cash Disbursements figure provided by the state auditors office for each municipality and calculating the total cash disbursements for each megaburb.  For each megaburb, we calculated the total expenditures for a number of senior management positions we expect each city within the megaburg structure to currently have.  Because the ICMA data on average salaries did not include information regarding benefits, we assumed it would cost the city an additional 30% to account for the benefits of each position.  In addition, for each department head, we assumed that two middle management staff positions making 75% of the department head would also be eliminated.  For each megabub, we propose creating a senior level cabinet in which a variety of these upper management positions will be eliminated.  At first, an initial savings of approximately 6.5% of total municipal budgets can be saved with the elimination of duplication of top administrative staff.  Overall, a 15 % savings in administrative costs equaling $143,526,206 per year is expected through the creation of the megaburbs when support staff and middle management for administration is no longer duplicated.    

Reduction of Government
The most feared outcome of this process is the reduction of administration as discussed above.  While some people view as a mere shift in position there are numerous public officials who see it as a direct attack on their livelihood and the importance of their work.  An interesting observance is the amount of government employment and resources engaged in the Cleveland area.  The figure below compares the amount of government employees with other comparable areas.  It should be noted that three of these comparisons are with state capitals as indicated by the red square.  Though the levels of government employment are aggregated it still exhibits a sizeable amount in the area.
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The initial reduction of government has considerable implications based upon the ability of the market to absorb the worker loss and the ability of those workers to find employment options in the local market.  

Along with the reduction of government in general another consideration would be the loss or gain of Federal Grants and Subsidies.  Numerous programs like public housing, transportation, education etc. receive federal matching grants.  The figure below shows how the Cleveland /Cuyahoga area ranks with selected areas in receiving federal funding.  
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Safety Services  


Providing quality fire, safety and rescue services is an important function of local government.  While the current system generally provides adequate services to Cuyahoga County residents, the quality of service provided by each political subdivision varies.  This variance can be explained by the strength of the municipalities tax base which effects the ability to retain police officers, firefighters and paramedics as well as the ability to purchase up to date equipment.  The merging the fire, rescue and safety services within each megaburb is expected to improve the quality of service available to its residents.  

Although traditional municipal boundaries generally constrain Fire and Rescue services, assistance and mutual aid cooperation currently exists across municipal boundary lines.  For example if there is a large fire in a community, neighboring fire departments will be called in to provide staff and equipment to assist in response.  Generally, there is no compensation to the aiding communities for this assistance.  The creation of the megaburbs could standardize the quality of the police, fire and safety services throughout Cuyahoga County.  More specifically, standardizing equipment (including technology) and protocol throughout Cuyahoga County.

One major concern associated with merging the safety departments of each megaburb is the level of familiarity that the police officers and fire fighters have with their residents.  By merging the police and fire stations in the megaburbs, staffing efficiency might be achieved by creating a system in which employees would be transferred to various stations throughout the megaburb on a rotating basis.  Expanding the service areas would require a sophisticated GIS system to ensure that the squad was able to navigate to the emergency by taking the most efficient route. 

An additional concern is that there are a variety of unions that represent each of the safety forces and negotiates the employment contracts with the city.  As the megaburbs are created, it would be important to negotiate union contracts to come to an agreement on benefits and compensation, which would be standardized throughout the county.  Current employees could then be grand fathered in under their current agreements and would be phased out as the employees retire.    

Safety Forces Survey Comparison:

Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs implements a large scale merger of safety forces.  Though they are a “sacred cow”, for the purpose of this study the comparisons of estimated expenditures were made with ICMA’s Municipal Yearbook 2004.  Based on the proposed populations of the Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs and their locations estimated expenditures were developed for each entity.  The ICMA numbers are based on surveys of local government organizations throughout the country.  Safety forces are quite labor intensive and is demonstrated by representing more than 80% of both budgets.
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	 ESTIMATED FIRE DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURES ACCORDING TO POPULATION (ICMA)

	
	
	total exp
	exp personnel
	retirement
	insurance
	capital

	Chagrin/Southeast Region
	145,512
	35,527,000
	31858000
	1984283
	1835080
	888000

	Cleveland Region
	479,857
	86,512,000
	77986000
	5191623
	3592525
	4864000

	Cuyahoga Region
	55,263
	9,464,000
	6860000
	872604
	694429
	74000

	Heights Region
	120,726
	16,517,000
	13344000
	1984283
	1835080
	888000

	Hillcrest Region
	154,099
	35,527,000
	31858000
	1984283
	1835080
	888000

	Southcentral Region
	147,548
	35,527,000
	31858000
	1984283
	1835080
	888000

	Southwest Region
	118,125
	16,517,000
	13344000
	1984283
	1835080
	

	Westshore Region
	176,872
	35,527,000
	31858000
	1984283
	1835080
	888000

	
	
	271,118,000
	238966000
	17969925
	15297434
	9378000
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	ESTIMATED POLICE EXPENDITURES ACCORDING TO POPULATION (ICMA)

	
	
	total exp
	exp personnel
	retirement
	insurance
	capital

	Chagrin/Southeast Region
	145,512
	44815000
	38727000
	5472000
	4043000
	616000

	Cleveland Region
	479,857
	187978000
	161661080
	5903027
	6995301
	

	Cuyahoga Region
	55,263
	13048866
	11222024
	1234047
	1061463
	

	Heights Region
	120,726
	16753000
	14888000
	2967011
	3391000
	464000

	Hillcrest Region
	154,099
	44815000
	38727000
	5472000
	4043000
	616000

	Southcentral Region
	147,548
	44815000
	38727000
	5472000
	4043000
	616000

	Southwest Region
	118,125
	16753000
	14888000
	2967011
	2559015
	464000

	Westshore Region
	176,872
	44815000
	38727000
	5472000
	4043000
	616000

	
	
	
	357567104
	34959096
	30178779
	2776000
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Impact on Presently Regionalized Services 

The impact that Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs will have on partially regionalized services will be minimal at best.  For example, the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD) currently collects and treats sewage from a majority of Cuyahoga County.  Under Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs, they would pick up flow from a few additional areas if geographically feasible, but a major expansion of their service area is not expected.  Although, under Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs, entities like NEORSD, the Cleveland Water Department, Cuyahoga County Sanitary Engineer, Cuyahoga County Engineer, Lakewood Water, Metroparks, etc. will all be consolidated to the County.  Basically, all public services that cross megaburb boundaries shall be consolidated into Cleavahoga.    

Effects on Demographics and Economic Development

With the declining population of Cuyahoga County it is important that the joining suburbs take advantage of their size and combined economic efficiency. The creation of the megaburbs of Cleavahoga is based on combining cities that have like demographic characteristics and distinctive identities.  It is important to understand the demographic make up of each megaburb and how this shift affects economic trends.  Communities that are livable have strong vibrant economies that encourage local business growth.  These ideal types of communities meet the needs of the residents and have stable job growth.  By combining municipalities each ‘megaburb’ becomes more livable and sustainable by increasing economic development resources, which in tern increases social equity.

Megaburb Population Break Down

	Combined Regions
	Total Population

	Chagrin/Southeast Region
	145,512

	Cleveland Region
	479,857

	Cuyahoga Region
	55,263

	Height Region
	120,726

	Hillcrest Region
	154,099

	Southcentral Region
	147,548

	Southwest Region
	118,125

	Westshore Region
	176,872



Cleveland suburbs can no longer afford to waste their financial, natural, and human resources.  In order for Northeast Ohio to grow and be successful communities must start to think regionally, creating community wide collaboration.  Each ‘megaburb’ should create a long-term investment strategy, which should include visioning, planning and implementation strategies.  

In order to maximize efficiency and equity, all megaburbs should adopt a 2 percent residential income tax.  This increase in revenues should be included in the county distribution of taxes and redistributed throughout the county based on population, factoring low and moderate incomes.  All megaburbs should also set residential property tax at 1.9 percent.  For most megaburbs this will create a loss of income, but this loss is neglegable when looking at the over all savings created by combining cities, savings such as capital, human resources, and the opportunity for joint purchasing.  Setting a 1.9 percent property tax will also help Cleavahoga compete with the sounding counties who have property taxes set around 1.5 percent on average.


Gains and losses of residential income are based on Census 2000 median household income and number of households.  Residential property taxes are based on Census 2000 median housing unit value and number of housing units.  All gains and losses are calculated based on current income and property tax values per city.

To start, the county will get 26.7 percent of residential property taxes collected and 27.5 percent of all Commercial/Industrial property taxes collected.  These percentages are based on the average distribution of tax dollars for all cities with in Cuyahoga County according to the county auditor.  The county will also be receiving the City of Cleveland’s 19.5 percent of distributed taxes due to the City/County merger into Cleavahoga.  The county then has the ability to redistribute these property taxes in order to level the playing field between older inner-ring communities and the newer, wealthier communities.  All other megaburbs will have a set percentage of income tax of 9 percent distributed back to their respective municipality.  

Each megaburb also has the advantage of focusing on businesses already in the community.  Economic development strategies can be utilized to help development efforts of existing business instead of being spent of trying to lour businesses in from a neighboring community.  “Luring business away from neighboring communities is a zero-sum game that does not create new wealth in the regional economy.”
  According to several local economic development directors most of the tax abetment given out by a city is to a business that was never in jeopardy of leaving the state; the business just wanted a better deal.  Our local municipalities are being taken advantage of by being played against each other.  Tax abetment should not be used but in rare circumstances.

With the consolidation of resources each new megaburb will be able to use and redistribute economic development resources more effectively.  Each state is given the opportunity to administer Community Development Block Group funds to non-entitlement cities with populations less than 50,000 or those that are designated as principal cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas.  Six out of the seven regions would qualify for CDBG money that could be used in all areas with qualifying low and moderate income census tracts.  The City of Cleveland Heights for example, was given almost 2 million dollars in 2002 from the Community Development Block Group Program.  Economic development tools that are regionally coordinated provide greater opportunities for the expansion and growth of the local economy.   

Implementation Analysis


The Ohio Revised code provides for two methods to achieve the merger of Cuyahoga County municipalities into the Megaburbs proposed.  The first method was originally designed for the municipal annexation of unincorporated townships, but it is equally applicable to city mergers and could prove strategically prudent for the merger of school districts. ORC 709.22 to 709.34.  

Annexation can be initiated by a legislative act or by citizen petition.  When a legislative body passes an ordinance requesting to be annexed by a neighboring municipality it must appoint three commissioners to represent the territory in merger negotiations.  If a legislative body fails to initiate annexation proceedings, the electors may begin the process by petition.  Upon receipt of the signatures of 25% of the electors in the last local election the legislature must pass an ordinance requesting annexation and appoint three representatives.  The legislature of the municipality that receives a request to enter annexation negotiations has the option of ignoring the request or appointing three representatives to negotiate the annexation.  The legislative body receiving the annexation request can only be forced to appoint representatives and begin the annexation process by a petition of 25% of the municipality’s voters.  

Once appointed, the annexation representatives have 120 days to agree on the terms of annexation, where after they must report the agreement to their respective councils.  Failure to reach an agreement results in a probate judge appointing a seventh independent commissioner, and the assent of any four commissioners is sufficient to cause the report back to the councils.  The respective councils can submit the terms to their respective voters for approval, or waive the vote and proceed with annexation.  Waiver is not permissible where the council receives a petition of 25% of the electors requesting a vote.  Regardless of the means of approval, both municipalities must give their assent to the terms for the annexation to commence.

The second method to achieve the merger of municipal corporations is a more recent addition to the Ohio Revised Code, the formation of megaburbs was precisely the scenario contemplated by the state legislature in the passage of the merger by absorption mechanism.  ORC 703.43 to 703.48.  

This method could be preferable because it allows multiple mergers to occur in the same action and terms.  The merger by absorption can only be initiated by a petition of 10% of a municipality’s electors nominating 5 merger representatives and demanding the council place those nominated and the question: “Shall a commission be chosen to draw up a statement of conditions for merger of the political subdivisions of __________, __________, and __________?" on the ballot.  If approved, the elected representatives from each municipality involved must meet and negotiate conditions for merger.  One municipality is designated as the city into which all of the others will be merged into, and the negotiated conditions must include amendments to this municipality’s charter to accommodate the merger.  The merger conditions must be voted an approved by a majority of each municipality’s delegation to the merger commission.  

After approval by a majority of the members of the commission from each municipality, the commission must issue a report listing the conditions agreed to and the reasoning behind adopting each condition. At the second general election occurring after the election of the members of the commission, the question of the approval or rejection of the merger conditions must be submitted to the voters.  If merger conditions are approved by a majority of those voting on them in each political subdivision proposed to be merged and in the municipal corporation with which merger is proposed, the merger is effective on the first day of January of the year following or the date specified.  The charter, form of government, ordinances, resolutions, and other rules of the dominate municipal corporation apply throughout the newly included territories to the extent they are not in conflict with the conditions approved by the electors.  

City County Merger 


Two methods can achieve the proposed merger of Cleveland and Cuyahoga County and create Cleavahoga.  The first option provides for the simple transfer of the municipal powers of Cleveland to Cuyahoga County.  The Ohio Constitution empowers any municipal corporation to transfer its powers as a municipality to the county, and empowers the board of county commissioners to enter into an agreement with any municipal corporation “to exercise any power, perform any function, or render any service, on behalf of the contracting subdivision or its legislative authority, that such subdivision or legislative authority may exercise, perform, or render.”  See Ohio Const. Art. X sec. 1 and ORC 307.15(A)(1).  This transfer would have to be initiated and achieved through a legislative act.  The political realities of Cleveland’s City Council makes this transfer an unfeasible method to achieve a City-County merger.  


The second, and most attractive method, is the creation of a County Charter, where the county is empowered to act as a municipal corporation, exercising the municipal powers concurrently with the municipalities within the county, or exclusively as the municipalities selectively transfer their powers to Cleavahoga. See Ohio Const. Art. X sec. 3.  

In Ohio, the adoption of a County Charter can be initiated by the County Commissioners or through voter petition.  If initiated by the County Commissioners, the question of whether to create a charter commission is placed on the ballot where, if approved, the Commissioners pass ordinances regarding the organization and procedures of the Charter Commission and the voters again vote on nominees to sit on the Commission.  See Ohio Const. Art. X sec. 4.  The Commission then frames a County Charter and submits their product to the voters for approval.  If the Charter calls for the County to concurrently or exclusively exercise municipal powers, then the Charter must be approved by majorities in the county as a whole, in the largest municipality, and in the county excluding the largest municipality.  


A Charter initiated by voter petition can be achieved though two different avenues.  Regardless of the petition method selected, the Board of Elections must receive a total of 10% of the county’s voters in the last gubernatorial election to qualify for the ballot.  A petition can either request the formation of a Charter Commission or contain a pre-drafted charter.  If the petition merely requests the formation of a Charter Commission, then the procedures described above for the County Commissioner initiated method is to be followed.  If the petitions are for a pre-drafted County Charter are certified, the Charter immediately goes on the ballot for approval by the majorities described above.  See Ohio Const. Art. X sec. 4.           

Political Models and Case Studies,

In consideration of organizing Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs a search was performed to locate similar ideas and concepts.  Regionalism seems to be a rallying cry for many metropolitan areas however it appears that support and implementation of the process has been moving at a snail’s pace.  Numerous cities discuss the concept of regional governance in strategic plans and a few have implemented a limited version of the process.  Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs however present a different approach that being hard county and municipal mergers of government.  

In many regional plans the ideas of ‘smart growth and ‘sustainability are catch phrases that seek to promote better planning use of space and slowing urban sprawl.  Several plans like “Baltimore: Vision 2030” and others consider regionalism a long-range plan and a limited partnership but don’t come offer any concrete examples of proposals to implement the process.  The definition of regional governance generates broad interpretations, Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs presents one perspective.

Before a further examination of the regionalism a few factors should be reviewed in the process.  The first component observed is the percent of population change by type of area; (city, county, MSA).  As shown in the figure below., most areas in other selected cities experienced growth between 1990 and 2000.  Cleveland and Cuyahoga county experienced decline while the MSA experience a small increase of only 2.2%



These numbers seem to indicate that across all perspectives that growth is occurring at a much faster pace outside of cities.  Cleveland’s numbers infer a net loss of population for the entire MSA.  This pattern of decline is being repeated by a number of older rival cities in the Midwest.  This is a noticeable contrast to newer rising cities and their metro areas, including some that have implemented regional governance.  The figure below compares selected regions individually identify  growth and decline in the areas of cities, counties and MSAs.  


The non-regional cities with the exception of Chicago exhibit declining in their core of city and county.  Buffalo, which has implemented a form of regional government since this data was compiled, demonstrates decline in all areas. 

The flow of Young Single College Educated People gives an interesting picture of the movement of this often sought after population.  Again older Midwestern non-regional cities show considerable losses while newer cities seem to be retaining and attracting new young people.  Does this population really seek diversified opportunities or do they like the idea of young emerging city?  
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Being new is powerful sales pitch and make it difficult for older cities to compete for younger populations without substantial changes.   Regionalism is not a magic potion but it is apparent that the process has increased an awareness of the need for efficient government.  Through consolidation, the components of  “smart growth” and “sustainability,” appear to provide one desired by product, slowing urban sprawl.   

Survey Attitudes Towards Regionalism 
To observe northeast Ohio residents attitudes toward regionalism a scientific random sample survey was taken of 331 people representative of the population in the area.  Figure 4 shows more than 51% said they would agree with merging of boundaries to improve the region’s growth.  However, hard mergers that are the focus of the Cleveahoga and the Megaburbs project are still areas of exploration that need to be studied further.  Of the respondents, 37% agreed with hard municipal service and government mergers, 36% had were neutral and 27% were opposed to the idea.  While there is a slight advantage for regional supporters there is still a significant amount of education and dialogue that needs to inform the community.  


Most concern with consolidation revolves around the “sacred bulls,”  those being safety forces and schools.  Respondents stated by 68% , 69% and 67% respectively that police, Fire/EMS and schools are the most important services in their communities.  

Schools, however is an extremely volatile issue.  Figure 5 shows that residents were more supportive of mergers without including schools than with.  The offer is even bolstered by a 10% tax decrease

Opponents, Proponents, and Obstacles

Opponents 

As might be expected of a proposal this sweeping, we anticipate opposition to it on several fronts.   Different groups will dislike the plan for different reasons and would collectively provide significant ground support for any opposition effort.  In particular, there are three groups to watch who would be opposed to this proposal of municipal mergers.

African-American Leaders  


For as long as regionalism has been discussed, black leaders have seen regionalism as a power grab from the predominantly-white suburbs.  As of 2003, African-Americans composed 53.9% of the city population (and 10 seats on the City Council) and about 30% of the county population.  Louisville has been seen as an example of what can happen to leadership with a merger of a majority-black city and majority-white county – the diminution of power.  Cleveland alternative newsweekly Scene stated in a 2004 report that, whereas blacks formerly controlled a third of the Louisville City Council seats, after its merger with Jefferson County, they occupied only 6 six in a 26-member county council.


Attitudes are shifting, however.  Council President and mayoral candidate Frank Jackson said in a 2004 City Club speech that any regionalism plan must involve pooling for Cleveland public schools.  Peter Lawson Jones is the only Cuyahoga County commissioner to support talks of regionalism.  Former council president George Forbes is stated in news reports that he supports discussions on regionalism, but Olivia Perkins wrote in a February 2004 Plain Dealer report that city-county consolidation was seen among black leaders as “not the best way to achieve” increased black participation in Northeast Ohio’s political processes.  Forbes stated in the same article that the black community must be treated as equal partners in the decision-making process.

If there is one true fact about regionalism it is that change will come.  The problem is how will the community respond to these changes and will the conscious of the community survive the implementation process.  Some key factors should be noted:

· Merging will be a hard sell to African-Americans and other minorities who are already underrepresented in the government structure.

· Concentration of power and decision making created by the process will need a proper check and balance system.

· The speed and style of implementation may have varying effects on community cooperation and support for the process

· The initial round of downsizing may create a void in leadership and technical ability on the part of service and administration.

· The disposal of hard capital, (buildings, land information systems.) may present an equity issue.

· The further concentration of blight in the central city.

· The inevitable political struggles of leading the process may deter talented participants

Another consideration for Minorities would be opportunities within the marketplace.  Minorities especially African-Americans seem to experience little success in the smaller submarkets.  
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As shown in the figure above, according to 2000 Census data for these selected cities, minorities seem to perform better in declining markets whereas the participation in rising regional areas is lower.  Market abandonment and various networks provide opportunities for minorities business owners to experience success.  Regionalism must address the issues of economic equity for minorities to choose the process.

Suburban Community Leaders and Residents


The concentration of the county’s poor in Cleveland has enabled most of the other municipalities to enjoy very reasonable, if not growing, tax bases.  Along with higher-than-average median household income levels, the two have yielded a high level of amenities and municipal services residents have come to expect.  This high level of service results in a sense of community most suburban residents would not want to give up.


Their elected officials know this, and few have vocally supported consolidation with other municipalities.  Discussions about merging with Cleveland (or sharing tax resources) brings about contempt.  Growing the tax base, improving services, and attracting businesses and residents, understandably, are their chief goals and usually the mark with which they are judged at election time.  Still, while regional cooperation is not actively pursued politically, it is often pursed administratively, for the sake of cost efficiency. Common purchasing and resource sharing are more likely forms of regionalism favored by the suburbs.

Unions


Over the course of remarks made before this class by local leaders and policy specialists, the public employee unions (particularly the police and firefighters) came to be the most cited reason for stifling local government efficiency in the region.  With collective bargaining, contract features such as protections, work rules and salary guarantees are straining municipal budgets.  Public employees have come to constitute the largest block of unionized workers since the decline of manufacturing.  Unions would oppose this plan because of the job cuts it would entail.

Proponents


The push toward regionalism is being driven by many actors, none of which have the political clout to make it happen on its own.  The business community has long complained that it is very difficult to make things happen in Northeast Ohio.  It cites many things – inefficient governments, high cost structures, inept politicians, and fragmented power as detractors to economic development.  While municipal merges may not neutralize the first three factors, it can help with the last one.  A company looking to locate in the region may have to deal with tens of communities in its property search.  With only the county and seven large cities to deal with at the most, businesses may have an easier time moving in.


No other local actor has sought to push regionalism onto the local agenda more than the Cleveland Plain Dealer.  Its columnists and editorial board have devoted several pieces and stories on the topic, successfully making it a topic few can ignore.  In its role as an opinion leader, the paper has instant clout with the region and would be a critical ally if any plan had a chance at adoption. 


University experts have a corollary role in shaping the debate, providing analyses on what works and what the implications are for certain actions.  They can supply theoretical heft to what is proposed, illustrating how different models of regionalism can work.  This is not to say that all academics would municipal mergers, but some can support the case for regionalism with some credibility.  


Finally, good-government groups such as the League of Women Voters (as exemplified in their 2004 co-sponsorship of a study on Cuyahoga County reform study) would support regionalism and provide a critical volunteer base to counter opposition efforts.

Obstacles 


Municipal home rule prevents the takeover of power from a municipality by other actors, yet it is possible through legal mechanisms (explained in this paper) for the county to adopt alternative forms of government.


Public opinion is not clear on municipal mergers. According to a survey administered by the capstone class, of Northeast Ohio residents this past March, they as a whole do not look kindly at consolidation -- only 4% of NE residents stated they were most comfortable merging general government – the lowest percentage of 13 functions suggested.  26% said they were least comfortable merging governments – the fourth highest service for that question.  The first figure may be questionable though, as it was an “orphan” service option left on the top of the next page of the question in the survey. Survey takers may have skipped the question. 

In the 2005 Northeast Ohio Barometer of Economic Attitudes survey sponsored by the Ruth Ratner Miller Center for Greater Cleveland’s Future at Cleveland State’s Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs and conducted by The Gallup Organization, 52% of Cleveland residents stated that a city-county consolidation such as Indianapolis’ would help Cleveland.  64% of non-Clevelanders thought it would help Cuyahoga County. 

Contributing to this mixed message is the fact that there are several forms of regionalism. Until the debate is properly organized, or until a dramatic and clear-cut form is preferred as an initiative up for public comment, the debate and perceptions of regionalism will continue to be murky.

Environment


Moving towards a more regionalized form of government does not necessarily mean that the environment will be better because of it.  In order to improve environmental quality in an area, both attitudes and policies have to change.  General citizen attitudes are difficult to transform.  Doing so would most likely require a broad education program.  There are groups out there running this type of program, but they focus on small areas of the region.  Much like community development, environmental education is very effective at the neighborhood level.  In the scope of our project, setting up a region-wide environmental education program would be out of the question.  There is neither the money nor the staff available.  Additionally, the region is not ready for such a program.  What we are able to do under our scenario though is to have better coordinated land use planning, which has great implications on environmental quality.


Currently, there are two programs that are ongoing which should be continued in the same manner in which there are today.  One is the greenspace preservation efforts by the Cleveland Metroparks and the other is the Cuyahoga Brownfield Redevelopment program.  Both programs are rather successful, especially the work done by the Cleveland Metroparks.  Changing these programs would be foolish.  The only changing that would benefit the brownfield program would involve finding different ways to provide funding to enable more projects to be done.  (For more information, see parks and open space.doc on the R drive and webpage here)


Through the City of Cleveland and Cuyahoga County merger as well as the suburban mergers, land use planning powers would be transferred to county government for the entire county.  This is provided for in the Ohio Revised Code (mussonstatelaws.doc on the R drive).  Land use planning on a countywide scale allows for better coordination.  Greenspace can be preserved and acquired more easily.  Development can be redirected back towards the center of the county.  This would curb sprawl, which depletes valuable resources with every new subdivision.  Wetlands and animal habitats could be preserved.  Air quality could improve as vehicle miles traveled are reduced by infill development.  These are just a few of the environmental improvements that would take place.  In addition to environmental impacts, there are also other benefits to land use planning on a county scale (For more information, see land use assignment 2 final.doc on the R drive).  


Even with countywide land use planning in Cuyahoga County, the ill effects of sprawl would not be greatly reduced.  Cuyahoga County is losing population to all of the surrounding counties.  Many of these counties and the municipalities within the counties have zoning codes to “preserve” the rural character of the area.  What this usually entails is large lot zoning of an acre or more (land use assignment 2 final.doc on the R drive).  Residential development of this nature really doesn’t preserve rural character; it merely spreads the houses over a larger land area.  This eliminates valuable open space and possibly harms environmentally sensitive areas due to increased run-off or other factors, such as overuse of fertilizers.  


In order to combat sprawl on a regional level, land use planning for the seven county area is necessary.  A dramatic change such as this is not going to take place over the course of several months or even several years.  The outlook for a plan of this nature is 10 to 15 years.  There is legislation to enable this transformation. “The Ohio Revised Code §713.21 and §713.22 allows for the creation of a regional planning commission within a county or adjoining counties.  The Code [also] provides for the creation of a joint planning council in ORC §713.231.  A joint planning council is defined in very loose terms and could prove to be a powerful tool in creating a regional planning authority with real power to create binding land use controls on a centralized regional scale.  The council’s authority appears to be only limited by the intergovernmental agreements that create them” (mussonstatelaw.doc from the R drive).  Under such an agreement, all of the land use planning bodies in the seven county region would agree to become a part of this joint planning council.  Decisions made by this body would be binding, not advisory.  This agency would be quite powerful in greenspace preservation and in limiting sprawl if they so choose.  Considering the difficulty in getting all of these agencies to agree, the 10 to 15 year time frame seems reasonable.  There would then be a land use planning organization for the entire seven county region.  In this framework, environmental issues would be much easier to resolve.  

Non-Profits, Cultural Facilities, and Hospitals

Since non-profits, cultural facilities, and hospitals are non-governmental agencies, many of the changes proposed thus far would have no direct impact on these groups.  In fact, very few of these groups would benefit from further regionalization.  One group that would gain however is the community development corporations (CDCs).  Currently, most of the CDCs are located within the City of Cleveland.  Many of these organizations overlap in terms of the neighborhoods and populations they serve.  They are also competing for scarce resources, developable land and funding sources for example.  This is counterproductive to the goal of helping the citizens in the service area of the organization.  It then follows that some of these organizations should be merged together.  

A fiscal analysis of CDC budgets shows that the approximately 35 CDCs in Cuyahoga County could be consolidated into 3 to 6 efficiently run organizations (shelton 611 finance & budget review & recommendations.doc on the R drive).  However, the City of Cleveland has more than 6 neighborhoods.  Since each CDC generally represents a neighborhood, the main concern with going from 35 to 6 organizations would be a loss of connection with the neighborhood and its citizens (non-profits assign 2 – kara.doc on the R drive).  Because of this, it would seem most beneficial to consolidate the CDCs down to one for each neighborhood in the City of Cleveland.  There would then be one CDC for each megaburb in addition to the CDCs in the City of Cleveland, or after the mergers, Cleavahoga.  

Cultural facilities include sports arenas and the arts groups in the region.  All three major sports facilities in the Cleveland area are located within the City of Cleveland.  These facilities are paid for in most part by residents of the county.  Even though residents from other counties attend games at these facilities, they do not pay any taxes that go towards the funding of the stadiums or arenas.  The issue is how stadiums can be funded more equitably.  One way would be to have a tax in the seven county region that goes to the stadium.  The problem with this plan is that only the City of Cleveland gets benefits from the revenues of the stadium and they do not have the fiscal stability to share revenues.  Another option would be to charge out of county residents a higher ticket price at the gate.  This plan would likely be unpopular with the sports teams for fear of loss of revenue.  At this time, it seems that there would be no change in sports facilities.  Additionally, there does not seem to be many benefits for consolidation among arts groups.  They already partner with each other quite a bit.  (For more information, see arts and sports analysis.doc on the R drive)

Hospitals are a similar case to cultural facilities.  An analysis of the budgets shows that there are no economies of scale associated with the hospitals in this region and that there would be no advantages to mergers (shelton 611 finance & budget review & recommendations.doc on the R drive).  In addition to this analysis, it is also apparent that hospitals are regionalized for the most part already.  (For more information, see hospital analysis-nkeels 1.doc) 

Conclusion

Out of the five scenarios analyzed by the PDD 611 Planning Capstone course, Scenario Four, or “Cleavahoga and the Megaburbs” poses as one of the most challenging, but also most rewarding.  The 15% savings in megaburb expenditures alone will equate in approximately $143 million in year one, $173 million in year 5, $211 million in year 10, and $257 million in year 15 once the system has stabilized.  The competitive advantage the Cleavahoga and Megaburbs can have for the region can not be quantitatively calculated, but just the qualitative knowledge that the region could perform such a task and slim its government and make itself more efficient would show others that Northeast Ohio is still an international competitor.  


� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���





� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���





Fiscal


Officer





Prosecutor





Sheriff 





Court of 


Common


Pleas





Engineer





Public Works





Clerk of


Courts





Cleveland Operations





County


Executive





County Council


8 (subregions) 





VOTERS





Building and


Housing 


Director





EMS





Office of Equal Opportunity





Fire





Parks and 


Recreation 


Director





Police





Assistant


Law Director





Human Resources





Properties





Law Director





Comptroller





Community Development Director





Public Service Director





Public 


Safety 


Director





City Manager – App’d by Council





Council (5 wards)





VOTERS





Mayor


Representative 


to County Council





Other selected Cities, Counties, MSAs





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





Cleveland.Cuyahoga County, MSA








� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





% of population increase/decrease in selected areas











Figure 3





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





Strongly Disagree


Disagree


Neutral


Agree


Strong Agree











� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








Figure 6








� Local Government Regional Planning Commission “Regional Planning Tools” www.lgr.org/economic/planning.html
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		county/state		hyperlink		county		state

						Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1000)

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				9,207,201		65,975,569

		Denver/Colorado				5,756,378		26,229,424

		Duval/Florida				5,608,710		104,813,756

		Marion/Indiana				6,835,867		34,199,922

		Jefferson/Kentucky				5,182,319		28,879,501

		Hennepin/MN				7,090,155		27,055,700

		Dakota/MN				892,166		0

		Erie/NY				5,795,885		128,994,460

		Multnomah/OR				4,357,880		19,839,214

		Davidson/TN				4,769,673		39,275,543

		Allegheny/PA				10,616,712		85,600,644

		Greenville/SC				1,662,497		26,103,200

		miamiDade/FLA				11,883,710		104,813,756

						Employment in government, 2000

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				108,780		823,120

		Denver/Colorado				72,516		382,346

		Duval/Florida				73,171		1,088,444

		Marion/Indiana				78,244		431,832

		Jefferson/Kentucky				49,821		343,952

		Hennepin/MN				100,877		390,941

		Dakota/MN				18,793		0

		Erie/NY				76,563		1,482,763

		Multnomah/OR				68,259		269,212

		Davidson/TN				49,679		419,498

		Allegheny/PA				81,163		781,48

		Greenville/SC				26,828		383,388

		miamiDade/FLA				149,836		1,088,444

						Personal income, 2000 ($1000)

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				45,033,015		317,818,321

		Denver/Colorado				22,331,252		140,224,394

		Duval/Florida				21,118,751		445,739,968

		Marion/Indiana				25,968,052		164,020,144

		Jefferson/Kentucky				22,149,373		97,482,029

		Hennepin/MN				48,362,819		157,476,626

		Dakota/MN				12,635,667		0

		Erie/NY				25,959,499		658,720,315

		Multnomah/OR				21,746,116		94,853,509

		Davidson/TN				19,368,977		147,943,636

		Allegheny/PA				44,053,996		362,391,499

		Greenville/SC				10,950,211		96,561,193

		miamiDade/FLA				57,355,934		445,739,968

						Personal income per capita, 2000

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				32,362		27,977

		Denver/Colorado				40,203		32,434

		Duval/Florida				27,084		27,764

		Marion/Indiana				30,198		26,933

		Jefferson/Kentucky				31,934		24,085

		Hennepin/MN				43,310		31,935

		Dakota/MN				35,321		0

		Erie/NY				27,354		34,689

		Multnomah/OR				32,910		27,660

		Davidson/TN				34,008		25,946

		Allegheny/PA				34,431		29,504

		Greenville/SC				28,743		24,000

		miamiDade/FLA				25,320		27,764

						Land area, 2000 (square miles)

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				458		40,948

		Denver/Colorado				153		103,718

		Duval/Florida				774		53,927

		Marion/Indiana				396		35,867

		Jefferson/Kentucky				385		39,728

		Hennepin/MN				557		79,610

		Dakota/MN				570		0

		Erie/NY				1,044		47,214

		Multnomah/OR				435		95,997

		Davidson/TN				502		41,217

		Allegheny/PA				730		44,817

		Greenville/SC				790		30,109

		miamiDade/FLA				1,946		53,927

						Persons per square mile, 2000

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				3,040.40		277.3

		Denver/Colorado				3,616.80		41.5

		Duval/Florida				1,006.70		296.4

		Marion/Indiana				2,171.50		169.5

		Jefferson/Kentucky				1,801.20		101.7

		Hennepin/MN				2,005.30		61.8

		Dakota/MN				624.9		0

		Erie/NY				910		401.9

		Multnomah/OR				1,517.60		35.6

		Davidson/TN				1,134.60		138

		Allegheny/PA				1,755.30		274

		Greenville/SC				480.5		133.2

		miamiDade/FLA				1,157.90		296.4
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		Area Name		2000 Population

		Cuyahoga County, Ohio		1,393,978

								ESTIMATED FIRE DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURES ACCORDING TO POPULATION (ICMA)

						total exp		exp personnel		retirement		insurance		capital

		Chagrin/Southeast Region		145,512		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Cleveland Region		479,857		86,512,000		77986000		5191623		3592525		4864000

		Cuyahoga Region		55,263		9,464,000		6860000		872604		694429		74000

		Heights Region		120,726		16,517,000		13344000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Hillcrest Region		154,099		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Southcentral Region		147,548		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Southwest Region		118,125		16,517,000		13344000		1984283		1835080

		Westshore Region		176,872		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

						271,118,000		238966000		17969925		15297434		9378000

								ESTIMATED POLICE EXPENDITURES ACCORDING TO POPULATION (ICMA)

						total exp		exp personnel		retirement		insurance		capital

		Chagrin/Southeast Region		145,512		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

		Cleveland Region		479,857		187978000		161661080		5903027		6995301

		Cuyahoga Region		55,263		13048866		11222024		1234047		1061463

		Heights Region		120,726		16753000		14888000		2967011		3391000		464000

		Hillcrest Region		154,099		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

		Southcentral Region		147,548		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

		Southwest Region		118,125		16753000		14888000		2967011		2559015		464000

		Westshore Region		176,872		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

								357567104		34959096		30178779		2776000
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		Table 2.  Net Migration for the Young, Single, and College Educated for the United States, Regions, States, and Metropolitan Areas:  2000

		Source: U. S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, special tabulation.

		Internet release date:  April 13, 2004

		[Data based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf3.pdf]

		The young are those who were aged 25 to 39 in 2000; the single are those who were never married, or were widowed or divorced in 2000; and the college educated are those who had at least a bachelor's degree in 2000.

		/1-The net migration rate is based on an approximated 1995 population, which is the sum of young, single, and college educated people who reported living in the area in both 1995 and 2000, and those who reported living in that area in 1995 but lived elsew

		(X) Not applicable

		FIPS Code		Geographic Area		Number						Net Migration Rate/1

						Domestic inmigrants		Domestic outmigrants		Domestic 5-year net migration

		1280		Buffalo--Niagara Falls, NY MSA		4,545		10,815		-6,270		-204.7

		1602		Chicago--Gary--Kenosha, IL--IN--WI CMSA		70,971		52,221		18,750		73.1

		1692		Cleveland--Akron, OH CMSA		14,948		15,911		-963		-15.8

		1840		Columbus, OH MSA		15,343		15,465		-122		-2.7

		2162		Detroit--Ann Arbor--Flint, MI CMSA		27,407		28,591		-1,184		-10.2

		3480		Indianapolis, IN MSA		13,138		8,948		4,190		130.0

		3600		Jacksonville, FL MSA		7,325		5,399		1,926		118.4

		4520		Louisville, KY--IN MSA		5,664		4,722		942		53.0

		5082		Milwaukee--Racine, WI CMSA		10,964		10,385		579		15.6

		5120		Minneapolis--St. Paul, MN--WI MSA		28,760		18,511		10,249		123.5

		5360		Nashville, TN MSA		13,480		9,180		4,300		151.3

		6280		Pittsburgh, PA MSA		11,441		18,885		-7,444		-126.7

		6442		Portland--Salem, OR--WA CMSA		23,454		12,125		11,329		268.4

		8872		Washington--Baltimore, DC--MD--VA--WV CMSA		90,851		65,382		25,469		102.4

		2082		Denver--Boulder--Greeley, CO CMSA		41,851		22,172		19,679		264.0





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1177343424.xls
Chart1

		0.09

		0.15

		0.25

		0.3

		0.21



Merging Boundaries



Chart3

		0.13

		0.14

		0.36

		0.23

		0.14



Regional Governance



Chart2

		1 Strong Disagree

		2 Disagree

		3 Neutral

		4 Agree

		5 Strongly Agree



-10% Tax Without Schools

0.07

0.08

0.18

0.33

0.34



Sheet1

		

				1 Strong Disagree		2 Disagree		3 Neutral		4 Agree		5 Strongly Agree

		Merging Boundaries		9%		15%		25%		30%		21%
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		county/state		hyperlink		county		state

						Federal funds and grants, 2002 ($1000)

		Cuyahoga/Ohio				9,207,201		65,975,569

		Denver/Colorado				5,756,378		26,229,424

		Duval/Florida				5,608,710		104,813,756

		Marion/Indiana				6,835,867		34,199,922

		Jefferson/Kentucky				5,182,319		28,879,501
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		MSA Population Percent Change 1990-2000		2.2%		-1.6%		16.9%		26.5%		25.1%		17.8%		10.0%		21.4%		30.7%		-1.5%		11.2%		7.2%		4.8%		13.1%
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																Area Name		2000 Population		Population Change   1990-2000		2000 Median HH Income		Unemployment (%)		2000 Percent Poverty

																Cuyahoga County, Ohio		1,393,978				$39,168		6.2		10

																Chagrin/Southeast Region		145,512		-451		$39,909		4.80%		6.70%

																Cleveland Region		479,857		-27,292		$25,928		11.20%		26.20%

																Cuyahoga Region		55,263		5,757		$55,701		3.10%		3.30%

																Heights Region		120,726		-12,043		$54,183		6.20%		14.00%

																Hillcrest Region		154,099		783		$58,839		4.10%		6.20%

																Southcentral Region		147,548		3,321		$40,453		3.90%		4.90%

																Southwest Region		118,125		11,238		$47,977		3.50%		3.30%

																Westshore Region		176,872		403		$47,977		3.00%		5.00%
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Estimated Fire Department Expenditures by Population (Data ICMA, 2004)
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		Area Name		2000 Population

		Cuyahoga County, Ohio		1,393,978

								ESTIMATED FIRE DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURES ACCORDING TO POPULATION (ICMA)

						total exp		exp personnel		retirement		insurance		capital

		Chagrin/Southeast Region		145,512		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Cleveland Region		479,857		86,512,000		77986000		5191623		3592525		4864000

		Cuyahoga Region		55,263		9,464,000		6860000		872604		694429		74000

		Heights Region		120,726		16,517,000		13344000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Hillcrest Region		154,099		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Southcentral Region		147,548		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

		Southwest Region		118,125		16,517,000		13344000		1984283		1835080

		Westshore Region		176,872		35,527,000		31858000		1984283		1835080		888000

						271,118,000		238966000		17969925		15297434		9378000

								ESTIMATED POLICE EXPENDITURES ACCORDING TO POPULATION (ICMA)

						total exp		exp personnel		retirement		insurance		capital

		Chagrin/Southeast Region		145,512		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

		Cleveland Region		479,857		187978000		161661080		5903027		6995301

		Cuyahoga Region		55,263		13048866		11222024		1234047		1061463

		Heights Region		120,726		16753000		14888000		2967011		3391000		464000

		Hillcrest Region		154,099		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

		Southcentral Region		147,548		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000

		Southwest Region		118,125		16753000		14888000		2967011		2559015		464000

		Westshore Region		176,872		44815000		38727000		5472000		4043000		616000
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								FIPS55 Feature Name		2000 Census Population		% of pop		income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

								Bedford		14,214		10%		$   5,535,077		$   4,920,069		$   12,748,040		$   12,357,793.80

								Bedford Heights		11,375		8%		$   3,876,209		$   3,876,209		$   11,597,706		$   11,242,674

								Bentleyville		947		1%		$   477,879		$   955,758		$   2,999,473		$   2,793,627

								Chagrin Falls (Township of)		4,159		3%		$   1,774,142		$   2,365,522		$   9,495,855		$   8,550,770

														$   41,622		$   55,497		$   193,975		$   200,300

								Garfield Heights		30,621		22%		$   9,781,793		$   9,781,793		$   28,578,313		$   21,806,745

								Glenwillow		445		0%		$   154,603		$   154,603		$   422,977		$   461,871

								Highland Hills		1,314		1%		$   129,462		$   172,617		$   489,311		$   550,113

								Hunting Valley		588		0%		$   426,002.13		$   1,136,006		$   6,340,000		$   6,023,000

								Maple Heights		26,156		19%		$   6,358,537		$   8,478,049		$   19,936,692		$   17,618,472

								Moreland Hills		3,302		2%		$   2,565,052		$   2,931,488		$   9,904,304		$   9,090,907

								Oakwood		3,648		3%		$   557,961		$   1,115,921		$   2,856,874		$   3,230,988

								Orange		3,236		2%		$   2,098,044		$   2,098,044		$   6,732,047		$   6,209,170

								Solon		21,802		16%		$   11,920,665		$   11,920,665		$   30,455,026		$   32,326,564

								Walton Hills		2,392		2%		$   562,759		$   1,125,517		$   2,610,732		$   3,139,488

								Warrensville Heights		15,413		11%		$   4,118,018		$   4,706,306		$   13,955,151		$   11,001,986

								Woodmere		830		1%		$   272,225		$   272,225		$   1,401,891		$   1,352,078

								Totals		140,442		100%

								Mega Burb		140,442				$   50,650,050		$   56,066,289		$   160,524,391		$   136,091,279

								Savings								$   5,416,239				$   (24,433,112)

												Chagrin/Southeast Region

												Based on residential population		2 % set Income tax		1.75 % property tax		Difference

												Bedford		$   (615,009)		$   (390,246)		$   (1,005,255)

												Bedford Heights		$   - 0		$   (355,032)		$   (355,032)

												Bentleyville		$   477,879		$   (205,846)		$   272,033

												Chagrin Falls (Township of)		$   591,381		$   (945,085)		$   (353,705)

												Garfield Heights		$   - 0		$   (6,771,568)		$   (6,771,568)

												Glenwillow		$   - 0		$   38,894		$   38,894

												Highland Hills		$   43,154		$   60,802		$   103,956

												Hunting Valley		$   710,004		$   (317,000)		$   393,004

												Maple Heights		$   2,119,512		$   (2,318,220)		$   (198,708)

												Moreland Hills		$   366,436		$   (813,397)		$   (446,961)

												Oakwood		$   557,961		$   374,114		$   932,075

												Orange		$   - 0		$   (522,877)		$   (522,877)

												Solon		$   - 0		$   1,871,538		$   1,871,538

												Walton Hills		$   562,759		$   528,756		$   1,091,514

												Warrensville Heights		$   588,288		$   (2,953,165)		$   (2,364,876)

												Woodmere		$   - 0		$   (49,813)		$   (49,813)

												Totals		$   5,402,364		$   (12,768,145)		$   (7,365,781)

												Savings on Personnel only		$   12,186,496

												After Savings		$   4,820,715

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

												Bratenahl		$   810,838.62		$   1,081,118.16		3063456		2939680

												Cleveland		$   98,857,241.28		$   98,857,241.28		305331847.11		291522869.1

														$   99,668,079.90		$   99,938,359.44		$   308,395,303.11		$   294,462,549.10

												Difference		Difference		270279.539999992				-37179797.36

														$   270,280		$   (13,932,754)		$   (13,662,474)		$79,255,037.25

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

														$   7,666,164.94		$   7,666,164.94		$   22,936,178.32		$   20,851,071.20

														$   7,307,129.58		$   7,307,129.58		$   23,498,922.60		$   22,102,947.00

														$   568,422.36		$   568,422.36		$   1,253,667.45		$   1,620,386.50

														$   159,046.88		$   212,062.50		$   469,490.07		$   606,823.90

														$   3,086,406.18		$   3,086,406.18		$   7,196,476.44		$   9,908,192.20

														$   393,542.68		$   787,085.36		$   1,760,317.65		$   1,615,750.50

														$   5,209,500.62		$   5,209,500.62		$   14,258,750.64		$   14,723,709.90

														$   998,101.54		$   998,101.54		$   2,261,709.00		$   2,864,831.40

														$   25,388,314.78		$   25,834,873.08		$   73,635,512.17		$   74,293,712.60

														$   446,558		$   658,200		$   1,104,759		$4,963,191

														$   19,545,708.06		$   19,545,708.06		$   67,531,684.68		$   45,661,993.20

														$   4,605,516.40		$   4,605,516.40		$   19,582,456.32		$   17,225,308.80

														$   13,682,764.55		$   15,637,445.20		$   68,330,757.00		$   44,768,427.00

														$   4,773,322.58		$   6,364,430.10		$   20,789,886.00		$   14,007,370.00

														$   42,607,311.59		$   46,153,099.76		$   176,234,784.00		$   121,663,099.00

														$   3,545,788		$   (54,571,685)		$   (51,025,897)		$   3,497,988

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

														$   4,978,050.66		$   6,637,400.88		$   21,758,858.55		$   25,055,655.30

														$   24,396,920.64		$   17,120,646.06		$   44,682,085.35		$   44,918,498.50

														$   1,235,846.25		$   2,471,692.50		$   7,724,745.30		$   7,933,522.20

														$   2,907,528.75		$   3,876,705.00		$   15,574,088.16		$   11,789,150.40

														$   6,943,812.48		$   6,943,812.48		$   20,221,770.15		$   17,544,001.50

														$   1,838,776.32		$   1,838,776.32		$   4,979,437.97		$   5,598,184.70

														$   3,667,001.28		$   7,334,002.56		$   24,667,770.27		$   25,063,509.90

														$   2,936,951.48		$   5,873,902.96		$   16,483,167.68		$   15,503,969.60

														$   4,243,840.00		$   4,243,840.00		$   14,279,522.40		$   13,498,056.00

														$   6,919,762.98		$   9,226,350.64		$   23,419,410.56		$   19,864,678.60

														$   60,068,490.84		$   65,567,129.40		$   193,790,856.39		$   186,769,226.70

														$   5,498,639		$   (7,021,630)		$   (1,522,991)		$   8,787,186

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

														$   3,855,480.16		$   3,855,480.16		$   9,584,456.00		$   11,381,541.50

														$   16,143,187.50		$   12,914,550.00		$   37,943,087.40		$   37,943,087.40

														$   30,854,678.40		$   30,854,678.40		$   72,740,606.40		$   78,526,791.00

														$   7,266,073.10		$   7,266,073.10		$   22,679,690.55		$   22,327,156.50

												North royalton income tax high		$   58,119,419.16		$   54,890,781.66		$   142,947,840.35		$   150,178,576.40

														$   (3,228,638)		$   7,230,736		$   4,002,099		$   295,489,891

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

														$   6,555,978.54		$   6,555,978.54		$   18,037,604.52		$   16,799,729.70

														$   7,592,125.38		$   7,592,125.38		$   16,405,200.00		$   17,811,360.00

														$   4,816,838.48		$   6,422,451.30		$   18,759,231.72		$   20,137,028.40

														$   3,793,963.86		$   5,058,618.48		$   14,093,282.00		$   12,339,740.00

														$   22,258,198.80		$   22,258,198.80		$   53,127,724.65		$   54,563,609.10

														$   2,999,967.62		$   2,999,967.62		$   9,620,596.26		$   8,088,111.90

														$   48,017,072.68		$   50,887,340.12		$   130,043,639.15		$   129,739,579.10

														$   2,870,267		$   (304,060)		$   2,566,207		$5,115,706

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.75

														$   6,588,103.25		$   8,784,137.66		$   25,373,307.96		$   20,602,258.60

														$   5,949,388.08		$   7,932,517.44		$   25,475,326.08		$   20,863,413.60

														$   16,226,808.17		$   21,635,744.22		$   86,550,589.44		$   63,492,710.40

														$   7,102,102.14		$   14,204,204.28		$   42,196,682.60		$   37,290,091.60

														$   7,520,008.86		$   10,026,678.48		$   35,107,366.06		$   33,859,896.20

														$   12,498,231.57		$   16,664,308.76		$   42,574,936.00		$   47,583,752.00

														$   55,884,642.06		$   79,247,590.84		$   257,278,208.14		$   223,692,122.40

														$   23,362,948.78		$   (33,586,085.74)		$   (10,223,136.96)		$6,030,145

														income taxes totaled		New totals at 2%		res. Property tax		new prop tax at 1.9

														$   440,665,967		$   478,848,049		$   1,444,178,217		$   1,329,679,894

														Difference		$   38,182,082				$   (114,498,323)

																				$   (1,974,109)
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								Regions		2 % set Income tax		1.75 % property tax		Loss/Gain		Savings on Personnel Only		After savings

								Chagrin/Southeast Region		$   5,402,364		$   (24,433,112)		$   (19,030,748)		$   12,186,496		$   (6,844,252)

								Cleveland Region*		$   270,280		$   (13,932,754)		$   (13,662,474)		$   79,255,037		$   65,592,563

								Cuyahoga Region		$   446,558		$   658,200		$   1,104,759		$   4,963,191		$   6,067,949

								Heights Region		$   3,545,788		$   (54,571,685)		$   (51,025,897)		$   3,497,988		$   (47,527,909)

								Hillcrest Region		$   5,498,639		$   (7,021,630)		$   (1,522,991)		$   8,787,186		$   7,264,195

								Southcentral Region*		$   (3,228,638)		$   7,230,736		$   4,002,099		$   2,920,985		$   6,923,084

								Southwest Region*		$   2,870,267		$   (304,060)		$   2,566,207		$   5,115,706		$   7,681,913

								Westshore Region		$   23,362,949		$   (33,586,086)		$   (10,223,137)		$   6,030,145		$   (4,192,992)

								Total regional savings										$   34,964,551
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										Area Name		2000 Population		Population Change   1990-2000		2000 Median HH Income		Unemployment (%)		2000 Percent Poverty

										Cuyahoga County, Ohio		1,393,978				$39,168		6.2		10.0

										Chagrin/Southeast Region		145,512		-451		$39,909		4.8%		6.7%

										Cleveland Region		479,857		-27,292		$25,928		11.2%		26.2%

										Cuyahoga Region		55,263		5,757		$55,701		3.1%		3.3%

										Heights Region		120,726		-12,043		$54,183		6.2%		14.0%

										Hillcrest Region		154,099		783		$58,839		4.1%		6.2%

										Southcentral Region		147,548		3,321		$40,453		3.9%		4.9%

										Southwest Region		118,125		11,238		$47,977		3.5%		3.3%

										Westshore Region		176,872		403		$47,977		3.0%		5.0%

										Chagrin/Southeast Region

										Based on residential population		2 % set Income tax		1.75 % property tax		Difference

										Bedford		($615,009)		($390,246)		($1,005,255)

										Bedford Heights		$                        -		($355,032)		($355,032)

										Bentleyville		$477,879		($205,846)		$272,033

										Chagrin Falls (Township of)		$591,381		($945,085)		($353,705)

										Garfield Heights		$                        -		($6,771,568)		($6,771,568)

										Glenwillow		$                        -		$38,894		$38,894

										Highland Hills		$43,154		$60,802		$103,956

										Hunting Valley		$710,004		($317,000)		$393,004

										Maple Heights		$2,119,512		($2,318,220)		($198,708)

										Moreland Hills		$366,436		($813,397)		($446,961)

										Oakwood		$557,961		$374,114		$932,075

										Orange		$                        -		($522,877)		($522,877)

										Solon		$                        -		$1,871,538		$1,871,538

										Walton Hills		$562,759		$528,756		$1,091,514

										Warrensville Heights		$588,288		($2,953,165)		($2,364,876)

										Woodmere		$                        -		($49,813)		($49,813)

										Totals		$5,402,364		($12,768,145)		($7,365,781)

												Savings on Personnel only		$12,186,496

												After Savings		$4,820,715

										Regions		2 % set Income tax		1.9 % property tax		Loss/Gain		Savings on Personnel Only*		After savings

										Chagrin/Southeast Region		$5,402,364		($24,433,112)		($19,030,748)		$12,186,496		($6,844,252)

										Cleveland Region*		$270,280		($13,932,754)		($13,662,474)		$79,255,037		$65,592,563

										Cuyahoga Region		$446,558		$658,200		$1,104,759		$4,963,191		$6,067,949

										Heights Region		$3,545,788		($54,571,685)		($51,025,897)		$3,497,988		($47,527,909)

										Hillcrest Region		$5,498,639		($7,021,630)		($1,522,991)		$8,787,186		$7,264,195

										Southcentral Region*		($3,228,638)		$7,230,736		$4,002,099		$2,920,985		$6,923,084

										Southwest Region*		$2,870,267		($304,060)		$2,566,207		$5,115,706		$7,681,913

										Westshore Region		$23,362,949		($33,586,086)		($10,223,137)		$6,030,145		($4,192,992)

										*calculated

										Changes in residential taxes collected by Mega Burb

										Total regional savings										$34,964,551






