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** The following is my analysis for Assignment 2.  I hope it will suffice for a “quick and dirty” budget analysis/summary.  If you need something else, let me know.  See also the updated version of the Transit Readme file, which I have attached.     

Public transit of the Greater Cleveland Seven County Region presents several unique issues concerning the topic of regionalization.  First, the current organization of the transit agencies within the region does not create the gross duplication of services found in other sectors, thus precluding major cost savings that would result from the regionalization of services.  Second, as stated, the region consists of seven counties, which covers an area of 2,975 square miles.  Only the Metropolitan Transportation Authority of the State of New York, which is an amalgamation of several transit agencies, covers a region larger (5,000 square miles).  Third, and related to the second, the seven transit agencies in the region serve very different customers.  Contrast GCRTA which serves Cuyahoga County, a nearly built out and nearly all urban county, with Geauga County Transit, serving the county of its name, which is nearly all rural and lacks a city with a population over 15,000.  Based on these three issues, we have concluded that the regionalization of the transit agencies alone not only would not result in benefits to the region, but could result in consequences from diseconomies of scale.  We do recommend, however, that the transit agencies within the region collaborate in the purchasing of vehicles, tools, computers, etc. to reap financial savings and that the agencies work together in route planning in mutual service areas to provide enhanced service to customers.  Such methods are akin to the collaboration that already exists between service entities such as school districts buying products/services in bulk and fire and police departments of neighboring communities working together to combat fires and criminal activity.  We do not have dollar amounts that would be 

saved as a result of this regional collaboration.  Such calculations require comprehensive analysis by accountants, obviously beyond the scope of this study.  However, it can be estimated that cost savings resulting from buying products/services in bulk would be minimal, below five percent of expenditures.    

As the budgetary data illustrates (see spreadsheet ‘Transit Data’), however, all of the agencies operate at large inefficiencies and only remain in the black through considerable public subsidies.  These inefficiencies result from the autocentric development of Northeast Ohio – most notably low-density, leap frog development and a disconnect between land use and transportation planning.  Public transit suffers either because the population density needed to support it does not exist, as in many of the surrounding counties, or, where the density does exist as in many parts of Cuyahoga County, development has occurred in such a manner that does not support transit usage – places of businesses and shopping facilities sporadically dispersed.  The result is low transit ridership – in the year 2000, only 3.51% of the Northeast Ohio workforce commuted via public transportation.  Improvement of such mediocre transit ridership can only occur from a concerted effort by transportation and land use planners.  Therefore, we see the greatest gains of regionalization in terms of transit efficiency resulting from the consolidation of land use and transportation planning (including transit).  However, it must be stressed that the merging of these agencies does not guarantee increased transit efficiency.  The newly created entity must not only have a commitment to improving transit efficiency through land use planning, but also the means to achieve this goal.  In other words, this new agency cannot be all bark and no bite.  Effectiveness of this new agency would require legislation supporting urban growth boundaries, transit oriented developments, minimum density requirements, etc.      

The following is a brief summary of how public transit will be affected by each scenario (for the summaries in which a land use/transportation planning agency is created, it is assumed the agency is committed to increased transit efficiency and has the means to achieve it):

· Scenario 1/Baseline

· No mergers, no cooperation.

· Agencies continue to operate at current levels, with public subsidies keeping them afloat.

· Scenario 2/Cooperation and Tinkering

· Agencies purchase goods/services together in bulk.

· Agencies work together in planning routes, schedules, etc.

· Minimal cost savings result – less than five percent of expenditures.

· Scenario 3/Service Merger

· Scenario 3A: 

· Assumes the merging of land use agencies within each county only, and not the combination of land use planning and transportation planning.  Also, mergers do not cross county lines.

· Not much different than Scenario 2.  Possible increased efficiency resulting from single land use agency per county.  Cooperation between land use and transportation planning agencies may increase.

· Scenario 3B:

· Assumes the merging of land use agencies within each county and the combination of land use planning and transportation planning.  Mergers do not cross county lines.

· Increased efficiency resulting from single land use/transportation planning agency.  Cooperation between counties may increase as a single agency in each county deals with other counties. 

· Scenario 4/Municipal Mergers

· Not much different from Scenario 3B.  Perhaps increased efficiency may result from a single political entity (with the exception within Cuyahoga County) administering land use/transportation planning goals.   

· Scenario 5/Regional Government

· Scenario 5A:

· One step up from Scenario 4.  Again, possible efficiency increase resulting from a unified political entity administering land use/transportation goals.  

· Scenario 5B:

· One step up from Scenario 5A.  Ultimate efficiency possible with one unified political entity administering land use/transportation planning goals.  This scenario also combines the transit agencies into one.  As mentioned above, this could result in scales of diseconomies, especially in terms of service.  Care must be taken that the needs of the consumers from previous agencies are not lost in the shuffle.  However, this will not likely be the case, as the previous discussion concerning a single seven county transit agency did not assume a seven county merger of all agencies/entities.  In other words, in the previous case only the transit agency merged with all other entities remaining the same.  
