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BACKGROUND

Changing the governance structure of a region is rare and not easily accomplished.  There have been only 32 mergers in history of the United States and only 24 government mergers since WWII.  In the last 20 years, only one large consolidation has occurred and that was in Louisville, KY in 2003. 80 percent of consolidation referendums have failed in the last three decades and only 23 of 134 have passed between 1921 and 1996.

GENERIC MODELS

There is no single reform model for consolidation and there are no examples of complete mergers in the United States. Some areas that have “regionalized” did so by changing their government structures.  Three basic types of models for metropolitan government found in the United States are the following: 


1. Single Tier which is the most comprehensive

-One unit of government is created by consolidating the county, central 

city and most (if not all) of the suburbs. (ex: Jacksonville/Duval)


2. Federated which is a two-tier government

-Power is shared between municipalities and the county

-Municipalities still maintain their individuality and some control over 

certain services, but county takes on more responsibility.(ex: Miami/Dade)


3. Regional Focus

-New regional unit is created solely to provide services (ex: Portland)

There have also been areas that follow one of three main types of fiscal regional models, that didn’t change their government structure in their area and didn’t alter municipal boundaries, but still “regionalized” based on financial incentives to pool their resources and provide more equitable services to their entire region.


1. Cultural asset districts 

-Addressed the issue that most institutions are located in the central city, 

but are enjoyed by the surrounding suburbs (ex: Denver and Kansas City)


2. Tax-base sharing districts 

-Area pools either sales or property taxes and distributes the money to 

several local governments based on a formula (ex: Twin Cities)


3. Combined tax-base and cultural districts 

-A percentage of a tax (usually sales) funds services such as libraries and 

parks (ex: Allegheny County, PA)

Annexation has also been used by some cities as an “alternative” solution to problems instead of governance changes, regionalizing or tax sharing.

EXAMINATION OF EXISTING MODELS

The following models are a few of the existing models of regionalism in the United States. See case studies for complete list.

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 was 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.

1971:  Minneapolis-St.Paul

Their tax sharing strategy is largely successful because of bipartisan support, lack of racial tension and no history of a “city political machine”.  This change occurred at the state level.

· Not a “regional” government

· 7 county Metropolitan Council (not legislative)


-17 members (appointed by governor) 

-in charge of planning, sewer, transit and development

· Sharing of commercial and industrial tax base based on a formula

· 75% of cities/towns gain under the plan and 25% lose

· Area has on of the most equitable school funding systems (3rd in nation according to Education Week)

· In 1993 Twin cities and suburbs created a metro-majority coalition in the state 

legislature, therefore collaborating to serve their interests.

· 1994 coalition passed the Metropolitan Reorganization Act placing all regional sewer, transit and land use planning under the authority of the Metropolitan Twin Council which in turn increased the Councils budget form 40 million to 600 million.

1979:
Portland-Metro


Strategy was successful due to support from planners, the mayor, other politicians, environmentalists, agriculture and the governor.  There was bipartisan support to stop the negative effects of sprawl.  There was a lack of racial tension due to the homogeneous racial make-up in both the city and the suburbs.

· Metro is an elected regional government and the only one of its kind in U.S.

-Metro Council is made up of 7 non-partisan members, elected from districts every 4 years)


-Executive officer-elected at large.


-Encompasses 3 counties and 24 cities in Portland

· In the early 1990’s voters approved a home rule charter giving Metro the primary regional responsibility for land use and transportation planning (therefore local land use had to conform to a regional framework)

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” was 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 

GOVERNANCE CHANGES IN OUR REGION

Any changes to any consolidation or regional structures will have to comply with state law in terms of referendum procedures, home rule considerations, and the ORC.  In order to change the Ohio county governance structure one must either do it through a petition that is signed by 3% of electors in a county or through a vote by 2/3 of the board of county commissioners.  The statue can be found in ORC section 302.1 to 302.24.  Counties in Ohio can have either an elected county executive or an appointed county executive.  This statute can be found in ORC 302.15/302.16.

Summit County is the only one in state to have a charter form of government.  It was established in 1980 and in 2001 voters approved a merger of the auditor, treasurer, and recorder and replaced the position with and appointed fiscal officer.  Summit has an elected 11 member council, 8 from districts and 3 at large and is headed by an executive.

In 2004, Cuyahoga County’s Republican Party and the now defunct Citizens League proposed a charter form of government which would have eliminated the 3 commissioners and replaced them with an executive and 11 member county-wide Council elected by districts.  The executive would be elected to a 4 year term and have the power to hire, fire, make appointments, veto of ordinances, resolutions, deal with collective bargaining and other economic and community development duties.  The offices of auditor, recorder and treasurer would be combined and the new position would be that of comptroller, appointed by the executive.  The engineer, coroner and clerk of courts would also be appointed.  The council members would serve 2 year terms until 2008 and then 4 year terms.  As we all now, the referendum did not make the ballot.

GENERAL ANALYSIS

So far, there is no clear evidence that consolidating governments has either achieved efficiency or reduced costs to the tax payer (some may argue that Nashville has achieved this) and positive results like the Twin Cities and Charlotte were not examples of government mergers, but rather a sharing of tax revenue or services.  Merging of governments and/or regions is expensive.  There are a lot of start-up costs to form a new government.  In some cases and with some specific services economies of scale do exist (fire, libraries and planning for example), but in other areas such as parks and waste management, costs have either remained the same or increased.  Many studies indicate that in most cases taxes have increased after consolidation and that smaller units of government are more efficient than larger units when it comes to labor intensive services, but that larger units may be more efficient when it comes to capital intensive services.  Another reason that consolidation causes an increase in costs is because when governments and services merge, the highest or best salary, benefits and quality of service are the ones to be retained and copied therefore, upgrading all the other entities results in the need for more money.  Despite the consolidation of tax money to pay for services equity in the paying for services has not been realized in most cases. In terms of racial equity, in almost every instance of consolidation, minority voting strength has decreased and the majority of council members in consolidated governments are white.  There are of course cases of some mergers that have succeeded in part, but no one example of a consolidated government that can be used as the “star” example.

Bottom line:  A merging or diving up of some services between city and county or a tax revenue sharing plan may be more advisable that a true regional governance structure for North East Ohio.  In order for true regional governance to work, leadership, collaboration, trust and sound planning must be in place.  The question is do we have these factors in North East Ohio?

Mark Musson

Voting Power


The general rule for representation on a governing body is “one person, one vote.” This maxim holds true for governmental bodies with general powers affecting all individuals in a defined district.  The one person, one vote rule limits governmental restructuring plans to weigh votes of municipalities beyond population to property ownership or fiscal contribution in a regional governmental form.  A voting system that compensates smaller municipalities with higher taxable assets by allocating votes in a manner disproportionate to its population will violate the one person, one vote tenet.  This will prove to be an obstacle to encouraging high tax valuation communities from supporting a regional body viewed as redistributive of suburban wealth and a power grab by higher population, less wealthy communities within the region.  Governmental functions that have been found to be exercising general governmental powers are the setting of a tax rate, equalizing assessments, issuing bonds, preparing bonds, and allocating funds.           


In contrast, a special purpose governmental body with narrowly defined authority to affect individuals need not adhere to the one person, one vote principle.  Similarly, it is permissible to weigh votes if the functions of the body are removed from normal general governmental functions or disproportionably affect narrowly defined groups.  When economic burdens are excessively born by a specific group of voters, courts are more likely to uphold the enhancement of the groups vote in a special purpose governmental body.  For example, courts have upheld weighted voting in accordance to landowner’s acreage in electing members on a water rationing board that determines access to water supplies of county farmers.  Business improvement districts and block improvement districts have been found to be special districts where membership in a governing board can be allocated among businesses and residents in a disproportionate manner in accordance to their financial contribution to the district.  


There is little guidance from the courts in determining whether a body’s power is general or specific in nature.  In an ad hoc fashion, the courts have focused upon a body’s general area of policy, the specific powers themselves, and whether the powers are mainly administrative in nature.  If the body is not exercising legislative control over a district, members of a body need not be elected and may be appointed.  Appointment to a regional governing body, so long as it does not have legislative authority, may be an avenue to pursue to end-run the one person, one vote principle.  Legislative control of a district is viewed a policy formulation and lawmaking, a regional body that does not have legislative authority would in all practical measures merely an advisory panel and have little actual power.  The Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency is an example of a special purpose and non-legislative body, and therefore is permitted to have weighted voting and appointment of members.  Drawing upon the NOACA model, a possible solution to the creation of a regional governing body with legislative power, without redrawing municipal boundaries, and providing smaller communities with a discernable voice, is to give each town a single seat on a regional/county council then allocating votes to each of these representatives in accordance with their respective populations in conformance with the one person, one vote canon.  The body would be quite large, but coalitions could quickly develop around communities with similar interests and priorities, thereby providing institutional order to the body’s agenda.       

Political Theory


The field of economics has provided several theoretical models that are applicable to political actors in a regional form of government context.  Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky developed a theory they called the “complexity of joint action” that is the counterintuitive result of economics of scale.
  Under this theory, the implementation of a plan that requires the cooperation or participation of numerous bureaucratic institutions requires chain of agreements, and each agreement is based on that which preceded it.  To the extent that different decision makers misunderstand each other, have variable interests, or give the same goals different priorities, implementation of the original goals can be compromised.  When separate public entities are negotiating details of undertaking a partnership they become so entrenched in their positions that all parties are willing to bear the costs of further inaction than give up without a prolonged fight, and the longer that parties continue their negotiating maneuvering the longer the delay and the prospects of success become worse.  The authors use game theory to explain that it is irrational for a party not to renege on the terms already agreed to, provided they are confident that others will meet the new terms, but if other parties also begin to renege, the resulting disorder and delay will convince the other parties that they should cut their losses and pull out of the process all together.


Another economic theory that is applicable to the political landscape in regionalism is known as “mini max” where “public officials minimize the risk of the perceived maximum harm.”
  Terry Moe identifies different two different interest groups that will coalesce around separate bargaining positions in the reformation of public entities.  The “currently advantaged interest groups” seek to minimize the possibility of losing their existing position of power by promoting a structure that is insulated from they public authority in general.  Possible restructuring government bargaining strategies of the currently advantaged groups include the writing detailed rules which constrain decision-makers, utilizing professionals with reputations for resisting political interference, opposing provisions, such as “sunset clauses,” that reopen political issues in the uncertain future, placing decision-making in “friendly” corners of government, and obtaining judicial review of decision making provided that the procedures disproportionately favor them.  “Currently disadvantaged interest groups” are less powerful but have some say in designing governmental decision-making processes because the more powerful groups must still compromise with their rivals to enact their plans.  These “currently disadvantaged groups” seek to minimize the immediate influence of more powerful groups by favoring “fragmented authority, decentralization, federalism, checks and balances, and other structural means of promoting weakness, confusion and delay.”  A preferable form or restructured government would allow those groups out of power to participate, present evidence and arguments, and in general, protect their own interests.  


Herbert Simon coined a third theory regarding the behavior of political actors in a restructuring of government as “satisficing”.
  Satisficing is the theory that public officials will “satisfice when they make a decision that satisfies and suffices for the purpose.  This satisfactory sufficiency enables decision making which is good enough, rather than the absolute best – that which satisfices, while not ideal, will suffice to satisfy requirements.”  As opposed to the “economic man”, Simon’s satisficing is the individual making rational decisions that are practically feasible within the organization.  Simons elaborates on these two decision making models by positing the “rational man has a complete and consistent system of preferences that allows him always to choose among the alternatives open to him; he is always completely aware of what these alternatives are; there are no limits an the complexity of the computations he can perform in order to determine which alternatives are best.”  In contrast, the “satisficing man” exhibits a kind of “rational behavior that is compatible with the access to information and the computational capacities that are actually possessed by organisms, including man, in the kinds of environments in which such organisms exist.”  Ideally, a decision maker would have the ability to evaluate all possible alternatives prior to making a decision; however, Simon acknowledges that in reality, decisions makers analyze alternatives sequentially and will select the first satisfactory option demonstrated without regard for the optimal choice.  Simon’s theory holds that efficiency requires a complete knowledge and anticipation of the consequences that will follow on each choice, but this is impossible because knowledge of consequences is always incomplete.  Judgment and experience must supply the lack of value attached to each alternative.  Rationality requires a choice among all possible alternative action but only a very few of all these possible options are ever established.  This deficiency leads decision makers to satisfice or chooses the alternative that is merely good enough, not the optimal.  

Past Efforts to Reorganize Cuyahoga County


The Ohio Constitution provides for two methods for reorganizing local government:  a county charter and an alternate governmental form.  These constitutional provisions are more thoroughly examined in the state law analysis. Essentially a county charter provides for county home rule though the transfer of municipal functions to the county.  An alternate form of county government calls for a county executive and a county legislature consisting of three, five, seven, or nine members.  Since 1934 there have been multiple attempts to reform the government in Cuyahoga County.  In order to adopt a County Charter, the creation of a Charter Commission must be approved and the Charter produced by the Commission must be approved by a majorities in the entire county, the largest municipality, and in the county area outside the largest municipality.  An alternate form of government can be placed on the ballot though a vote of the current board of commissioners or by initiative petition of only three percent of the county voters.  The following table details the past failed efforts to reform Cuyahoga County.    

	Year
	Form
	Result
	For
	Against
	Total
	% For

	1934
	Charter Commission
	Approved
	115,331
	78,425
	193,756
	59%

	1935
	County Charter
	Approved
	167,061
	148,516
	315,577
	53%

	1936
	Charter Commission
	Defeated
	146,400
	149200
	295600
	49.5%

	1941
	Charter Commission
	Defeated
	77,179
	98,125
	175,304
	44%

	1949
	County Commission
	Approved
	157,475
	98,883
	256,358
	61%

	1950
	County Charter
	Defeated
	205,344
	223,858
	429,202
	48%

	1958
	Charter Commission
	Approved
	262,339
	139,272
	401,611
	65%

	1959
	County Charter
	Defeated
	191,488
	236,377
	427,730
	45%

	1969
	Alternate Form
	Defeated 
	208,488
	217,209
	425,697
	49%

	1970
	Alternate Form
	Defeated
	207,982
	242,061
	450,043
	46%


Tiffany Graham
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Cities are not disposable.  Whenever and wherever societies have flourished and prospered rather than stagnated and decayed, creative and workable cities 

have been at the core of the phenomenon;

 they have pulled their weight and more.  It is the same still.  Decaying cities, declining economies, and mounting social troubles travel together.

—Jane Jacobs

from Futures by Design: The Practice of Ecological Planning

I have discovered in researching issues of sustainability that the interconnected nature of metropolitan areas and the people residing within them cannot be overstated.  The connections between a new highway exit and the development of open space around it impacts low-income residents of the central city, air quality, time spent in traffic, public health, the amount of time individuals engage in community or civic life become increasingly intertwined, and solutions to societal problems, as a result, become increasingly multi-dimensional.  

Beyond inefficiency in service provisions, growth patterns that consume ever-increasing amounts of land per capita, have a narrow view of the future with savings today (for some) that correlate into debts in the future.  The wetland that gets paved and constructed with new homes over will cause long-term flooding problems for the homeowners and the species that lived in the wetland either migrate or die.  The forests and farmland that have become highways are notorious for road-kill specimens that have been uprooted.  Adding the infrastructure for new sewers can drastically alter the course that groundwater travels, which can result in polluted streams and rivers.  There are social costs to development that, in Ohio, have not been fully included in the costs of developing greenfields.  There are also large social costs associated with not redeveloping brownfields, ranging from pollution to creating feelings of hopelessness that are not factored into the sustainability equation by society at large.  

A couple of issues continue to surface regarding these social costs:

· Equity—housing, access to transit, access to employment

· Environmental—preservation of open space, pollution, health

· Strength of the central city’s downtown has a direct positive impact on the metropolitan area as a whole

· Educating the public of the implications of continued segregation of races and socio-economic status

Sustainability concepts must be integrated into the long-range plans from services ranging from public schools to transportation to social ills stemming from poverty.  There are a number of existing policies (or, lack of policies that can result in a free-for-all) that serve as band-aids for more serious problems.  Building more low-income housing in the City of Cleveland does not disperse the needs of this population throughout the metropolitan area.  Widening a highway lane from over-development without long-term considerations as to how a region should grow allows suburbs to act independently but forces the same taxpayers that the widening will hurt to help subsidize the bill.  There is a growing theme within the actions of Northeastern Ohio that indicates decision makers and taxpayers do not care for every citizen of the region—currently, they do not need to.

“Long term patterns of metropolitan growth, land use, resource use, and infrastructure development demand attention, giving new impetus to old quests such as halting suburban sprawl.  From this perspective, it is very important to think about expanding planning horizons from a year-by-year approach or even a 20-year horizon, to think instead about the effects of urban development over 50 years, 100 years, or longer” (Wheeler).

The home rule law that exists in Ohio authorizes all cities to establish their own land use plans that consider only the land within their borders.  These plans are often old, zoning boards and planning commissions grant exceptions, and developers can be a driving force behind them—all for better and for worse.  

For example, the City of South Euclid, an inner-ring suburb located on Cleveland’s east side has been able to prove that groundwater run-off from Beachwood Place, a shopping mall in Beachwood uphill from South Euclid, is flooding the yards and basements of South Euclid residents.  The response from Beachwood has been that South Euclid needs to take care of its own problems, regardless of the fact that the root of the problem comes directly from the over-paving of land uphill in another municipality.  Now, directly across the street from Beachwood Place in the City of Lyndhurst, another shopping center called Legacy Village has opened, which is likely to further exasperate the flooding taking place in South Euclid.  This problem is heightened by the fact that South Euclid and Lyndhurst share a school system and a recreation center, but not the profits from a development that has a direct impact on the residents of South Euclid.  Furthermore, it is an older city, with aging infrastructure and older homes and residents that are not as wealthy as those in Lyndhurst, who are, presumably, reaping the benefits of a project that has social costs which are not being accounted for.

On the other side of town in Lorain County’s Avon Lake, developers are advocating for a highway interchange to accommodate future development between Westlake’s Crocker Road and Avon/Avon Lake’s State Route 83.  Population in the NE Ohio region being studied has grown only 83,000 people since the 1990 census, while roads continue to widen and people choose to continue moving out of developed areas and into brand new subdivisions.  The populations of Cleveland, Akron, Lorain, Elyria, the majority of inner ring suburbs, and Cuyahoga County as a whole—which have the infrastructure to support more people than they currently do—are declining while the populations in new suburbs and rural/exurban areas are growing.

The costs associated with the low density development taking place in the counties surrounding Cuyahoga also has larger implications than are currently being accounted for.  For example, average density is going down, but higher densities have been proven to decrease air pollution, decrease time spent in traffic, and decrease the marginal costs of additional units of infrastructure.  

As highways continue to provide people with quicker means of moving throughout a metropolitan area, the new communities that seemingly pop up overnight do not have affordable housing incorporated into development plans.  By simply not providing housing that lower-income people can afford, a community can effectively leave the problems of poverty to the older communities that already have them.  For example, the housing developments being built off of Route 83 in Avon and Avon Lake can simply include only single-family detached homes or more highly priced cluster homes and townhouses.  Unlike in Maryland, where incentives for developers to set aside 15% of new housing for lower-income people, Ohio does not have any requirements for creating opportunities for the region’s poor to become more integrated into the larger society.  The retail development that is following the new housing starts could be an opportunity for lower-income people to find work in the service sector near to where they live—if they had been considered positively in the planning stages of these developments.

There is a negative impression that low-income housing automatically reduces the values of existing housing.  According to Community Properties of Ohio Management Services, however, “low income housing does not negatively affect a home’s selling price. . . when combined with supportive services” such as “attractive design” and “professional resident and property management” (contributed by Akua Soadwa and Sean O’Hagan).  Section 8 vouchers, which allow lower-income people to move into existing housing units have been found to have a positive impact on property values in “higher valued, real-appreciation, predominantly white census tracts.”  Conversely, they had a negative impact on property values in vulnerable neighborhoods characterized by poorly managed and maintained housing (contributed by Sean O’Hagan).  

“Large highways and roads have also facilitated sprawl, leading households, businesses, and public services to move out of older communities.  In too many cities, lower-income families have been left behind without adequate transportation to jobs-rich suburban areas” (Chen).

In Ohio, there is not a rule among transportation authorities that populations need to increase a certain percentage in order for highways to be widened or for new interchanges to be developed.  This means that people can choose to move, essentially, wherever they want based upon personal consumption desires that leave society as a whole to pick up that tab for their actions.  Many people move out of Cuyahoga County because land is cheaper and because cities provide fewer services to fewer residents, taxes are lower.  The savings to an individual family may be significant in the short run, but once the city grows and new schools are needed and people begin demanding more local services, taxes will go up.  The cost to society, however, is that residents in the large cities and inner ring suburbs are subsidizing the families that opt out of their communities with their tax dollars paying for highways, the weakening of existing school systems because of declining student enrollment, the slower appreciation in home value due to a soft real estate market and the resulting fewer dollars to upkeep roads, sewers, and other types of aging infrastructure.

The Brookings Institution has also documented a spatial mismatch between blacks and jobs, particularly in metropolitan areas with high levels of job sprawl and racial segregation.  Cleveland’s job market has decentralized employment centers; downtown, along with the suburban jobs that are growing in Independence, North Olmsted, Beachwood, and Westlake.  This combination of decentralized employment and segregation make Cleveland the sixth highest city in the country with this problem, trailing only Detroit, Chicago, Newark, Philadelphia, and St. Louis (5).  The metropolitan area is also recognized as one of the most segregated in the country.  Compared to other groups, “black residential locations remain fairly centralized and concentrated in older urban and suburban neighborhoods of the nation’s metropolitan areas, while employment has continued to decentralize towards new metropolitan suburbs and exurbs” (Stoll 2).  This spatial mismatch may “put jobs farther out of the reach of the significant number of black households that reside in the urban core” (3).  The data further illustrates that “job sprawl correlates significantly with the physical separation between blacks and jobs.  Metropolitan areas characterized by higher job sprawl are also characterized by greater spatial mismatch for blacks” (3-4).  Statistically, this spatial disconnect is does not exist for whites and is twice as strong for blacks than for Hispanics.

According to David Rusk, cities that are have high levels of segregation generally have large income gaps between city and suburban residents.  He deems the ratio between city and suburban incomes “the single most important indicator of an urban area’s social health” (31).  He further states that ‘many mayors of inelastic cities go to Washington because they do not have the ability (or the inclination) to get their suburban neighbors to share the burden.  They are trapped between having an ever smaller slice of the metro tax base and an ever growing share of metro social burdens” (32).  The fragmentation of metro areas into individual municipalities, according to Rusk, is one of the roots of residential segregation, and therefore, according to the Brookings study, one of the main roadblocks to connecting blacks to jobs.

According to Anthony Downs, the “most complete response to the regional nature of contemporary urban problems” is the merging of a central city government with one or more counties (132).  A state-empowered regionally selected body could carry out planning and infrastructure management within an entire metropolitan area.  While this mechanism “would not involve a full-functioned metropolitan government,” it would “put control of at least the most important infrastructure components that shape metropolitan growth—major highways, airports, mass transit, sewer and water systems, waste disposal systems—in the hands of a public body with a truly regional perspective and the legal authority to implement it” (133).  

Yet, in a recent poll conducted by the Gallup Organization for the Fund for Our Economic Future, land use planning was the service that NE Ohio residents see as least important in terms of addressing regionally. The perception of land use planning is often seen as communistic and in conflict with the Constitutional right to own property.  The short term goals of individual developers or corporations to make money regularly overshadow a community’s ability to make long term decisions and plans for its future.  As the case of the Costco that wanted to locate in Mayfield Village demonstrated, even if a city does have a land-use plan in place, if a developer can prove that it is not rationally constructed, the city can be sued for millions of dollars—money which most municipalities do not have to waste.  The Costco case may have incited fear in some localities to restrict the types of businesses or developments that take place within their borders and further reduce the powers that cities or regions have to determine their future viability.

“Land is an all or nothing resource: once paved, it is irreversibly damaged” (Funders’ Network for Smart Growth and Livable Communities).

Lake Erie is region’s defining geographical feature.  Part of the Great Lakes, which produces 20% of the world’s fresh water, it is more than locally significant—it is globally significant.  There are a number of rivers that serve as tributaries to the lake, including:

· Big Creek—flows through Brooklyn, Parma, Parma Heights, Middleburg Heights, and Strongsville

· Black River—flows through Elyria, Lorain, Grafton, and other parts of Lorain County

· Cuyahoga—flows through downtown, but also inspired the route of the Ohio Canal.  The portion that flows through Geauga County is remarkably pristine—and only 15 miles from Lake Erie

· Chagrin River—located in a valley 15 miles east of downtown, wealthy families purchased the land around the river and kept it undeveloped

· Grand River—a “Wild and Scenic” designation from the state of Ohio reflects the cleanness and natural state this Lake County river has maintained

· The Rocky River—flows from Medina county and through Cleveland’s western suburbs before reaching Lake Erie

The Metroparks, other park districts in surrounding counties, and land conservancies are preserving some of the land around these rivers.  The Ohio Erie Canal Corridor and the Cuyahoga Valley National Park are also wonderful examples of projects that have been undertaken by communities that are working towards a common goal.  There are, however, still a number problems with these rivers including pollutants, sewage overflow from stormwaters, and extinction of a number of species of fish.  These natural resources are precious and fragile ecosystems that provide homes to wildlife, educational opportunities, and links to the region’s past and should be handled with the care and concern that people give to museum artifacts—they are a type of living museum.

NE Ohio is in the middle range of metropolitan areas for green space.  Parks will be covered by another group, but assets like the Metroparks and park districts in surrounding counties can only be preserved for future generations with long term planning.  It requires educating people to value intangibles like the escape from urbanism or suburbanism that natural spaces can provide.  Recently, eight groups dedicated to preserving farmlands and forests merged to unite their efforts against urban sprawl.  According to Richard Cochran with the Chagrin River Land Conservancy, “this region needs to protect more land, and it’s not happening fast enough.  Urban sprawl is faster” (Plain Dealer 2/22/05).  

The watershed that Northeast Ohio is built upon has thousands of acres of urban-edge farmland.  Urban-edge farmland “now generates 56% of gross U.S. agricultural sales. . . Measured on a dollar per acre basis, farmland in urban-influenced counties is more than two and a half times more productive as other U.S. farmland.  Once this farmland is paved over, it is irretrievable” (Ralph Grossi).  Considering how quickly we have developed the United States, it is unacceptable to continue acting as though virgin land in America is infinite.  Yes, there is still a lot of land left, but what legacies are people interested in leaving for their children besides estates and money?

“Every citistate that cares a whit about its environment and social future should move to establish an urban growth boundary, beyond which neither jobs nor new housing developments are allowed to go.  Where citistates lack the legal authority, they should go to state legislatures and get it. . . The time is more ripe than ever for an alliance of interests, environmentalists opposing development at the urban periphery joining with inner-city minorities to keep more job-producing firms with reach in established urban areas and way from distant greenfield sites unserved by mass transit” (Neal Peirce)

� Joseph Seliga, Democratic Solutions to Urban Problems, 25 Hamline L. Rev. 1 (2001)


� Jefffrey L. Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky, Implementation (Berkeley:  University of California Press, 1973).


� Terry Moe, The Politics of the Bureaucratic State, (J. Chubb & Patterson eds., 1989).


� Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior, (New York: The Macmillan Company, 2nd ed. 1957).





� Issues of efficiency also surface, though I am confident that other members of the class can speak more accurately of them than me.
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