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YEARS 1 - 5

YEARS 1 - 10

YEARS 1 - 15

Jail

Total Dollars Saved

(5,400,000)

$                          

 

(16,800,000)

$                        

 

(34,200,000)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-1.74%

-2.71%

-3.68%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Ports

Total Dollars Saved

(1,314,680)

$                          

 

(3,443,350)

$                          

 

(5,693,350)

$                              

 

Total % Saved

-2.17%

-2.84%

-3.13%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(2,000,000.00)

$                         

 

Police

Total Dollars Saved

(6,427,850)

$                          

 

(33,349,225)

$                        

 

(72,793,500)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-0.62%

-1.60%

-2.33%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(1,500,000.00)

$                         

 

General Govt

Total Dollars Saved

(39,430,920)

$                        

 

(236,585,520)

$                      

 

(507,135,520)

$                          

 

Total % Saved

-0.54%

-1.61%

-2.30%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(5,000,000.00)

$                         

 

Pooled Buying Savings

Total Dollars Saved

(402,673,587)

$                      

 

(1,219,031,499)

$                   

 

(2,737,552,273)

$                       

 

Total % Saved

-0.93%

-1.41%

-2.12%

Fire

Total Dollars Saved

30,206,040

$                         

 

60,008,920

$                         

 

55,577,600

$                             

 

Total % Saved

1.32%

1.31%

0.81%

Capital Saved

(16,800,000)

$                        

 

50,400,000

$                         

 

(201,600,000.00)

$                     

 

Parks

Total Dollars Saved

(14,071,000)

$                        

 

(39,571,000)

$                        

 

(65,071,000)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-1.23%

-1.73%

-1.90%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(3,259,072.64)

$                         

 

Health

Total Dollars Saved

(2,000,000)

$                          

 

(4,500,000)

$                          

 

(7,000,000)

$                              

 

Total % Saved

-0.77%

-0.87%

-0.90%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Privatization Savings

Total Dollars Saved

(131,805,151)

$                      

 

(431,869,401)

$                      

 

(1,123,956,740)

$                       

 

Total % Saved

-0.31%

-0.50%

-0.87%

Sheriff

Total Dollars Saved

(2,400,000)

$                          

 

(5,400,000)

$                          

 

(8,400,000)

$                              

 

Total % Saved

-0.29%

-0.33%

-0.34%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Sewer

Total Dollars Saved

(3,600,000)

$                          

 

(7,200,000)

$                          

 

(10,800,000)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-0.30%

-0.30%

-0.30%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Water

Total Dollars Saved

(3,600,000)

$                          

 

(7,200,000)

$                          

 

(10,800,000)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-0.30%

-0.30%

-0.30%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Public Housing

Total Dollars Saved

(4,500,000)

$                          

 

(9,000,000)

$                          

 

(13,500,000)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-0.26%

-0.26%

-0.26%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(2,000,000.00)

$                         

 

Public Transit

Total Dollars Saved

(3,749,999)

$                          

 

(7,499,999)

$                          

 

(11,249,998)

$                            

 

Total % Saved

-0.25%

-0.25%

-0.25%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(4,172,875.93)

$                         

 

Transit Agencies

Total Dollars Saved

(500,000)

$                             

 

(1,000,000)

$                          

 

(1,500,000)

$                              

 

Total % Saved

-0.02%

-0.02%

-0.02%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Schools

Total Dollars Saved

-

$                                          

 

10,547,900

$                         

 

(3,630,250)

$                              

 

Total % Saved

0.00%

0.03%

-0.01%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

(9,123,277.50)

$                         

 

Airports

Total Dollars Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                              

 

Total % Saved

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Special Districts

Total Dollars Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                              

 

Total % Saved

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Capital Saved

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

-

$                                          

 

Regionalism Start-up Costs

Totl $ Spent

6,004,301

$                           

 

12,924,798

$                         

 

12,924,798

$                             

 

Total % Increase

600430112.70%

1292479762.70%

1292479762.70%

Overall Savings

Total Savings 

(602,062,847)

$                      

 

(1,888,568,376)

$                   

 

(4,773,435,459)

$                       

 

Total Budgets w/out Changes 

45,833,028,246

$                  

 

91,666,056,492

$                  

 

137,499,084,737

$                    

 

Percent Saved 

-1.31%

-2.06%

-3.47%

Average Yearly Savings

(318,229,030.60)

$                     
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YEARS 1 - 10

YEARS 1 - 15
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Efficiency Analysis

In modeling anticipated cost savings for the merged seven-county regional government, several unique factors required consideration.

First, merging all local governments, services and districts from the seven-county study area into one entity of government is unprecedented in scale. This impacted the previous work the efficiency analysis drew upon. Service area research groups were often unable to collect budget and government employment data for all seven counties and had difficulty identifying precedents from which to describe possible efficiencies. The enormity of such a merger also impacts the implementation flowchart.  As discussed later in this paper, service areas merge in different years.  In general, the more essential, politically sensitive or operationally difficult the service area, the later the merger takes place.  The schedule is as follows:


Year 1: Public Housing, Water, Sewer, Transit Agencies, Public Transit, & Parks


Year 2: Sheriffs, Airports, Ports, Public Health


Year 3: Fire, Jails, and Special Service Districts


Year 5: Police and Municipal Governments


Year 9: Schools

Cost savings for a service area are not modeled until they are merged.  Other important components of the implementation process will be discussed in the implementation section.

Second, in addition to describing opportunities to save money through drastic consolidation, service area research groups recognized that decision making would be centralized and advocated for the implementation of new policies and initiatives.  While it is true that many of these policies and initiatives could be embarked upon through the use of cooperative agreements between municipalities, at this scale of government merger political will can be assumed and the policies can be implemented.

The final unique factor in modeling cost savings is that implementing new policies and initiatives would cost money, especially in the seven-county area.  Without cost estimates for such policies, the efficiency analysis has been conducted working under the assumption that possible cost savings would be used to implement these programs or improve other services.  In this regard, the efficiency analysis examines how to fund new programs, not merely save money.

Assumptions and Approaches to Modeling Cost Savings

While the budget/finance summary files were very helpful, there was still a need to make assumptions about cost savings for the scenario: 

· Administrative overhead decreases: As government units merge, duplications at top levels of administration and their associated costs are reduced.

· Wages up, then recaptured: Case studies show that as union-employed entities merge, salaries and wages of lower-paid employees will raise to that of higher-paid employees. In a somewhat aggressive measure, we assumed, in time, these costs could be recaptured. This is a particularly onerous impact for Fire services because of the proclivity of volunteers and part-time employees in suburban and rural communities.

· Capital savings as recommended, otherwise assumed: Largely due to an inability to secure capital budget data, we were only able to specifically target and recommend a capital savings for fire services. Without any other recommendations to go on, we assumed a one-time savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility and technology) at some point after the merger.  
· Privatization at margin: Although politically difficult to pursue in an area with such a strong union presence, we used Philadelphia’s results in the mid 1990’s as a case study of another city with strong union influence, to model privatization savings. Taking a conservative approach, savings were modeled to reach 1.25 % by year five, and then after marginally increase after three years.
· Pooled buying at margin: Buying supplies, health care and services as a large, single entity for the seven-county study area should provide some savings. These costs savings are modeled solely on assumptions due to lack of line item budget data.  Assumed to reach 4.25% cost savings after 8 years following mergers, this factor is intuitive, but unsubstantiated.
· Costs of mergers: Without question merging all of these local government entities will have an associated cost however, exact costs are unknown.  For purposes of modeling, in the year that a service area merges, 0.1% of the service area’s budget is added to the merger cost and an additional 0.05% is added to the merger cost the year after the merger starts. In all 0.15% of the operating budget is assumed to be the cost of the merger.

With the need to make up for shortcomings in the data collection process, this set of assumptions offers a reasonable and at times strategically aggressive approach to modeling the cost savings of such a drastic merger.

Results

The following table details the cost savings at five-, 10- and 15-year intervals for each service area.  The service areas are listed in the order of percent cost savings.  

Jails, police, general government, pooled buying savings and fire are all in the top six service areas for percent saved.  Interestingly, due to wage increases following the merger, fire’s operating savings do not decrease for the 15-year total (the merger is costly at first, showing an increase in operating expenses until year 13 and a $3.5 million savings in year 15).  However, fire is still listed so high because of large capital budget savings.  

Airports and special service districts are not projected to contribute any savings because airports, on the whole, are already operating at a profit and special service districts are such small-scale targeted efforts.  The projected cost of the merger is $12,924,798.
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The next table presents the Overall Cost Savings for the merger on the same five-, 10- and 15-year intervals.

OVERALL COST SAVINGS

[image: image50.emf]
After 15 years, the model shows that the mergers will yield a savings of 3.47%.  The $4,773,435,459 in projected savings represents an average yearly savings of $318,229,030.  Using the total seven-county population, per capita savings equals $114.  

This level of savings is well below the 10% used on a survey conducted to gauge the circumstances under which Northeast Ohioans would favor some sort of regional government.

Impact on Facilities/Services that are Already Regionalized (Partially/Fully)

A merger as drastic as this one has interesting and far-reaching impacts on some services that are already regionalized to some extent.

Public Housing Authorities

The first impact on public housing authorities is that they would need to receive approval from the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development and the State of Ohio Department of Development to forgo its independence and join a different entity of government.  Approval would be crucial because public housing authorities are funded almost exclusively by the federal government.  Any action to jeopardize that status would be unacceptable.  

As part of a seven-county government however, public housing would have a broader service area without the need for cooperative agreements with suburbs.  As such, they would have greater agency to use federal programs to deconcentrate poverty.  Such an effort is challenging and needs exclusionary zoning practices to be eliminated.

Water and Sewer

These two services are capital intensive due to their reliance on costly infrastructure.  Under a seven-county government that presumably would seek to focus on redeveloping older areas of the region, projected needs for new infrastructure could change.  In the end analysis, this would not yield a cost savings.  Alternatively, the older parts of the region need infrastructure repairs and upgrades.  An added benefit to these improvements is the ability to improve point source pollution in the region.

Parks

Under a larger government body, the park system would encounter both a challenge and an important opportunity. As city park districts were subsumed under the large government body the ability to provide distinct amenities for different neighborhoods is diluted and community choice reduced.  

The resources of the Metroparks being joined together could provide park administrators with the ability to more aggressively pursue key green space purchases by increasing their capacity to leverage local resources to secure federal and foundation resources.

Transit Agency

As the two transit agencies merge into the single-entity regional government, 

decision making will be consolidated. The agency would need approval from the federal government that it be recognized as a transportation planning agency, part of the seven-county government.  However, even if the investment is directed differently, there will not be considerable cost savings because state and federal government funds will be spent differently, not eliminated.
Public Transit

More than likely, service delivery will not change, but to receive federal funds, the public transit service area would also need to receive approval from the federal government to surrender its autonomy and become part of the larger local government.

Impacts on Existing Special Service Districts

Because the merger is so comprehensive, there is an opportunity for some special service districts to change their service delivery, however some will remain the same.

Schools 

The primary change for schools is the potential to redistribute funds to disadvantaged districts.  In this regard, any savings should be redistributed and used in a more efficient way.  Similar to parks, a challenge could exist to provide unique products for different neighborhoods however, in regard to equity, this is a desirable outcome.
Soil, Water Conservation Districts 

Given the consolidated decision making of the seven-county government, different land use strategies are politically feasible. These land use strategies could very well incorporate more environmentally sound policies than the current home-rule,  municipality-based system. As a result, soil and water conservation districts could be better positioned to help the environment.

Port Authorities 

Instead of operating as independent entities, the four port authorities could work cooperatively and may be able to better plan for and serve the needs of local industry.

Airports 

The impact on airports would be minimal.  Operationally, they will stay the same.  The only change should be revenue allocation.  Instead of going to a city, it will stream to the seven-county government.

Survey Results

As conveyed in the survey results, residents of the seven-county region are currently unconvinced that efficiency can be achieved through regionalization.  About 55% of respondents reportedly felt that their taxes would increase if services were merged, whereas less than 6% stated that they would decrease.  Additionally, those surveyed believed most services would experience a slight decline in quality if combined.

Certain aspects of the regional survey seemingly indicate that citizens of Northeast Ohio seek a positive, progressive change.  Just over half of respondents said that they would agree to the merging of municipal boundaries if it was the only means of reducing rising costs.  Further, 67% of participants would support regional governance if a 10% cost savings could be realized.  However, schools would continue to operate in their present form and would not be combined.

Ultimately, these results communicate that residents in the seven-county region seek local economic sustainability. However, public opinion in support of widespread regional governance will not be garnered without sound evidence that significant legitimate savings will be attained. Public officials must therefore provide credible proof that considerable efficiency will result for citizens to actually consider regionalization.  

Demographics

Demographically, the new seven-county region is comprised of a population of approximately 2.86 million people. Caucasians compose about 77% of area residents, while 16% are African-American. Nearly 90% of residents in the new Northeast Ohio live in urban areas. In regards to educational attainment, one in four residents holds a bachelor’s degree or higher. 

Overall, the seven-county area possesses a median income of about $65,000.  Additionally, 4% of residents live at or below the poverty level.  In a sense, the region parallels the city of Shaker Heights in terms of these aspects.

Impact on Industry

Regionalization may be highly beneficial to industry in that a greater, more concerted effort can be put forth to advance economic development in Northeast Ohio.  Regional strengths, such as manufacturing, health care, and finance and real estate, may be further built upon, to develop and distinguish their national specialties.  Intra-regional poaching will be completely eradicated, as municipalities will no longer aggressively compete against for new businesses to locate within their jurisdictions.  

New industrial clusters may be established: Investment may be infused at strategic locations.  In this respect, resources may be pooled and common infrastructure shared for the cluster to be locationally advantageous.  

Implementation Analysis


While the results of a seven county merger in Northeast Ohio may be positive, implementation of this scenario may difficult to achieve.  There is however, a mechanism to achieve this implementation (See Flow Chart) and perhaps a will to do it.  


The first step in implementing this scenario is already underway:  the identification of a problem and the ongoing conversation and education of and between individuals in the region.  While a crisis is often needed to move from discussion to action, a “quiet crisis” may be sufficient to motivate citizens and elected officials to take action.  In order to achieve the adoption of the new regional government by each county, a strong coalition of advocates for this change will be needed.  This coalition will most likely be built on the many stakeholders who are positioned to benefit from a regional government.  


A preliminary step to a regional merger could be a regional planning commission.  The Ohio Revised Code §713.21 and §713.22 allow for the creation of a regional planning commission within a county or adjoining counties and the creation of county planning commissions respectively.  ORC §713.23 provides the powers and duties of a regional and county planning commission.  ORC §713.23(B) provides, but does not limit, the specific duties that the regional and county planning commissions should perform as mainly advisory in nature with no real authority.  The Code 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.  Theoretically, if municipalities had the desire or incentives to coordinate land use planning efforts, they could bind themselves to adopt comprehensive plans, zoning maps, and any other devices to control land use a joint planning council presents.  This board could act as the motivating body to organize and promote necessary future steps.



Another preliminary step may be the creation of a Northeast Ohio Council of Governments (COGs).  A COG is a voluntary association of governments or governmental entities, not an actual unit of government.  Generally, COGs are created to provide a forum to identify regional issues, develop solutions, and to make recommendations to its members on area-wide strategic plans.  There are currently over 600 such regional COGs nationwide.  

In Ohio, COGs are governed by Ohio Revised Code Chapter 167.  As provided by Chapter 167:  

[the] governing bodies of any two or more counties, municipal corporations, townships, special districts, school districts, or other political subdivisions may enter into an agreement with each other, or with the governing bodies of any counties, municipal corporations, townships, special districts, school districts or other political subdivisions of any other state to the extent that laws of such other state permit, for establishment of a regional council consisting of such political subdivisions.  COGs could be another important organizing tool for area leaders to organize their push for the seven county mergers.


It is important to note that, per Chapter 167, the council’s authority under the Ohio Revised Code and under any agreement of the members does not displace any existing government agency in the exercise of its statutory powers.   As such, COGs do not have statutory authority to require entities to be members nor to follow their plans.  They further do not have the power to tax, issue bonds, or legislate.   


Despite these intermediate steps, the Ohio Constitution will remain a primary obstacle to this scenario.  County government in Ohio is codified in Ohio Constitution’s Article X, Section 01.  The Ohio Constitution states “the General Assembly shall provide by general law for the organization and government of counties, and may provide by general law alternative forms of county government”. The constitution does not currently contain a provision for the merger of two or more counties into one governmental body.  Therefore, in order to implement a single governmental body from the seven-county region, a constitutional amendment will be required.  


The Ohio Constitution outlines the process that must be taken to amend the constitution in Article 16, Sections 1-3.  According to the Ohio Constitution, either House may propose the amendment, which must then approved by three-fifths of the members of each house.   Once approved by the state senators and representatives, the amendment will be presented to the Ohio citizens for a vote.  If a majority of voters in the State of Ohio approve the amendment, the amendment will become law.  The constitution also provides for final review by the Ohio Supreme Court.  


Once the Ohio Constitution has been amended to allow for the merger of two or more counties, the voters of each county must elect to adopt the new form of consolidated government.  According to the Ohio Constitution, Article 10, Section 1, “no alternative form shall become operative in any county until submitted to the electors thereof and approved by a majority of those voting thereon under regulations provided by law”.  The majority of residents of each county entering the merger will be required to approve the merger.   


The final stage would be to implement the new regional government.  In order to better receive support from current elected officials and residents, and to prepare for the consolidation, the merger of these areas and services will be fazed in over nine years.  After all counties have elected to merge into the Northeast Ohio Regional government, the region must elect a council and executive.  The Council will be made up of nine representatives; each of the seven counties will elect one representative and two council persons will be elected at large.  The voters of the region will also elect a Regional Executive.  


The Structure of the new government ultimately places full authority into the voters’ hands.  Daily decisions will be made by the Regional Executive.  The Executive will oversee five directors, each in charge of delivering a wide array of services.  For example, the Safety Director shall oversee the police force, fire department, and EMS services (See Organizational Chart).  Grouping similar entities will help directors coordinate services among similar departments.  
 

Case Studies

Changing the governance structure of a region is rare and not easily accomplished.  There have been only 32 mergers in United States history and only 24 government mergers since WWII.  In the last 20 years, only Louisville, Kentucky implemented a large-scale consolidation. Eighty percent of consolidation referendums have failed in the last three decades and only 23 of 134 have passed between 1921 and 1996.  While there are some examples of merging city and county governments and services, there have been no multi-county governance case studies that would mirror what we propose.  The following is a summary of two case studies, the Twin Cities and Portland that we could serve as a starting point or a reference for a seven county completely merged entity.  Summaries for the case studies are located in Appendix A.

Minneapolis-St. Paul

In 1971, The Metropolitan Council was created and adopted by state law. It encompasses seven counties with roughly 2.5 million people and includes 200 jurisdictions.  The Metropolitan Council is not a legislative body and has little operating authority, although its powers and scope of responsibility have increased since its inception. It is comprised of 17 members appointed by the governor.  Since there were no actual boundary changes, the council is not a regional government.  The council’s main responsibility is to manage growth in the region through competent land use planning.  It also has the charge to channel development to the two main cities, Minneapolis and St. Paul and inner-ring suburbs.  In the 1980’s, the Twin Cities experienced an increase in the concentration of poverty and the ramifications that followed.  By 1994, both cities lost one-third of their preschool-aged white children, crime rates rose sharply and property values plummeted.  This situation eventually spread to the inner-ring suburbs.  Also exclusionary zoning in the outer suburbs and highway construction created a spatial mismatch between workers and jobs adding further woes to the area.  The joining of the cities and suburbs in a common crisis allowed for the passage of bills that gave the council more responsibility and the passage of a new state funding formula for schools.

In 1993, the Twin Cities and their suburbs created a metro-majority coalition in the state legislature.  This enabled them to collaborate on issues that would serve the region’s interests.  In 1994, the coalition passed the Metropolitan Reorganization Act placing all regional sewer, transit and land use planning under the authority of the Metropolitan Twin Council.  This in turn increased the Council’s budget from $40 to $600 million.  In addition, the coalition passed the Land Recycling Act, Metropolitan Land Planning Act, Livable Communities Act and Airport Relocation Bill.  The legislature was also able to pass two extensive fair housing bills.  Although both were vetoed by the governor, a weaker version passed in 1995.  

The Council initiated several programs as well to help curb sprawl and manage growth in the region including the Smart Growth Twin Cities Project, and a partnership with the Department of Natural Resources that created a “green-infrastructure” map of the region. Plans outlined in Blueprint 2030 address the region’s population growth and future land-use planning initiatives. The Council allots more than $100 million in grants for development, low-income housing and environmental remediation.

Another aspect to the Twin Cities “regional consolidation” is tax-revenue sharing.  In 1974, the legislature passed the Fiscal Disparities Act. The tax-sharing plan calculates the increased value of commercial and industrial property.  Forty percent of the increase is put in a pool and taxed at each jurisdiction’s rate. The revenue goes to finance housing, transportation and schools.  Seventy five percent of the area gains under the plan and 25% lose. The revenue-sharing program is said to reduce poaching and reduce the pressure of the property tax.  In 1994, the state also changed their school funding formula.  Under the new plan, poorer districts receive more funding than wealthier districts.  As a result of two laws, Minnesota has the third most equitable school funding system in country while Ohio is ranked 37 (Education Week).

Both the Metropolitan Council and the tax revenue sharing plan had widespread support.  Political support came from the Citizen’s League, democrats from the city and republicans from low-tax capacity suburbs.  There was no history of a “political machine” in the region and therefore the suburban population did not mistrust the city government.  The Twin Cities are very homogeneous with only a 12% minority population.  As a result, there was a lack of racial tension that is usually seen in any regional merger.  

Portland-Metro


In 1973, a statewide planning program was adopted that mandated Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB), changes in transportation, the rezoning of urban land for affordable housing and state zoning for farms and forests. Then in 1979, Metro was created as an elected regional government, the only one of its kind in United States.  The Metro Council is made up of seven non-partisan members, elected from districts every four years as well as an executive officer who is elected at large to oversee the day-to-day management of the council. The region encompasses three counties – Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington – and 24 cities including Portland.  Metro serves 1.3 million people. 

In 1992, voters approved a home rule charter giving Metro the primary regional responsibility for land-use and transportation planning requiring local land to conform to a regional framework. Metro also is responsible for solid waste disposal and operation of arts and cultural facilities including the parks and zoos.  Early results included increased transit use of almost 5% while use decreased 9% in 20 similarly cities between 1990 and 1995. In 1996, employment held steady at 20% of the regional total compared to 10% to 15% in similarly sized regions.  Other early impacts included an increase in density in Portland from 3,412 people per square mile in 1960 to 3,885 in 1994. In 1996 29% of all development in Portland’s UGB came from infill compared to four percent that same year in Cleveland.


The strategy for the initial statewide planning program was successful due to support from planners, the mayor, Neil Goldschmidt, other politicians, environmentalists, agricultural interests and the governor, Tom McCall.  There was bipartisan support to stop the negative effects of sprawl.  At the time of inception, there was not a lot of growth in the suburbs and therefore not much opposition. Like the Twin Cities, the Portland region is homogeneous and therefore racial tension was not an issue.  The Urban Growth Boundaries have survived several attempts at repeal and it is noteworthy that Portland’s Metro Council is still the only regional government body in the United States.

Supporters/Key Players

There are several groups that may support a seven-county consolidation.  The individual groups may have different reasons for their support and taken alone would not be sufficient to push for any real change, but collectively the groups could create a potential “regional block” that could implement either cooperative changes at the local level or more substantial changes at the state level that would eventually lead to a seven-county regional governance structure.  The following is a list of potential supporters and possible reasons why they would favor a regional government and the sharing of services or taxes.

· Urban mayors: Recently Don Pusqualic, mayor of Akron, discussed the pros and cons of regionalism on NPR.  The bottom line is that the inner cities are losing both population and revenue and need resources.  He argues that if the region does not have strong central cities, it will eventually decline.  

· First Ring Suburbs Consortium: Several guest speakers, including Ken Montlack, Judy Rawson and Martin Zanotti, all expressed the desire for cooperation among municipalities.  Although they were only speaking within the Cuyahoga County area, one could assume that many of the other counties’ inner-ring suburban mayors would share their thoughts.  What has happened to the central cities has spread to the inner-ring; old infrastructure, school funding problems, decreased tax revenues, and increased costs for services.  It reasons that they would benefit from sharing services and possibly consolidating government entities.

· Fiscally conservative legislators: Jim Trakas, a state representative from District 17 in Cuyahoga County, also discussed regionalism on NPR.  His argument is that local governments can do more to cut their budgets and that there is duplication and overlap.  Consolidation and/or cooperation would help alleviate excess waste.
· Environmentalists:  Groups like Greater Ohio and EcoCity Cleveland as well as other environmentalists could be potential supporters for a seven-county consolidation.  Greater Ohio’s overall mission is to “promote redevelopment of existing communities, strengthen regional cooperation and protect the countryside and Ohio’s natural resources.”  They focus on three areas: 
· Enhancing the quality of life and economic opportunity in all neighborhoods and communities
· Investing in assets
· Planning land use wisely for the future
· Rural preservationists: Urban sprawl and the demise of the central cities doesn’t just affect individuals, businesses and governments in these areas, it adversely affects people in rural areas as well.  Individuals who want to preserve the “rural character” of their neighborhoods may be willing to support regionalism if they understand the potential benefits of coordinated land-use planning and shared resources and revenues.  Rural areas have been just as hard hit as urban areas in the current economy and could benefit from wealth redistribution.
It is interesting to note that on some issues the groups mentioned would never be on the same side, but the idea of a consolidated seven-county entity, sharing tax revenues, coordinated land-use planning and reduction of local governments may be something on which they can agree. They may be able to put other partisan biases aside and form a coalition. 

Overcoming Obstacles

Just as there are several potential groups of supporters for a regionalized government there are also several obstacles that could impede a seven-county merger.  It is not to say that the following are absolute roadblocks to regionalism, just that there are issues and concerns that would need to be addressed before moving forward. 

· Unions: Almost every speaker who came to our class expressed that unions would impede the prospect of regionalism.  Unions may fear losing influence and jobs.  Members of unions would have to be included in discussions and leadership in the new entity.  Members may realize that if nothing is done, more jobs, especially public service jobs will be lost due to lack of revenue.  If a merger occurred the majority of the cuts would be at the administrative level and since consolidation would occur over time, attrition and buy-outs could be used to minimize any additional layoffs.  Union members may actually benefit, since consolidation could cause salaries to possibly reflect the highest common denominator of pay.

· Minorities:  In nearly every case study, minority representation decreased under consolidation.  Currently, African Americans make up 51% of Cleveland’s population and only 27% of Cuyahoga County’s population.  This discrepancy is mirrored to an extent in the other counties as well.  As with the unions, African Americans would have to see the benefits of consolidation in terms of job opportunities, fair housing policies as well as a more equitable school funding system.  A combination of district and at-large elected officials would help offset political disparity.

· Local politicians: If the mandate comes from the state level and the voters agree to the consolidation, local politicians may be unfortunate.  It will be hard to frame regionalism to some who only care about controlling their “fiefdoms”, but there will be others who know that everyone will go down if something isn’t changed.  Those politicians who have skills and intelligence may end up being a part of the new government.  The new entity will still have the same population and need oversight and leadership.

· Public opinion/home rule: It is human nature to resist change and retain control.  This area has a long tradition of individual communities governing themselves.  Citizens identify with their community and will defend that community’s ability to set its own policies.  The region’s population would be approximately 2.86 million people which some may see as a benefit in terms of attracting business or increasing revenues in the area.  However, a massive public relations and education campaign would need to be implemented to get the doubters on board.  Many more detailed and in-depth surveys would need to be conducted to ascertain the publics concerns and opinions.  

· Financial: There are two main financial barriers to consolidation; the initial start-up costs of creating an entirely new government and the inability to prove guaranteed savings if the seven counties were to consolidate.  Further data analysis would need to be conducted for both points in order to make a better determination and plan of action.

· State law: There are currently provisions in the constitution for the merging of municipalities and county government, however, there is no language regarding the consolidation of counties.  The current legislature does not really care much about the region in our study.  Either new leadership must be elected at the state level to put pressure on them, or a coalition based on bipartisan support for this region must be formed and make consolidation at least at some level a priority.  

Qualitative Social and Environmental Impacts

The impact merging the seven-county region will have on Northeast Ohioans’ quality of life is perhaps the most intriguing portion of this scenario.  While restructuring the government is not the only way to accomplish goals such as preserving open space, making school funding in the region more equitable, creating policies that encourage housing diversity, or reinforcing the value of arts and culture, this massive merger will allow for the creation and enforcement of a regional agenda that promotes sustainability and equity for all its residents.  

If this merger became a legitimate possibility for the region, its opponents would undoubtedly regard it as “socialist” or “unattainably idealistic”.  However, if further investigation proved that these quality of life benefits were plausible, it could become attractive to a region desperate for positive change and could drastically change the way Northeast Ohioans perceive themselves and their home. It would require Northeast Ohioans to look beyond the borders of their current municipalities and embrace a region that would be the first of its kind in the nation. 

Equity in school funding


By merging funding for schools, per pupil spending has the opportunity to be distributed more equitably.  According to the Akron-Beacon Journal, Ohio's metropolitan areas are rated low in workforce education levels.  Ohio is one of the least prepared states for the new economy.  Additionally, with the 13th least equitable school funding scheme in the nation, there is room to grow when it comes to education. It is beyond the scope of this analysis to look at school funding comprehensively, though the potential benefits of pooling resources from within a seven-county area rather than individual municipalities are interesting.  


In American Metropolitics, Myron Orfield analyzes the discrepancies between income levels in cities and their suburbs and concludes that higher ratios between the two are detrimental to the strength of the region’s economy as a whole.  Greater Cleveland’s ratio is one of the highest and partially explains why Cleveland is ranked the poorest in the country.  Sharing resources in school funding is an investment in the region’s future that requires educating residents of its benefits.  Funding equity does not mean all students in all districts are given equal amounts of support, but recognizes that educating people of different locations, socioeconomic backgrounds, and cognitive capacities do not cost the same. More equitably funding the region’s schools would provide an opportunity to give students a greater chance to succeed regardless of household income or ability to pay high property taxes in expensive school districts.


An investment at this level will help prepare the region’s students for jobs in the new economy and is a mechanism for workforce development that cannot be matched in current programs.  Regionalizing school funding dollars will not solve the problems of social integration, but it will facilitate the distribution of resources more equitably than they are currently being utilized.

Environmental issues


Preservation of open space is an issue that has time running against it.  Currently, land in Medina, Lorain, Lake, Geauga, Summit and Portage Counties is being consumed for development faster than land trusts, park districts, farmland preservation groups, and planning agencies can preserve it.  Land in Cuyahoga County is almost completely developed, which means that the next ring of green space in the region lay within these counties.  A consolidated seven-county entity has an immense possibility to control open space preservation.  The preservation of open green spaces is often considered to be in competition with economic development goals, yet there are economic advantages in establishing natural spaces and developing more diverse recreational options in such areas.  For example, “residents of Canal Place Condominiums in Akron, Ohio, have been willing to pay $8,000 more for the housing units located near the Towpath Trail than for identical units that the developer is building in Louisville [Kentucky], which also has a competitive real estate market.
  Furthermore, in 2001, 2.9 million Ohioans spent $880 million watching wildlife.
  


When looking at the impact assets such as the Cleveland Metroparks, the Geauga Park District, Lake Metroparks, Lorain County Metro Park System, Medina County Metroparks, Metro Parks Serving Summit County, Portage Park District, Stark County Park District, Cuyahoga Valley National Park and the National Park Service Rivers and Trails Programs, it becomes apparent that people are naturally pulled to outdoor resources.  In fact, it could be argued that Northeast Ohioans’ love of nature could ultimately result in its destruction.  Houses are being built in forests and on farmland because people view them as desirable; what they do not understand is the negative impact their homes have on the ecosystem.  Because development attracts more development, the forests and farmlands are eventually replaced by the same type of development that families were initially trying to escape, perpetuating the cycle of excessive land consumption. By establishing greater access to the region’s green space for all residents, Northeast Ohioans can strengthen their sense of ownership of these naturally beautiful spaces.  The Northeast Ohio Regional Parks Consortium (NEORPC) has “identified exciting possibilities for linking existing parks and protecting river corridors” that could result in “a conservation vision that could improve quality of life, the environment, and the region’s economic competitiveness”.
  This plan prescribes a conceptual view of thousands of acres of land that may be conserved and could connect people and places through thousands of miles of new trails and scenic byways.  


Once a piece of land is paved, it is changed forever.  The current development patterns are very expensive.  In 1988, the State of Ohio spent $162 million removing sediment from state lakes, streams and other water sources.
  Sediment adds at least an additional $.32 per ton in water treatment costs.  A 10% reduction in the amount of sediment in Ohio water sources would result in a 4% savings in overall treatment costs.
  A major source of sediment in the water comes from runoff—water that is often a result of new houses and other developments on land that could formerly absorb and reuse the water.  If new development was denser or built on recycled land, water run-off would become less problematic and ecosystems become restored or remain untouched.


Cleveland has the dirtiest air in the Midwest, according to the American Lung Association’s annual State of the Air Report 2005.
  Air pollution in the seven-county region is among the worst levels in the state.  If people drive shorter distances when commuting or running errands, or even have the option of walking or biking comfortably, the amount of ozone-depleting gases emitted will decrease.  


While regional government reform is not the only way in which environmental problems can be solved, a large-scale government entity would provide the mechanism to implement idealistic plans like the one proposed by NEORPC.  Neither the bioregion nor pollutants know municipal boundaries.  Making decisions that impact the environment on the largest scale possible will help to alleviate problems related to sustainability through combining resources to do what is best for the region, rather than separate municipalities acting in social isolation.  A larger governmental body will also enable people to identify with a larger area and, therefore, care more about the region because they are more impacted both positively and negatively by what happens within these expanded borders.


Some make the argument that worrying about the environment is a problem for the privileged and that there are more pressing issues.  While there are many problems, there is room in the societal discussion to incorporate a number of viewpoints.  To pave over and nearly develop an entire seven-county region has impacts not only on land and development patterns, but also on environmental issues such as wildlife, air and water quality and public health.  Current land use plans throughout the seven-county area set aside expansive amounts of land for development, which if done without a clear regional perspective, will further exacerbate today’s problems for future generations.

Land Use Planning

At the seven-county level, land-use planning takes on a larger context. Not only are environmental issues addressed consistently and region-wide, but housing equity can be attained as well as deterrents to sprawl through enforceable, comprehensive policies.


 Establishing a power-wielding regional planning authority would be necessary to achieve anti-sprawl objectives. This entity would need to be able to think regionally and possibly outside our region as there will still be land contiguous to the seven counties. A regional planning entity can address each community’s issues and provide guidance that would benefit both the community and the region as a whole. According to our research, exurban communities seek to maintain their “rural character” while urbanized, developed areas are seeking ways to increase development within their borders. With a regional planning agency that plans at the macro level, these goals are more attainable than on an individualistic basis.


Central city and inner-ring suburban development would also benefit from a regionally addressed planning perspective. The regional planning agency could enact policies to benefit development in these areas. If the government offered incentives or bonuses to developers that increased densities and established open areas in a development and imposed impact fees on development in undeveloped rural areas, both urbanized and rural areas reap the rewards. 

Housing


Greater Cleveland is very racially and economically segregated. Increased distance from Cleveland and Akron equates to wealthier communities with a miniscule minority population. There are very few socio-economically diverse communities in the seven-county area. Fair share and affordable housing policies should promote racial and economic diversity in residential neighborhoods so that poor and minority households are not isolated from social, educational, and economic opportunities. Access to education and social and economic opportunities are severely restricted when low-income households are clustered in poor or distressed neighborhoods. The social impacts comprehensive land-use planning could have imply an extremely positive effect on housing diversity through fair share and affordable housing policies and inclusionary zoning laws.
Fair share housing policies could disperse low-income residents more equitably throughout the region, reducing the strain on inner city and inner-ring suburbs to support large numbers of this population. According to our research, on average, the poverty rate is 9% in the region.  Of the 244 communities in the seven-county region, only 35 have an above-average poverty rate.  These statistics indicate that these 35 communities, usually the largest city in each county – Cleveland, Akron, Kent, Lorain and Painesville – bear the brunt of providing services to the region’s poorest residents.  

Fair share policies would not only need to address the housing needs of low-income households, but also the racial mix of neighborhoods. As stated earlier, Greater Cleveland is highly segregated racially. Creating a fair share housing policy that also has a minority population requirement would also create more diverse neighborhoods and provide minority households new housing options not traditionally open to them. Requiring each community to provide low-income, racially mixed housing based on its population would reduce the substantial discrepancy of low-income population housing options currently available in the region. 

Fair share housing policies could also address the spatial mismatch between low-income workers and jobs and the need to build "workforce housing" near major employment centers.
 If implemented fairly and without loopholes, fair share housing policies would positively impact low-income households by providing them the opportunity to move to areas with high concentrations of jobs that match the skills they possess. This can be done through set-aside requirements on retail development and linkage fees on commercial development. The regional planning agency would have the authority to enforce these policies as well as help communities plan for increasing existing stock of low-income housing structures. A series of checks and balances would need to be implemented to insure that each community bears its fair share of the housing problem.

Affordable housing, generally defined as housing for which a household pays no more than 30% of its annual income, benefit low- and moderate-income households. As with fair share housing, affordable housing would open new neighborhood choices to a larger population. Currently, public housing authorities (PHA) and private developers control most of the affordable housing market. 

To distribute affordable housing throughout the region would require changes to current zoning laws. A number of communities in the seven-county region have development laws on record that prohibit dense residential development. These laws, under the regional planning agency, would need to be eradicated to enact any affordable housing policies.

Brookings Institute scholars reviewed affordable housing incentives and found that “more narrowly tailored approaches, such as goals specifically geared to target populations, appear more effective in promoting affordability and availability of mortgage credit to [low- and moderate-income] groups”.
 In the seven-county region, efforts would need to be made to target this audience based on characteristics unique to sub-market populations. This could include financing options, incentives and subsidies, tax abatements or first-time homebuyer enticements.

Recycling existing stock and creating new, dense housing are two ways to infuse the housing market with affordable housing. The seven-county regional planning agency could require affordable housing set-asides in new residential developments in targeted areas. It could also provide assistance to homeowners or landlords willing to convert or reuse existing stock in the housing supply into affordable housing for low- to moderate-income families. 

Inclusionary zoning would also help integrate neighborhoods regionally and work in conjunction with affordable housing policies. The regional planning agency would first need to create regulatory reforms that eliminate, or at the very least, moderate barriers to inclusionary zoning such as low-density development policies instituted in more affluent suburbs. 

Research shows that inclusionary zoning is successful in metropolitan areas where it has been instituted. In Montgomery County, Maryland, inclusionary zoning accounted for half of the suburban county's newly created affordable units since the program’s inception in 1974, adding more units than the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit and Section 8 project-based programs combined.
 In Northeast Ohio, this could mean a considerable increase in housing options as well as increasing the quality and quantity of housing in the region for low- and moderate-income residents.

Healthcare


The majority of Northeast Ohio’s hospitals (80%) are part of hospital systems, not part of the government.  An important factor to recognize when discussing hospitals is that three Cleveland hospitals closed recently while new campuses are being built in suburban communities.  Hospitals are following residents in the same way that retail and office development do, resulting in decreased access to healthcare for the region’s poorest residents.
  Isolating people from healthcare facilities could be a factor in the poverty of Northeast Ohio’s urban core.  Another issue to consider related to healthcare access is the need for “sensitivity to cultural differences.”  By reducing communities’ access to locally provided healthcare, health problems that are related to socioeconomic status, race, and ethnicity may be diluted in exchange for greater efficiency within facilities.


When looking at the goals for land-use planning under this broad-reaching scenario, providing access to services for all residents of the county could also potentially impact healthcare facilities—even though they are not governmental entities.  By creating land-use policies that prohibit or discourage urban sprawl, people will remain closer to existing institutional investments, including hospitals.

Cultural Facilities

Cultural events are the activities that give a community a sense of life and liveliness and in Greater Cleveland they are among the top sources of civic pride.  The number one reason that people cite for not attending more cultural activities and events is a lack of time
, and in today’s car-dominated world, time spent in the automobile is exponentially increasing.  According to the Funders’ Network for Smart Growth, the more time spent commuting, the less time people spend being active in their communities.  The sum of these two facts is that if people lived closer to where they worked, they would have more time to participate in cultural activities.  


It may seem simplistic, but there is further evidence to uphold this claim.  With downtown Cleveland and University Circle being the region’s largest and most recognized job centers,
 it is the residents of these surrounding communities that contribute the most philanthropic dollars to cultural organizations.
  It also makes sense to intuit that the closer people live to cultural amenities, the more likely they are to take advantage of them.  Therefore, increasing de-concentration of the metropolitan population will most likely result in decreasing audiences and participants in cultural activities.  The New Yorker recently published an article that questioned whether the Cleveland Orchestra was too good for its city by asking if the residents of Greater Cleveland care enough about the Orchestra to continue to support its existence locally.


However, not all existing cultural facilities are located in the downtown and University Circle areas. Theatres, arts advocacy groups, historical societies, musical venues and public art are becoming part of the suburban fabric.  While it may seem inefficient for numerous communities to duplicate arts offerings, there is a definite strength to organizations such as Art House in Old Brooklyn and the Beck Center in Lakewood that make arts and culture accessible to people who may not be ready to engage in events such as the symphony or avant-garde theater.  Providing arts and cultural activities that are accessible to people is one way to ensure that they remain connected to them.


Another important factor regarding adult arts and cultural offerings is the amount of exposure participants had as children.  With art and music education being among the first cuts made in fiscally suffering school districts,
 future patronage of cultural amenities is in jeopardy.  By making investments in existing educational infrastructure on a region-wide basis and limiting the number of schools, students will have a greater opportunity to explore the arts in their youth, resulting in more culturally fluent adult patrons.

Nonprofit Organizations

Most nonprofit organizations are granted their status by state and federal governments because they are providing a charitable service to the community that the government cannot provide on its own.  In terms of the philanthropic community, the George Gund Foundation and The Cleveland Foundation are both strong advocates for functional and economic regionalism, but their position on combined government entities is unknown.  Both have played large roles in the formation of the Fund for Our Economic Future (Fund), a philanthropically driven initiative that is working to redefine regional attitudes and aid economic development initiatives in a 15-county area.  

Increased collaboration is encouraged among philanthropic organizations; therefore, within Cleveland’s nonprofit sector, whose funds are decreasing at the national, state, and local levels, consolidation and cooperation among third-sector organizations seems imminent.  I think it is premature to make conclusions about how this changed government structure would impact nonprofit organizations in other ways, as our research does not provide a clear answer.

Public Education and Marketing

At such a large level, the region would need to educate residents as well as “re-brand” itself as a newly created “city-region”.


Public education encompasses many facets. First, residents would need to be educated about the impacts of merging 244 municipalities into one region. Creating a public information campaign that explains what the merger means, how it impacts residents on a neighborhood, community and regional level and also how the new government will be structured, including a timeline of phased services. This component of the public education campaign would also help residents understand impacts of inter-regional decisions and sustainability. A regional marketing department would need to be established either temporarily or permanently to create a united message, answer any media questions and coordinate information dissemination.


A second facet of public education is working to realign ingrained racial and socioeconomic attitudes. These patterns didn’t develop overnight, so a long-term program would have to be established to educate neighborhood-level council and government leaders and residents about the impacts of merged schools, fair-share and affordable housing policies and other equity-based policies and impacts. These efforts may help existing neighborhood residents less resistant to social and economic integration. 


Marketing the region would require a massive undertaking. There is no research readily available about the costs of re-branding a new city. Cost estimates received from a public relations professional estimated monthly cost to the City of Columbus at $5,000 to simply send out news releases about new development to local and statewide media outlets. The seven-county region would need to create new logos, marketing campaigns for state, Midwest and national markets. This would also encompass new information kits with updated demographic information about the region. Evaluating the effectiveness of this campaign would take at least five to 10 years to realize the full impacts of marketing efforts.

Conclusion

Researching the efficiency of a seven-county region proved that while cost efficiencies are not substantial, quality of life changes are significantly increased at this macro level. The social impacts of reduced crime and poverty, increased quality of and access to education and long-term sustainability issues for the region prove to be significant in this scenario. Implementing such a large-scale restructuring however could prove arduous, especially when merging federal services and changing the Ohio Constitution. 

Cost savings and impacts on existing services as a result of merging into one regional government entity for the seven-county study area yield two important conclusions.  First, while the cost savings from such a merger would certainly be noticeable over a 15-year time period, with the data available at this time they do not seem sufficient to warrant such a dramatic local government merger.  Second, the benefits of consolidating decision making for the seven-county area would have some very interesting and highly beneficial effects that could contribute to an argument for a highly consolidated regional government.

There are a number of benefits to the region’s quality of life that could materialize if a seven-county merger did take place in Greater Cleveland.   While our research covers cost savings of different scenarios to a large extent, we did not examine the possibility of an approach generating revenues within the region.  The saying “it takes money to make money” seems very relevant to Northeast Ohio in 2005.  Based upon other metropolitan areas such as Seattle, Portland, and Austin—all of which are similar to Cleveland in terms of population—when a government is willing to invest money into the region, the economy benefits.  It will be interesting to see if Northeast Ohioans are willing to invest in themselves.

Appendix A: Efficiency (consulted files)
Three key files were referenced for the budget modeling and efficiency analysis:

· Budget/Finance Assignment 2: shelton 611 finance & budget review & recommendations.doc (pages 1-11)

· Budget/Finance Assignment 2: shelton 611 finance & budget review revised 4-10-05.doc (page 12)

· Case Study Assignment 2:  file 611-5 analysis of consolidation.doc  by John Shelton (pages 13-16)

The page-footer for this document is built off of the footer from shelton 611 finance & budget review & recommendations.doc.   It does not apply to the last two documents in this appendix file.

In addition, assignment two from service area groups was also consulted, although the budget/finance group had generally incorporated any suggestions and recommendations from service area groups into their documents.

The actual budget modeling and efficiency can be found in scenario_5_efficiency.xls.

There are three worksheets in the spreadsheet:

1.) Calculations/modeling

2.) Summary table by service area

3.) Overall savings summary table

Spreadsheet Format: scenario_5_efficiency.xls

The provided spreadsheet has three worksheets.  The first is the calculation space where cost savings were modeled.  The second is a summary table of cost savings by service area.  The third is a summary table of overall cost savings for the scenario.  Each of these tables is also provided within this document.

The format of the calculations worksheet is worthy of some explanation for those interested in its construction.  Listed at the top of the spreadsheet in blue is a set of assumptions as described above.  Immediately below, in green, is a larger-font sample of the entry for each service area.

The costs/savings for each of 19 areas (including merger costs, privatization and pooled buying) are then provided, projecting out over 15 years.  Summary dollar and percent savings are calculated at 5, 10, and 15 year intervals.  For each service area in year 0, the total known budget data is presented and in the comment line any gaps in the data are listed.  Going forward, as the service area is merged, the comment box describes approach to merger in that year, savings are modeled in the “Regionalized Projection” cell for that year.  As other elements are modeled in successive years, the comment box describes them, and savings are calculated in the cell.  Near the end of each row there is a “Notes” column that describes other considerations for each service area.  Finally, at the end of each row, there is a column that totals the number of jobs that are eliminated during the merger process.  Savings from privatization and pooled buying are calculated in each cell and are reflective of the service areas being phased in over time.  In that regard, the scheduled savings percentage is only taken from services that have merged.  The overall savings are calculated at the bottom of the worksheet.

Appendix B: Duties Council of Governments (COGs) can Perform
· Study such area governmental problems common to two or more members of the council as it deems appropriate, including but not limited to matters affecting health, safety, welfare, education, economic conditions, and regional development;

· Promote cooperative arrangements and coordinate action among its members, and between its members and other agencies of local or state governments, whether or not within Ohio, and the federal government;

· Make recommendations for review and action to the members and other public agencies that perform functions within the region;

· Promote cooperative agreements and contracts among its members or other governmental agencies and private persons, corporations, or agencies;

· Perform planning directly by personnel of the council, or under contracts between the council and other public or private planning agencies. 

· Act as an agency for coordinating, based on metropolitan wide comprehensive planning and programming, local public policies, and activities affecting the development of the region or area.

Appendix C: Scenario A Case Studies

Examination of Existing Models

The following models are a few of the existing models of regionalism in the United States. 

1957:  Miami-Dade-Metro

Reasons for the merger were largely financial. The county created (adapted) a somewhat two-tier form of government called Metropolitan Dade County “Metro”.  Citizens in unincorporated municipalities receive all their services from “Metro”, but citizens in the 30 incorporated municipalities including Miami receive their services from both Metro and their local government.

· Federation (not a true consolidation)

· All the municipalities still function independently-with “Metro” as an additional level of government

· City is run by a commission/manager and a mayor

· Metropolitan Government is a 13 member at large board of commissioners 

· Services are split between the two levels and the city continually turns over responsibilities to Metro

· The county and the municipalities still both tax.

· Schools were already consolidated at the county level and remain a separate entity as does the judicial system.

Equity issues:

· Since municipalities retained their independence there was no issue at that level, however, in 1993, after a lawsuit under the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the county changed its election of its 13 member board to an at large system.

Tax issues:

· Taxes increased

· Expenditures increased and were not offset by the elimination of personnel in government or services.

· The city of Miami gained the most and the unincorporated areas lost the most

1962:  Nashville-Davidson-Nashville Metropolitan Government

Reasons for the merger were a combination of financial problems, a declining population, and poor infrastructure.  The city started “regionalizing” by annexing the suburbs.  This resulted in the rest of the suburbs preferring consolidation over annexation.  

· Created a 40 member county council and mayoral form of government

-elected every 4 years that serves 84 jurisdictions

· Created 2 taxing districts 

-general services district (Davidson County)

-urban services district (City of Nashville)

· All services were consolidated (schools, police, fire, water, sewer, zoning, planning and public works)-Plus the city receives extra services like police and fire

Equity Issues

· In 1960, minorities represented almost 38% of Nashville and only 19% of the county, by 2000, minorities represented 35% of the entire region.

Tax Issues

· Taxes have gone down and the area, and the financial situation had improved especially in Nashville however, it is hard to measure if consolidation was the impetus or if it was the increase of the property tax base, a lot of money provided by the state or other factors.
1967:  Jacksonville-Duvall 

The main reason for consolidation was continued political scandals.  Annexation was originally proposed in 1958, but voted down and eventually a referendum passed by 63.9%.

· Mayor-council arrangement spans 4 counties


-mayor serves as chief executive and administrator


-19 member council (14 elected by district/5 elected at large)

· All services were combined except Electric, Port and Hospital Authorities, as well as the Beaches, Schools, Area Planning and Civil Service boards.  These entities are still independent and still control a lot of the spending. 

Equity Issues

· Consolidation decreased the minority vote (had represented 41% in the city of Jacksonville)-now only represents 35% of the merged region.

Tax Issues

· Taxes increased-large savings have not emerged-but quality of schools has improved and the regions service area has grown.
1969:  Indianapolis/Marion County-UniGov

Reasons for regionalizing were political, spearheaded by the Republican Party.  Secondary factors included duplication of services and the need to revitalize the downtown.  This merger was not approved or voted by the local citizens and is the only case of its kind in the U.S.  Instead the state legislature passed the law to consolidate the area.

· Tiered/not true city/county consolidation

                      -mayor-council arrangement-each serve 4 year terms

                      -mayor serves as executive

                      -29 member council (25 elected by district/4 elected at large)

· Still have elected county officers and county courts remained separate

                     -still have 13 separate municipalities and 63 taxing units

· Services were not all consolidated (schools, safety forces) are still separated.

· UniGov provides park, recreation, streets, transportation, planning zoning, solid waste and sewers.

· In 2004 UniGov proposed Indianapolis Works to consolidate police, sheriff, fire and to eliminate the positions of assessors and trustees

Equity issues:

· The minority vote decreased, but the overall representation in 2000 reflected the central cities strength in 1960.

Tax issues:

· Received a lot of federal money after consolidating and developed over 50 projects in downtown due to the money and the resulting population increase.

· City residents have higher taxes than before because they pay for both county services and UniGov services.  And services for the city such as schools and safety are only funded by the city residents and not shared by the suburbs.

· Consolidation has resulted in an increase of taxing entities and increased taxes.

2003:
Louisville-Jefferson-Greater Louisville Government

Reasons for consolidation included a decline in manufacturing and other financial problems.  The area already some shared services.

· After several attempts the referendum passed in 2001 by 54% 

· Incremental changes had already occurred.  In 1986 city and county began tax sharing and combined some services and then a new city/county economic development agency was created to compete with consolidated Lexington

· The new government was layered upon old municipal ones


-mayor-council arrangement-26 member council (elected from districts)


-replaced county fiscal court and city’s board of alderman


-county clerk of court/county attorney/commonwealth attorney/sheriff/property 

valuation administrator and coroner remained

· Combining of services and/or taxing entities will happen one at a time by direction of the council.

· Municipalities outside Louisville remain incorporated and separate

Equity Issues

· Minority voting power will decrease, but having district representatives on the council was put in place to “soften the blow”

Tax Issues

· Too early to tell, hope is that economies of scale will emerge-although this has not been the case in other areas.

Charlotte-Mecklenburg:

Reasons for what is termed “functional consolidation” were due to population increase, not a crisis.  It is not a consolidation, but a merger of services done one by one.  Currently 22 services have merged.

· Schools are countywide and were consolidated in 1960-only special district

· Most services are served by either city or county

· Only duplication is storm water, computer services, licensing and communications.

· County is responsible for parks, recreations, building inspections, elections, 

taxes

· City is responsible for planning and zoning, police, solid waste, transportation, water, sewer, animal control, community relations and landmarks 

Appendix C: Arts, Culture, and Regionalism

· The cultural and economic contributions that artists make to the community are often overlooked.  To learn more about a recent proposal to provide benefits including financial literacy and planning, entrepreneurial-skills building workshops, and affordable healthcare to artists:

Summary of Recommendations from CPAC
Full Text of Study and Subsequent Recommendations
· Cleveland is one of the few major cities in the United States without any public funding for the arts.  In November 2004, voters rejected Issue 31, which would have created a tax district in Cuyahoga County for arts and culture as well as economic development.  The Community Partnership for Arts and Culture (CPAC) is a public policy/advocacy group whose mission is to “create with broad and diverse participation, an action-based plan that assures the continued vitality of greater Cleveland’s arts and cultural resources and provides greater access to these resources for all the region’s people.”  Below is some of the research they have done to gain public support for the arts:

Summary of Arts and Cultural Benefits
Research and Facts
Results of a Survey on Public Support for the Arts, June 2003
Local Public Sector Funding Models in 10 Cities
· Based upon a survey that CPAC conducted in 2001, information on the arts and cultural offerings in greater Cleveland is not as accessible as it could be.  In response to this consumer survey, they have created The Plan to address various problems people have in finding out about programs they may be interested, getting to these events, and educating people about the value of arts and culture.

Report of Consumers of Arts and Culture in NEO
Read The Plan
· In May 2002, Cleveland City Council hosted an Arts and Cultural Summit in which Richard Florida, author of The Rise of the Creative Class, addressed artists, leaders, advocates, and community members about the value of creative and artistically thriving city.

Report on Cleveland's Arts and Cultural Summit
· Financial support for the arts is declining in greater Cleveland.  CPAC conducted research to determine the level of cutbacks taking place in arts organizations in 2002 and 2003.

Program and Support Loss in Arts and Cultural Organizations
· Arts and Culture contribute a significant amount of money in greater Cleveland’s economy ($1.3 billion annually).  This sector is considered to have a strong draw for tourists and day-trippers.

Economic Impact of Non-Local Arts and Culture Consumers
The Cleveland Institute of Music actually had a consultant perform an economic impact study of it on the State of Ohio.  

Economic Impact of CIM
· State funding of local arts and cultural organizations is decreasing annually, along with funding for the arts in public schools.  

Impact of Decreased Funding
· Cuyahoga County has approximately 168 arts and cultural organizations, institutions, and educational programs.

Cuyahoga County's Arts and Cultural Organizations
· The Akron Area Arts Alliance has over 40 organizations.

Summit County Arts Organizations
· Cuyahoga County offers ACE grants, which are given to arts organizations that have an impact on economic development.

Information on ACE Grants
· The Plain Dealer has been a strong advocate for the economic impact of the arts:

Group would help artists with health, business plans
Study: arts affects more than just grades
Change benefits smaller groups
Collaboration is key to citywide culture
If our economy is to grow, we must employ our assets
Entrepreneurs are key to city's vitality
Playhouse Square's star performance
Cuyahoga officials split grants among 9 arts groups
8 organizations recommended for county arts money
Every other place has a big arts festival.  Why not us?
· Other Press:

Inside Business Magazine
Crain's Cleveland
· Visit http://www.supportartsandculture.com/pressroom/index.html to read more.

· The Boston Foundation released a report called Culture is Our Common Wealth that looks at the values of arts organizations and their impact on the economy and quality of life.

The Power of Collaboration
Cultural Facilities: Building Success
Creating a Culture of Giving
Cultural Tourism: Where Culture and Economy Meet
A Cultural Policy Agenda
From Action to Agenda
· The Regional Arts and Culture Council (RACC) serves the tri-county greater Portland region.  It is one of the few non-profit arts and cultural organizations that has been created out of a city department nationwide.  It is funded by the City of Portland, the counties it serves, as well as private foundations.

Appendix D:  Parks

	Ohio at a Glance
	Year
	Source

	Ohio is ranked 34th among the 50 states in total area with 44,828 square miles.
	2000
	U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

	Ohio is ranked 7th among the 50 states in population with 11,353,140 people.
	2000
	U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

	During 1996-1997, Ohio's average per capita state and local taxes were $2,597, ranking Ohio 22nd among the 50 states.
	2001
	U.S. Department of Commerce, 2001

	Agriculture is the primary economic generator according to the State of Ohio
	2000
	Ohio Farmland Preservation Task Force, Findings and Recommendations, Report to the Governor, 1997.

	Tourism is the second largest portion of Ohio's economy.
	2001
	Ohio Division of Travel & Tourism.  Fact Sheet - 2001.  www.ohiotourism.com

	The three major industries in Ohio are:  Manufacturing, Retail Trade and Educational, Health and Social Service.
	2000
	U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

	With 26,222 total acres, Ohio ranks 36th among the 50 states in state and federally owned land.
	2000
	U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

	Ohio ranks 47th in the nation in public land available per capita for recreation (Ohio has no more recent numbers).
	1986
	Ohio Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, Ohio Department of Natural Resources, 1986.

	Ohio ranked 6th among the 50 states in Toxic Release Inventory (TRI).
	2000
	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2000.  "Toxic Release Inventory Program."

	Ohio is traversed by a continental divide which separates the Great Lakes from the Mississippi watersheds.  About one-third of the land area of Ohio is in the Great Lakes watershed and about two-thirds are in the Mississippi.
	2001
	A Guide to Streams, Randy Sanders, Ohio Chapter of American Fisheries Society.

	88% of Ohio os privately owned by individuals and local government.  

· 7.8% of Ohio's land is under Lake Erie (managed by ODNR).  

· 1.6% of Ohio is owned by ODNR.  

· 1.3% of Ohio is in Federal Lands.  

· 0.8% of Ohio is inland lakes.
	2001
	A Guide to Streams, Randy Sanders, Ohio Chapter of American Fisheries Society.

	From 1960 to 1990, Ohio's land consumption grew at a rate of five times the rate of population growth.
	1997
	Ohio Farmland Preservation Task Force, Findings and Recommendations, Report to the Governor, 1997.


Appendix E: Housing Programs by Policy Goals

Source: The Brookings Institute

	 
 
	Rental Housing Assistance
	Homeownership Assistance 
	Land Use and Regulations

		Supply-Side Production 
	Demand-Side Vouchers 
	Supply-Side Mortgage Credit 
	Demand-Side Homebuyers Tax Policies and Assistance
	Supply-Side Production
	
	Preserve and Expand the Supply of Good-Quality Housing Units
	Yes—rental stock has been expanded, though more units need to be produced 



	Somewhat—may encourage landlords to maintain existing housing 



	Maybe—but impact is indirect 



	Maybe—but impact is indirect 



	Yes—primary goal of these programs is expanding owner-occupied stock 



	Mixed—some programs expand supply while others limit new affordable construction 




	Make Housing More Affordable and More Readily Available
	Yes—but affordability depends on size and duration of subsidies




	Yes—primary goal is affordability; success depends on households' ability to find units 



	Yes—but impact is indirect 



	Yes—enhances buying power, but depends on price of housing stock 



	Yes—primary goal of these programs is affordability and access 



	Maybe—rent control may moderate rent increases in tight markets 




	Promote Racial and Economic Diversity in Residential Neighborhoods
	Rarely—depends upon where new units are located, and who is eligible to occupy them 



	Possibly—if recipients can find units in diverse neighborhoods 



	Possibly—depends upon locational decisions of buyers 



	Possibly—if recipients can find units in diverse neighborhoods 



	Possibly—depends on the location of units produced and local economy 



	Mixed—some reforms can expand affordable housing in affluent communities 




	Help Households Build Wealth
	Generally not—though lower rents may lead to increased family assets 



	Generally not—though lower rents may lead to increased family assets 



	Yes—but depends on house price appreciation and individual borrower circumstances 



	Yes—but depends on house price appreciation and individual borrower circumstances 



	Yes—but depends on house price appreciation and individual borrower circumstances 



	Mixed—some programs provide wealth building opportunities while others do not 




	Strengthen Families
	Possibly—but little literature exists to confirm programs' ability to strengthen families 



	Possibly— but less impact if units are located in distressed neighborhoods or occupancy rules discourage family unification 



	Yes—but less impact if units are located in distressed neighborhoods 



	Yes—but less impact if units are located in distressed neighborhoods 



	Yes—but less impact if units are located in distressed neighborhoods 



	No 




	Link Housing with Essential Supportive Services 
	Sometimes—when units are designed in conjunction with effective supportive services 



	Generally not 



	No 



	Probably not—unless services are explicitly linked with assistance 



	Probably not—unless services are explicitly linked with assistance 



	No 




	Promote Balanced Metropolitan Growth
	Rarely—depends upon where the new units are built 



	Possibly—depends on recipients' ability to find units in suburban areas and close to job opportunities 



	Unclear—depends on general population's locational choices 



	Unlikely—though possible if recipients can find units in suburban areas and close to job opportunities 



	Rarely—the location of units thus far has generally not promoted balanced growth; however, neighborhoods have benefited from homeownership 



	Mixed—zoning and regulatory reforms can promote affordable development in all jurisdictions, though some do not 





	


Appendix F: Flow Chart for Seven County Consolidation:

	Year
	Activity

	1
	Problem Identification

	2-ongoing
	Coalition Organization 

	2-ongoing
	Public Education

	2
	Houses Approve Ballot initiative

	3
	Voters Approve State Amendment

	3
	Counties Approve Mergers 

	4
	Merge Parks, Transportation, Housing

	4
	Merge Sheriff, Airports, Ports

	5
	Merge Fires, Jails, Special Services

	9
	Merge Police & General Governments


Appendix G: Maps

Figure 1: Map of seven-county area, county and municipal boundaries


Figure 2: Map of seven-county area, county boundaries


Figure 3: Map of seven-county area


Appendix H: Sources

Goodman, James.  (July 27, 2003). In Nashville, saving money is a no-brainer:  Its metro government plan merged the city and county. Democrat and Chronicle.

www.democratandchronicle.com/news/extra/fighting/taxes/story08.shtml
Liberty, Robert. (September 1997). Overview and accomplishments of the Oregon and Metro Portland Planning programs. Land Watch.

www.landwatch.org/pages/perspectives/accomplishments.htm
Mattoon, Richard. (1996). Issues in Governance Structure for metropolitan areas. Chicago:  Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago.

http://ideas.repec.org/p/fip/fedhas/ma-5.html
Mondale, Ted and Fulton, William. (September 2003). Managing metropolitan growth:  Reflections on the Twin Cities experience. Washington DC:  Brookings Institution. September 2003.

www.brookings.edu/es/urban/publications/200309_fulton.htm
O’Malley, Michael. (June 24, 2004).  What if we shared the wealth? Sharing the tax base keeps Twin Cities region flush.  Cleveland:  Plain Dealer.
www.cleveland.com/region/index.ssf?/region/more
Orfield, Myron. (Winter 1997). Metropolitics:  Coalitions for regional reforms. Washington DC:  The Brookings Institution. Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 6-9.

www.brookings.edu/press/reveiw/winter97/morfield.htm
Percy, Stephen L., Sager, Scott, Singer, Les and Parker, Jarad. (May 2002). Creating metropolitan/regional government:  The tale of five cities. University of Wisconsin- Milwaukee, Center for Urban Initiatives and Research.  Vol. 15, No. 2.

www.uwm.edu/Dept/CUIR/rando/rov15n2.pdf
Weir, Margaret. (2000). Coalition building for regionalism.  In B. Katz (Eds), Reflections on regionalism (pp. 127-135).  Washington, DC:  The Brookings Institution.  Pp. 127-135.

http://brookings.nap.edu/books/0815748256/html/127.html
White, Sammis.  (November 2002). Cooperation Not Consolidation:  The Answer for Milwaukee Governance. Wisconsin Policy Research Institute Report, Volume 15, Number 8.

www.wpri.org/Reports/Volume15/Vol15no8.pdf
Scenario 5: Seven Counties, One Region
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� Kate Clevenger and Kevin Beck.  As quoted from John Higgins.  “Housing anchors near canal.”  Akron Beacon Journal.  March 18, 2002.


� Kate Clevenger and Kevin Beck.  As quoted from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Survey.  2001 and the National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation.  State overview.  June 2002.  OMB: 1018-0088.


� EcoCity Cleveland.  “Connecting to Nature in Northeast Ohio.”  http://www.ecocitycleveland.org/smartgrowth/openspace/parkscons.html.


� Kate Clevenger and Kevin Beck.  As quoted from “Ohio’s Challenge.”  Original citation: Hitzhuzen, Fred J.  “Soil Erosion, a Downstream Economic Perspective.”  Ohio State University.  1989.


� Kate Clevenger and Kevin Beck.  As quoted from Sohngren.  “The Economics of Vegetated Filter Strips.”  Ohio State University Extension.  AE-006-99.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.lungusa.org/site/pp.asp?c=dvLUK9O0E&b=564421" ��http://www.lungusa.org/site/pp.asp?c=dvLUK9O0E&b=564421�.


� The Brookings Institute. “Land Use and Regulations”.


� HYPERLINK "http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/knight/g9.htm" ��http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/knight/g9.htm�


� The Brookings Institute. “Homeownership Assistance: Demand-Side Homebuyers Tax Policies and Assistance”


	� HYPERLINK "http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/knight/e4.htm" ��http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/knight/e4.htm�





� The Brookings Institute. “Preserve and Expand the Supply of Good-Quality Housing Units”


http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/knight/g3.htm


� While the Cleveland Clinic and University Hospital are both making significant investments in the Fairfax and University Circle neighborhoods on Cleveland’s east side, they are concentrated and do not increase access for residents in other parts of the city.


� Lubischer, Kara.  Analysis Summary for Public Health Departments in Cuyahoga, Lake, Geauga, Medina, Summit, Portage and Lorain Counties.  2005.  4-5.


� Community Partnership for Arts and Culture.


� The business districts off of I-271 in Cleveland’s eastern suburbs, in North Olmsted off of I-480, and on Rockside Road off of I-77 are the competing business centers.


� At Cleveland Public Art, for example, nearly 30% of donors live in the eastern suburbs of Cleveland Heights and Shaker Heights, which are the communities that are geographically the closest to University Circle, the region’s premier cultural center.


� Community Partnership for Arts and Culture.
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One_Entity_Calculations

		ASSUMPTIONS				Value		Time Period		Justification

				Operating $ - Privatization		1.25% and up		by yr 5, increases		Conservative - based on Philadelphia's approach to aggressively pursuing privatization at the margins in a union-heavy culture (1.75% of a $2 Billion budget after 5 years).

				Operating $ - Pooled Buying		4.25%		by year 8.		Assume, savings on supplies and health insurance. 4.25% has no further justification at this time (spoke with group 2, no better guess for general application).

				Capital Savings		-		See "comments"		Used when directed by assignment 2. When no suggestions given, a one time savings in yrs 12-15 is assumed for some capital expense.

				Administrative Overhead Savings		-		See "comments"		As implementation calls for merging of departments, administrators can be layed off.  Phased in per implementation schedule.

												Note: Little precedent if any, and politically hard to carry this out.

				Economies of Scale - Gen. Savings		0%		Not modeled		Case studies have not found there to be actual savings in this area with such a large merger

				Costs of Regionalism		0.15%		Over 2 yrs.		0.15% over two years from time service area is merged (.1% in 1st year, .05% in 2nd).  Assumed to cover costs of merger (letterhead, office, internet changes)

				Wage Increase		-		variable		Case studies show that large mergers result in wages increasing initially as lower paid employees merge with higher paid employees.

												Note:  Wage increases are recaptured in the future (5-10 years out).

		FORMAT NOTES

		Service Area

				Unchanged Projection				This is the current total of collected budgets for the seven county area in the service area.

				Regionalized Projection				This is the projected budget total for the seven county area (includes cost savings adjustments)

				Capital				This is the projected capital budget for the seven county area in this service area.

				Comment				Comments in Year 0 discuss limitations in the data.  Comments in future years discuss what cost savings have been modeled.

				YEAR - #		0		1		2		3		4		5		SUMMARY		6		7		8		9		10		SUMMARY		11		12		13		14		15		SUMMARY

				YEAR - Calendar				2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		Savings $,%		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015		Savings $,%		2016		2017		2018		2019		2020		Savings $,%		NOTES		People Fired

		Public Housing

				Unchanged Projection		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   (4,500,000)		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   (9,000,000)		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   348,688,220		$   (13,500,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   348,688,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		-0.26%		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		-0.26%		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		$   347,788,220		-0.26%				6

				Capital		$   -												$   -												$   -				$   (2,000,000)								$   (2,000,000.00)

				Comment		insufficient capital data		Housing Authority is merged into single entity.  Cost Incurred.  Admin. anticipated savings (6*$150,000).																										Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology).  Assume value of $2,000,000										Change in service delivery.  Deconcentrate poverty

		General Govt

				Unchanged Projection		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   (39,430,920)		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   (236,585,520)		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   (507,135,520)

				Regionalised Projection		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,467,908,000		$   1,428,477,080		-0.54%		$   1,428,477,080		$   1,428,477,080		$   1,428,477,080		$   1,428,477,080		$   1,428,477,080		-1.61%		$   1,413,798,000		$   1,413,798,000		$   1,413,798,000		$   1,413,798,000		$   1,413,798,000		-2.30%				1330

				Capital														$   -												$   -								$   (5,000,000)				$   (5,000,000.00)

				Comment		Only Cuyahoga Cities. No Counties or other cities. No capital		no action		no action		no action		no action		Merge to single entity.  Eliminate Councils (100cities*12members*$40000), Executives(%65*20cities*100000) + (65%*80*55000), amin suport (65%*100*30000).  Union wages Up.																Recapture salary adjustment at time of merger						Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology).  Assume value of 5000000						Merge in Year 5 (after fire, with police).  Admin and City Council WAY DOWN, Line Staff Up.  One shot year 14 capital savings (facility, technology, etc)

		Health

				Unchanged Projection		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   (2,000,000)		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   (4,500,000)		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   (7,000,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   51,703,400		$   51,703,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		-0.77%		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		-0.87%		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		$   51,203,400		-0.90%				5

				Capital		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

				Comment		Unknown Capital		no action		Public Health merged into single entity.  Cost Incurred.  Admin Savings (5*$100,000).																																		Very small, underfunded to begin with.  Very little admin changes.

		Parks

				Unchanged Projection		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   (14,071,000)		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   (39,571,000)		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   228,580,000		$   (65,071,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   228,580,000		$   225,765,800		$   225,765,800		$   225,765,800		$   225,765,800		$   225,765,800		-1.23%		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		-1.73%		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		$   223,480,000		-1.90%				6

				Capital		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   -		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   -		$   40,738,408		$   37,479,335.36		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   40,738,408		$   (3,259,072.64)

				Comment		7 counties, + 25cities		Parks merged into single entity.  Cost Incurred.  Savings in layoffs of half of "city" administrators and 6 county.    Line Staff wages increase No projected capital savings.												Recapture salary adjustment at time of merger														Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology)										City parks join metro, all join single entity.  Challenge to continue delivery of unique products to different "city/neighborhoods/areas"    As parks aquire more land, expenses would change, however parks plan to do so w/out regionalism, so assume that co

		Airports

				Unchanged Projection		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   -		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   -		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   -

				Regionalised Projection		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		0.00%		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		0.00%		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		$   96,256,999		0.00%				0

				Capital		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

				Comment		Burke/Hopkins and Akron/Canton, No others (county).  No Capital Info		no action		Airports merge to single entitiy.  Cost incurred.  Net revenue pooled to county budget not city. No savings projected.								NO SAVINGS												NO SAVINGS												NO SAVINGS		Only change is in where NOI goes to (Hopkins $ not to city but to 7cnty-monster

		Ports

				Unchanged Projection		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   (1,314,680)		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   (3,443,350)		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   (5,693,350)

				Regionalised Projection		$   12,132,971		$   12,132,971		$   11,804,301		$   11,804,301		$   11,804,301		$   11,804,301		-2.17%		$   11,804,301		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		-2.84%		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		$   11,682,971		-3.13%				3

				Capital		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   (2,000,000)		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   (2,000,000.00)

				Comment		Incl Cuy, Lorain, Fairport, Summit.  No Capital Info.		no action		Ports merge to single entity.  Cost Incurred.  Net revenue pooled to county budget.  Admin cost savings (3*150000). Union Wages Up												Recapture salary adjustment at time of merger												Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology)										Change in where revenues go.  Decision making changes.  Work better together (planning)?

		Transit Agencies

				Unchanged Projection		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   (500,000)		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   (1,000,000)		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   630,703,000		$   (1,500,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   630,703,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		-0.02%		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		-0.02%		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		$   630,603,000		-0.02%				1

				Capital		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   -		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   -		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   52,000,000		$   - 0

				Comment		NOACA, AMATS, ODOT (Cuy, Lake, Geag Coile)		projected admin savings (1 * 100000),  merge to single entity, redefine federal definition																																				Decision making can change and investment can really focus on exiting infrastructure. Money from state/fed won't be turned away, so costs won't go down, money will just be spent differently.

		Police

				Unchanged Projection		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   (6,427,850)		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   (33,349,225)		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   (72,793,500)

				Regionalised Projection		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   208,715,000		$   207,671,425		$   203,330,725		-0.62%		$   203,330,725		$   203,330,725		$   203,330,725		$   203,330,725		$   203,330,725		-1.60%		$   203,330,725		$   203,330,725		$   199,156,425		$   199,156,425		$   199,156,425		-2.33%				134

				Capital		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   (1,500,000)		$   (1,500,000.00)

				Comment		just cuyahoga munis, no capital		no action		no action		no action		Merge Dispatch Services (.5%)		Merge Police depts to single entity.  Wages Up, Chiefs down, admin support down.																				Recapture salary adjustment at time of merger				Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology).  Assume value of 1500000				Moooo- sacred cow - merge in year 7.  Wages Up, Administrators Down, No firing of cops.   One shot capital savings in year 15 (facility, tech, something) Merge Dispatcher - Down

		Fire

				Unchanged Projection		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   30,206,040		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   60,008,920		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   55,577,600

				Regionalised Projection		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   456,456,000		$   466,524,680		$   466,524,680		$   466,524,680		1.32%		$   466,524,680		$   466,524,680		$   459,677,840		$   459,677,840		$   459,677,840		1.31%		$   459,677,840		$   459,677,840		$   452,831,000		$   452,831,000		$   452,831,000		0.81%				50

				Capital		$   42,000,000		$   42,000,000		$   42,000,000		$   42,000,000		$   35,700,000		$   31,500,000		$   (16,800,000)		$   27,300,000		$   27,300,000		$   27,300,000		$   27,300,000		$   21,000,000		$   50,400,000		$   21,000,000		$   21,000,000		$   21,000,000		$   21,000,000		$   21,000,000		$   (201,600,000.00)		630000000

				Comment		just cuyahoga munis		no action		no action		Merge to single entity. Some capital savings phased in over time. Fire 50% of chief admin ($80000).  Wage increase to medium-high salary		Capital * .85		Capital * .85				capital * .65		capital * .65		Recapture some of wage increase at merger.  Capital * .65		capital * .65		capital * .5				capital * .5		capital * .5		capital * .5, recapture remaining wage increases		capital * .5		capital * .5				Capital savings of 50% is phased in over time.  25 administrators making $90000 are laid off. 25 making 55000 are laid off. Wages increase, and slowly recaptured.

		Jail

				Unchanged Projection		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   (5,400,000)		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   (16,800,000)		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   (34,200,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   62,000,000		$   60,200,000		$   60,200,000		$   60,200,000		-1.74%		$   60,200,000		$   60,200,000		$   60,200,000		$   59,000,000		$   59,000,000		-2.71%		$   59,000,000		$   59,000,000		$   59,000,000		$   57,800,000		$   57,800,000		-3.68%				0

				Capital		$   -												$   -												$   -												$   - 0

				Comment		just cle ($12M)and cuy ($50M), no capital		no action		no action		Merge to single entity.  Save 15% of city jails.														Save 25% of city jails												Save 35% of city jail						Capital neutral - would need to expand single jail, wouldn't need to maintain city jails., Merge year 3.  Before police.  Admin, down.  Line staff Down (some layoffs) .

		Sheriff

				Unchanged Projection		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   (2,400,000)		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   (5,400,000)		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   (8,400,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   166,065,000		$   166,065,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		-0.29%		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		-0.33%		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		$   165,465,000		-0.34%				6

				Capital		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

				Comment		7 counties, no capital		no action		Merge to single entity.  Admin savings (6*100000).  Merger cost.																																		No supporting discussion.

		Public Transit

				Unchanged Projection		$   347,739,661		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   (3,749,999)		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   (7,499,999)		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   295,578,712		$   (11,249,998)

				Regionalised Projection		$   347,739,661		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		-0.25%		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		-0.25%		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		$   294,828,712		-0.25%				6

				Capital		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   -		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   -		$   52,160,949		$   47,988,073.22		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   52,160,949		$   (4,172,875.93)

				Comment		7 counties, capital included in figure assume that capital is 15% of budget.		Merged to single entity.  Admin savings projected (6*125000).  Merger cost encurred.																										Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology)										As land use planning is merged in,  and development can be focussed in central areas, efficiencies could be realized, because demand would be centralized.  However, these cost savings wouldn't appear in 15 years period.

		Schools

				Unchanged Projection		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   -		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   10,547,900		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   (3,630,250)

				Regionalised Projection		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		0.00%		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,054,790,000		$   4,060,063,950		$   4,060,063,950		0.03%		$   4,060,063,950		$   4,060,063,950		$   4,060,063,950		$   4,039,790,000		$   4,039,790,000		-0.01%				150

				Capital														$   -												$   -										$   (9,123,278)		$   (9,123,277.50)

				Comment		7 counties data, no capital,		no action		no action		no action		no action		no action				no action		no action		no action		Merge to single entity.  Admin down, wages up												Recapture  Wage increase		Savings of some significant capital expenditure (vehicles, facility, technology)				Any Savings redistributed.  Calculate - get better services.

		Sewer

				Unchanged Projection		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   (3,600,000)		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   (7,200,000)		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   239,287,167		$   (10,800,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   239,287,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		-0.30%		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		-0.30%		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		$   238,567,167		-0.30%				6

				Capital		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   -		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   -		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   227,053,874		$   - 0

				Comment		all, cle capital		merge to single entity.  Save admin																																				Capital neutral.  Although don't have to build out.  Need to renovate existing infrastructure.  Improve Environment.

		Water

				Unchanged Projection		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   (3,600,000)		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   (7,200,000)		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   241,772,000		$   (10,800,000)

				Regionalised Projection		$   241,772,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		-0.30%		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		-0.30%		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		$   241,052,000		-0.30%				6

				Capital		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   -		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   -		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   136,120,000		$   - 0

				Comment		all, cle capital		merge to single entity.  Save admin																																				Capital neutral.  Although don't have to build out.  Need to renovate existing infrastructure.  Improve Environment.

		Special Districts

				Unchanged Projection		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   -		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   -		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   -

				Regionalised Projection		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		0.00%		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		0.00%		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		$   3,735,000		0.00%				0

				Capital		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

				Comment		BID's, No Capital		no action		no action		merge here.						NO SAVINGS												NO SAVINGS												NO SAVINGS		No projected cost savings.   Small independently formed initiatives.  Possible to see increased use /efficacy with consolidated land use planning.  (costs would then go up)

		Regionalism Start-up Costs

				Unchanged Projection				$   1										$   6,004,301												$   12,924,798												$   12,924,798

				Regionalised Projection		$   8,616,532,418		$   2,036,770		$   1,344,543		$   685,270		$   261,096		$   1,676,623		600430112.70%		$   838,312						$   4,054,790		$   2,027,395		1292479762.70%												1292479762.70%

								$   2,036,770,048		$   326,158,370		$   522,191,000				$   1,676,623,000										$   4,054,790,000

				Comment				PubHousing, Parks, Transit Agencies, PublicTransit, Sewer, Water		Pub Health, Airports, Ports, Sherriffs		Specialized Service Districts, Fire, Jail		merge dispatch		city mergers / police										School

		Pooled Buying Savings

				Year's Total Budget $		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   (402,673,587)		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   (1,219,031,499)		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   (2,737,552,273)

				Regionalized projection		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,463,774,664		$   8,588,626,605		$   8,537,647,638		$   8,558,469,933		$   8,531,469,663		-0.93%		$   8,508,660,951		$   8,485,852,239		$   8,463,043,527		$   8,420,007,740		$   8,388,739,720		-1.41%		$   8,360,082,655		$   8,331,425,590		$   8,311,151,640		$   8,290,877,690		$   8,270,603,740		-2.12%

								$   2,036,770,048		$   326,158,370		$   522,191,000				$   1,676,623,000										$   4,054,790,000

				Comment		Introduce		PubHousing, Parks, Transit Agencies (5B), PublicTransit, Sewer, Water		Pub Health, Airports, Ports, Sherriffs		Specialized Service Districts, Fire, Jail				city mergers / police										School

		Privatization Savings

				Year's Total Budget $		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   (131,805,151)		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   (431,869,401)		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,616,532,418		$   (1,123,956,740)

				Regionalised Projection		$   8,616,532,418		$   8,611,440,493		$   8,605,533,172		$   8,598,320,373		$   8,591,107,575		$   8,544,455,326		-0.31%		$   8,573,390,788		$   8,567,893,753		$   8,563,702,195		$   8,544,281,738		$   8,533,329,367		-0.50%		$   8,521,886,914		$   8,511,749,939		$   8,492,329,482		$   8,491,514,086		$   8,373,094,330		-0.87%

								$   2,036,770,048		$   326,158,370		$   522,191,000				$   1,676,623,000										$   4,054,790,000

				Comment		Introduce 1.25% over 5 years, then some more in year 13		PubHousing, Parks, Transit Agencies (5B), PublicTransit, Sewer, Water		Pub Health, Airports, Ports, Sherriffs		Specialized Service Districts, Fire, Jail				city mergers / police										School

		TOTAL CHANGE				$   550,073,231		$   9,166,605,649		Total Budget Amount (Capital  + Operating Budgets)																																				1709

				Total Savings Years 1-5, 1-10, 1-15														$   (602,062,847)												$   (1,888,568,376)												$   (4,773,435,459)

				Total Budgets without Changes 1-5, 1-10, 1-15														$   45,833,028,246												$   91,666,056,492												$   137,499,084,737

				Percent Saved 1-5, 1-10, 1-15														1.31%												2.06%												3.47%

																																										$   (318,229,030.60)		average yearly savings

		Notes

				Base figures are based on Budget Finance group's Assignment 2.  Noted gaps in research of other groups that this product was based on.

				Non-profits not considered.  While related to public goals, not government entities.  As such restructuring is not called for in the descriptions of Scenario 5.

		Concerns:

				Lots of people interested in implementing new policies and improving services with consolidated reional decision making and land use planning.

				However, this would begin to eat away at savings.  Consider timeline for changes in landuse.  How /when would consolidated and agreed upon deveopment agenda be forged.

				While efficiency savings is a good measure for determining what could then be done, it is important to realize that taxes probably would not decrease and that not everything that could be done due to consolidated

				decision making, could be done financially.  Didn't study so don't know what qualitative changes would cost.

				Goes to show, this should have a been an investigation into what do we as planners want to see implemented

				in the region, what would it cost and how could it happen as opposed to least-common denominator politics.
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		COST SAVINGS BY SERVICE AREA

		Service Area				YEARS 1 - 5		YEARS 1 - 10		YEARS 1 - 15

		Jail		Total Dollars Saved		$   (5,400,000)		$   (16,800,000)		$   (34,200,000)

				Total % Saved		-1.74%		-2.71%		-3.68%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Ports		Total Dollars Saved		$   (1,314,680)		$   (3,443,350)		$   (5,693,350)

				Total % Saved		-2.17%		-2.84%		-3.13%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (2,000,000.00)

		Police		Total Dollars Saved		$   (6,427,850)		$   (33,349,225)		$   (72,793,500)

				Total % Saved		-0.62%		-1.60%		-2.33%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (1,500,000.00)

		General Govt		Total Dollars Saved		$   (39,430,920)		$   (236,585,520)		$   (507,135,520)

				Total % Saved		-0.54%		-1.61%		-2.30%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (5,000,000.00)

		Pooled Buying Savings

				Total Dollars Saved		$   (402,673,587)		$   (1,219,031,499)		$   (2,737,552,273)

				Total % Saved		-0.93%		-1.41%		-2.12%

		Fire		Total Dollars Saved		$   30,206,040		$   60,008,920		$   55,577,600

				Total % Saved		1.32%		1.31%		0.81%

				Capital Saved		$   (16,800,000)		$   50,400,000		$   (201,600,000.00)

		Parks		Total Dollars Saved		$   (14,071,000)		$   (39,571,000)		$   (65,071,000)

				Total % Saved		-1.23%		-1.73%		-1.90%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (3,259,072.64)

		Health		Total Dollars Saved		$   (2,000,000)		$   (4,500,000)		$   (7,000,000)

				Total % Saved		-0.77%		-0.87%		-0.90%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Privatization Savings

				Total Dollars Saved		$   (131,805,151)		$   (431,869,401)		$   (1,123,956,740)

				Total % Saved		-0.31%		-0.50%		-0.87%

		Sheriff		Total Dollars Saved		$   (2,400,000)		$   (5,400,000)		$   (8,400,000)

				Total % Saved		-0.29%		-0.33%		-0.34%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Sewer		Total Dollars Saved		$   (3,600,000)		$   (7,200,000)		$   (10,800,000)

				Total % Saved		-0.30%		-0.30%		-0.30%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Water		Total Dollars Saved		$   (3,600,000)		$   (7,200,000)		$   (10,800,000)

				Total % Saved		-0.30%		-0.30%		-0.30%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Public Housing		Total Dollars Saved		$   (4,500,000)		$   (9,000,000)		$   (13,500,000)

				Total % Saved		-0.26%		-0.26%		-0.26%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (2,000,000.00)

		Public Transit		Total Dollars Saved		$   (3,749,999)		$   (7,499,999)		$   (11,249,998)

				Total % Saved		-0.25%		-0.25%		-0.25%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (4,172,875.93)

		Transit Agencies		Total Dollars Saved		$   (500,000)		$   (1,000,000)		$   (1,500,000)

				Total % Saved		-0.02%		-0.02%		-0.02%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Schools		Total Dollars Saved		$   -		$   10,547,900		$   (3,630,250)

				Total % Saved		0.00%		0.03%		-0.01%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   (9,123,277.50)

		Airports		Total Dollars Saved		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Total % Saved		0.00%		0.00%		0.00%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Special Districts		Total Dollars Saved		$   -		$   -		$   -

				Total % Saved		0.00%		0.00%		0.00%

				Capital Saved		$   -		$   -		$   - 0

		Regionalism Start-up Costs

				Totl $ Spent		$   6,004,301		$   12,924,798		$   12,924,798

				Total % Increase		600430112.70%		1292479762.70%		1292479762.70%

		Overall Savings		Total Savings		$   (602,062,847)		$   (1,888,568,376)		$   (4,773,435,459)

				Total Budgets w/out Changes		$   45,833,028,246		$   91,666,056,492		$   137,499,084,737

				Percent Saved		-1.31%		-2.06%		-3.47%

				Average Yearly Savings						$   (318,229,030.60)

		Prepared by Sean O'Hagan								5/10/05
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