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Review and Consideration of
Consolidation Models for

FIl orida’'s Local
Summary
FIl ori daods | ocal

numerous fiscal challenges due to a slowing
economy, t he
modifications, and recent changes to their ad
valorem taxing authority. In the past, state
programs have provided some assistance to
financially stressed local governments.
However, state coffers, equally hampered by
the weakened economy, are unavailable to
augment local budget shortfalls at a time of
increased demand for government services.
As a result, local governments are reducing,
and in some instances eliminating, non-
essential discretionary programs, while
searching for more efficient means for the
delivery of core public services.

In recognition of the fiscal problems

confronting Floridaods

Florida  Legislative =~ Committee  on
Intergovernmental Relations has undertaken
a two-year study to identify alternative
service delivery arrangements for the

deliveré/
gover_nme.

stateobds

consideration by Florida state and local
governments. This first report provides an

Golz)er\\/ieévroH ﬁ]oa(\gﬁl dnplft?l'g services are

provided at loc region levels in other
states. The final report will identify service

9It§rnati(\:/esu rV\rlhiChn MY be
appropn:ﬂe for adoption in F1brida aXd, if
V\{arranted, p9||cy chapgssr ngc?ssar¥ go;(

- U QY Y A T o
their implementation.

Methodology

This overview draws upon current research
by public policy scholars, the U.S. Bureau of
the Census, reports from stakeholder
associations, and national press. The first
section identifies the types of local
governments and compares changes in their
numbers over time. The second section
considers differences in state policies
regarding local governments and their
implications for metropolitan areas. The
third section presents a conceptual
framework to examine different approaches
to Ipr(c))vidiggI publicos\e/rvic?sninmu(gb%ntaréd
metropociitan areds” ¥ The M85 Secticn’
examines recent research on the growing
importance of metropolitan areas and the
methods used in their governance.

|. Local Governments in the United States

A. Classification and Number of Local Governments

Local public services are primarily provided by local governments through a complex structure
of service delivery arrangements. The number and type of local governments have changed over
time. The U.S. Bureau of the Census provides the official count of units of government and is
taken at five year intervals as required by law.! Preliminary information on the 2007 census is
used where available. The 2002 Census of Governments is complete, and similar to those taken
since 1957, covers three major subject fields including government organizations, public
employment and government finances.” The U.S. Bureau of the Census identifies three primary

! Title 13 United States Code, Section 161.
2 www.census.gov/govs/www/index.html.
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forms of local government: county; municipality; and special district. A variation of the special
district is the school district and will be discussed separately.

In 2007 there were 89,476 local governments in the United States, representing a major decline
from the 105,694 local governments reported in 1952. This decline is primarily the result of
consolidation of small school districts during the 1950s and 1960s.

While the number of school districts declined, the number of special districts and municipalities
increased. Between 1952 and 2007, the number of municipalities grew by 2,714 from 16,778 in
1952 to 19,492 in 2007. Similarly, the number of special districts more than tripled from 12,319
in 1952 to 37,381 in 2007. The growth in municipalities and special districts together has
generated an average annual increase of 492 new local governments. (See Table 1)

1. County Governments. Organized county governments are found throughout the nation
except in Connecticut, Rhode Island, the District of Columbia, and limited portions of other
states where certain county areas lack a distinct county government. County governments in
Louisiana are officially designated as parish governments, and the borough governments in
Alaska resemble county governments in other states. Both are classified as county governments
for census statistics on governments.

The number of counties has remained virtually unchanged over the last 100 years ranging from
3,062 in 1932 to 3,033 in 2007. This decrease in county governments is primarily the result of
city-county consolidations. Where municipal and county governments have been consolidated or
substantially merged, the composite units are counted as municipal governments in census
statistics on governments. The number of county governments per state ranges widely with a
high of 254 counties in Texas and lows of 3 counties each in Delaware and Hawaii and 5
counties in Massachusetts. Florida currently has 67 counties.

County governments represent the largest geographic units of general-purpose local government
and are usually governed by a Board of County Commissioners. Generally, the role and function
of counties evolved one of two ways. In New England and the Mid-Atlantic States, towns and
townships were the primary organizing unit of government. After Independence, newly
established states created subdivisions of county governments to carry out state functions. As
such, county governments were perceived as arms of the state rather than self-constituted units of
local government.

In southern states, where large-scale agricultural development was the principal industry and
settlement pattern, counties were the primary organizing unit of government with the exception
of only the largest urban centers. The county seat became the center of social, economic, and
political discourse as well as the location for maintaining the legal records and history of the
community.® In rural areas, the county government served as the point of access to government
services and opportunities for area businesses and residents.

% Adrian, Charles and M. Fine. State and Local Politics. Chicago: Nelson-Hall Publishers, 1991.

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 2
Review of Consolidation ModeReport



Table 1
Government Units: 1952 to 2007

Type of Government 1952 1982 2007
Total 116,805 81,831 89,476
Federal Government 1 1 1
State Governments 48 50 50
Local Governments 116,756 81,780 89,476

General-Purpose
County 3,052 3,041 3,033
Subcounty 34,009 35,810 36,011
Municipal 16,807 19,076 19,492
Township 17,202 16,734 16,519

Special Purpose
School District 67,355 14,851 13,051
Special District 12,340 28,078 37,381

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

In addition to the County Board, many state assigned functions of the county are provided by a
separate set of county officials, someti mes r
officers. Commonly elected officials include: a district attorney, who serves as the chief
criminal prosecutor; a sheriff, who serves as an officer of the court and chief law enforcement
official; a clerk of the court, who serves as the chief record keeper for the courts; a controller,
who serves as the auditor of the county finances; a supervisor of elections, who serves to oversee
and monitor voter registration and elections; a property appraiser, who assessors property values
and maintains records for tax purposes; and a tax collector, who submits tax bills, collects
payments, distributes tax collections to appropriate governmental entities, and maintains tax
records. This list is not exhaustive, but serves as an example of the more common types of
locally elected county government officials whose office lies outside of the County Board.

2. Municipal and Township Governments. Municipal governments include townships and
cities in most states. The 36,011 subcounty general-purpose governments enumerated in the
2007 Census of Governments include 19,492 municipal governments and 16,519 town or
township governments. These two types of governments are distinguished primarily by the
historical circumstances surrounding their incorporation. In most states, most notably in the
Northeast, municipal and township governments have similar powers and perform similar
functions. The scope of governmental services provided by these two types of governments
varies widely from one state to another, and even within the same state.

The U.S. Census Bureau defines the term fimunicipal governmentso as political subdivisions
within which a municipal corporation has been established to provide a general-purpose local
government for a specific population concentration in a defined area, and includes all active

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 3
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government units officially designated as cities, boroughs (except in Alaska), towns (except in
Minnesota, New York, Wisconsin, and the six New England states), and villages.*

The number of municipal governments per state varies widely. States with the largest number of
municipalities in 2007 are Illinois (1,299), Texas (1,209), Pennsylvania (1,016), Missouri (952),
and lowa (947). Florida currently has 411 municipal governments. In contrast, eight states have
less than 50 municipal governments including Hawaii (1), Rhode Island (8), New Hampshire
(13), Nebraska (19), Maine (22), Delaware (30), Massachusetts (45), and Vermont (45). It
should be noted that six of the eight states are in New England, where a town government often
provides urban services provided by municipal governments in other states.

Towns or township governments are recognized in 20 states in the Northeast and Midwest.”> This
category includes governmental units officially designated as towns in the six New England
states, New York and Wisconsin and some plantations in Maine and locations in New
Hampshire, as well as townships in other areas. In Minnesota, the terms town and township are
used interchangeably with regard to township governments. Although towns in the six New
England states and New York, and townships in New Jersey and Pennsylvania, are legally
termed municipal corporations, perform municipal-type functions, and frequently serve densely
populated urban areas, they have no necessary relation to concentration of population, and are
counted by the U.S. Census Bureau as towns or township governments.®

However, it has been noted that a better way to distinguish between types of municipalities is to

consider whether the community was a deliberate action on the part of local inhabitants to create

a duly constituted civil society or whether the territory was created as a means of subdividing the

state or colony. I n t he f arpme racaedteagoliticdh e mu n i
economic, and social structure in accordance with the will of the people, while the latter case

illustrates an externally imposed structure, usually in accordance with a legislative or
congressional order.

3. Special District Governments. Special district governments are independent, special-
purpose governmental units that exist as separate entities with substantial administrative and
fiscal independence from general-purpose local governments. The U.S. Census Bureau excludes
dependent special districts that function under the administrative and fiscal control of general-
purpose local governments and school district governments from the definition of special
districts. Special district governments provide specific services that are not being supplied by
existing general-purpose governments. While most districts perform a single function, in some
instances their enabling legislation allows them to provide several, usually related, types of
services. The number of special districts have increased more than 200 percent between 1952
(12,319) and 2007 (37,381) and account for 90 percent of the growth in the total of new local

* www.census.gov/govs/www/index.html.

® Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and
Wisconsin.

& www.census.gov/govs/www/index.html.
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goveranents during this time period. As of June 2009, Florida has 1,013 independent special
districts.

4. School District Governments and Public School Systems. Public school systems provide
or support elementary, secondary, and in certain instances, postsecondary education services. Of
the 14,561 public school systems in the United States in 2007, 13,051 are independent school
districts with an elected board and taxing powers and are included in the census count of
governments. Florida has 67 independent school districts, one for each county. The remaining
1,510 dependent public school systems are classified as agencies of other governments. The
dependent public school systems are usually classified as departments within a municipal
government and are concentrated in the New England states of Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island.

The relative magnitude of change in numbers of local governments from 1952 to 2007 is
depicted below in Chart 1.

Chart 1
Comparison of Government Units1952-
2007
120,000 -
100,000 -
m School Districts
80,000 - m Special Districts
60.000 - Townships
= Municipalities
40,000 “/ 17,202 16,734 16,519 m Counties
20,000 -
1952 1982 2007
Census Years

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2007 Census of Governments.

" http://www.floridaspecialdistricts.org/Official List/numbr_of.cfm
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B. Defining Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas Classification®

1. Metropolitan and Micropolitan Areas. Metropolitan Statistical Areas have at least one
urbanized area of 50,000 or more population, plus adjacent territory that has a high degree of
social and economic integration with the core as measured by commuting ties. Micropolitan
Statistical Areas have at least one urban cluster of at least 10,000, but less than 50,000
population, plus adjacent territory that has a high degree of social and economic integration with
the core as measured by commuting ties. Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas are
defined in terms of whole counties (or equivalent entities), including those in the six New
England states. If the specified criteria are met, a Metropolitan Statistical Area containing a
single core with a population of 2.5 million or more may be subdivided to form smaller
groupings of counties referred to as Metropolitan Divisions.

The Metropolitan/Micropolitan classification includes about 93 percent of the U.S. population
with approximately 83 percent in metropolitan statistical areas and about 10 percent in
micropolitan statistical areas. The classification used by the U.S. Census before 2000 only
included approximately 80 percent of the U.S. population. As of December 2003, the Census
Bureau reported that of the 3,141 counties and county equivalents in the United States, 1,090 will
be in the 361 metropolitan statistical areas in the United States, 694 counties will be in the 577
micropolitan statistical areas, and the remaining 1,357 counties fall outside the classification.
Previously, the classification included 847 metropolitan counties.

Table 2 provides a comparison of metropolitan areas for each state based on the 2000 census
count. Each profile identifies the total number of Metropolitan Statistical Areas and Combined
Statistical Areas within each state, the number of areas that are part of a multi-state designation,
t he st at dadmpulatient anddhp mercent of total population that it represents. States
with the largest number of Metropolitan Statistical Areas and Combined Statistical Areas are
Texas (33), California (32), Ohio (25), Pennsylvania (24), Florida (23) and Wisconsin (23).
Florida has the fourth largest metropolitan population behind California, Texas, and New York
with 92.8 percentof FI or i da 6 s p o p uihneetropobtanardash at r esi di ng

2. Urban and Rural Classification. For Census 2000, the Census Bureaucla s si furelsame i
all territory, population, and housing units located within an urbanized area (UA) or an urban

cluster (UC). It delineates UA and UC boundaries to encompass densely settled territory, which

consists of: core census block groups or blocks that have a population density of at least 1,000

people per square mile and surrounding census blocks that have an overall density of at least 500

people per square mile. In addition, under certain conditions, the Census Bureau includes less

densely settled territory within an UA or UC.

® The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) published the Standards for Defining Metropolitan and

Micropolitan Statistical Areas in a Federal Register Notice (65 FR 82228-82238) on December 27, 2000, which

replace and supersede the 1990 standardsfor def i ni ng Metropolitan Areas. OMB 6
identification of the statistical areas in the United States and Puerto Rico, including Metropolitan Statistical Areas

and Micropolitan Statistical Areas.

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 6
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Table 2

Number of Metropolitan Areas, Population and Percent of Population in Metropolitan Areas by

State 2000

Metropolitan Statistical Areas and

Combined Statistical Areas

Total Metropolitan | Percent of Total
State Areas Multi-State Areas Population State Population

Alabama 19 3 3,108,959 69.9
Alaska 2 0 260,283 415
Arizona 5 0 4,527,000 88.2
Arkansas 8 4 1,321,019 49.4
California 32 1 32,750,394 96.7
Colorado 8 0 3,607,656 83.9
Connecticut 6 1 3,114,281 914
Delaware 3 2 626,962 80
District of

Columbia 2 2 572,059 100
Florida 23 0 14,837,497 92.8
Georgia 20 6 5,666,664 69.2
Hawaii 1 0 876,156 72.3
Idaho 7 2 507,910 39.3
Illinois 18 8 10,541,708 84.9
Indiana 22 9 4,389,903 72.2
lowa 13 5 1,326,133 45.3
Kansas 8 3 1,521,063 56.6
Kentucky 15 9 1,973,102 48.8
Louisiana 15 0 3,370,210 75.4
Maine 4 0 514,324 40.3
Maryland 9 6 4,911,040 92.7
Massachusetts 7 3 6,253,055 98.5
Michigan 20 2 8,169,466 82.2
Minnesota 18 8 3,463,360 70.4
Mississippi 8 1 1,023,662 36
Missouri 15 7 3,794,801 67.8
Montana 3 0 305,511 33.9
Nebraska 5 4 899,838 52.6
Nevada 6 1 1,747,736 87.5
New Hampshire 4 3 770,433 62.3
New Jersey 9 5 8,414,350 100
New Mexico 6 0 1,035,055 56.9

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations
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Table 2
Number of Metropolitan Areas, Population and Percent of Population in Metropolitan Areas by
State 2000
Metropolitan Statistical Areas and
Combined Statistical Areas
Total Metropolitan Percent of Total

State Areas Multi-State Areas Population State Population
New York 18 2 17,473,058 92.1
North Carolina 20 3 5,437,056 67.5
North Dakota 4 3 283,966 44.2
Ohio 25 8 9,213,776 81.2
Oklahoma 6 1 2,098,362 60.8
Oregon 8 1 2,502,366 73.1
Pennsylvania 24 7 10,391,529 84.6
Rhode Island 2 2 962,886 91.9
South Carolina 14 3 2,806,962 70
South Dakota 4 2 260,977 34.6
Tennessee 16 6 3,862,144 67.9
Texas 33 1 17,691,880 84.8
Utah 6 1 1,708,496 76.5
Vermont 2 1 198,889 32.7
Virginia 13 6 5,528,068 78.1
Washington 13 2 4,899,154 83.1
West Virginia 13 9 765,568 42.3
Wisconsin 23 6 3,640,308 67.9
Wyoming 2 0 148,140 30
National Total 587 159 226,075,175 80.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

The Census Bureau classification of A r u rcoaslst® of all territory, population, and housing
uni ts | ocated outside of UAs and UCs . The
finonplacédodo territory.

It is important to note that geographic entities, such as census tracts, counties, metropolitan areas,

and the territory outside metropolitan areas
and the population and housing units they contain often are partly classified as urban and partly

classified as rural. The urban and rural classification cuts across the other hierarchies; for

example, there is generally both urban and rural territory within both metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas.

° In the 100-percent data products, firurald is divided into fiplaces of less than 2,5000 and finon places.® The finon
placeso category comprises firurald outside incorporated and census designated places and the rural portions of
extended cities. In many data products, the term fiother rurald is used; fother rurald is a residual category specific to
the classification of the rural in each data product.

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 8
Review of Consolidation ModeReport



I1. Approaches in Public Service Delivery:
Cooperation and Collaboration to Consolidation

There is consensus among public administration and policy scholars and practitioners that
individual local governments are losing the capacity to provide the range of services required of
them. The reason for this loss is that in many communities the metropolitan region has replaced
the city as the unit in which the majority of people live, work, play, and business is conducted.*
This has led public and private sector leaders to explore alternative methods to govern and
deliver services through intergovernmental and regional arrangements.

This section first presents a conceptual framework that provides context to better understand,
compare, and contrast these alternative approaches for service delivery and regional governance.
The second section details the various service delivery arrangements and governing structures
used by local governments at the local and regional level.

A. Conceptual Framework for Metropolitan Regionalism

Public policy scholars have offered numerous theories to describe and explain how governments
within a metropolitan region operate, what they accomplish, who benefits, and at what cost.
During the 1960s T 1980s, public administration researchers and practitioners focused on the
federal, state and local government roles in coping with problems of urban inner cities
characterized by a host of economic and social crises within them.'* The predominant
orientation at this time was to develop strategies to transform the fragmented individual local
governments and special districts into a single regional unit of government that would revitalize
inner cities while nurturing the needs of the urban fringe communities.

The 1990s saw a paradigmatic shift in the conceptual thinking on how problems were addressed
and services provided in metropolitan regions. This new thinking shifted the focus from
Afgovernment o to figovernance, 0 and in doing s
scope of possible contributors to the governance and operation of metropolitan regions. These
new contributors include, in addition to multiple local governments, private businesses, and
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), foundations, charities, and religious and other civic

“Miller, David Y. AExpl oring the St r ucWrharaad RegionalRe gi on a
Policies for Metropolitan Livability. Ed. David K. Hamilton and Patricia Atkins. New York: M.E. Sharpe, Inc.

2008. 3-23.

1 See Wilson, James Q. Ed. The Met ropol i tan Eni gma: l nguiries into

Urban Crisis. 1967. The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations released a series of reports
regarding various aspects of federalism and methods for addressing governing issues in urban settings including:
Periodic Congressional Reassessment of Federal Grants-in-Aid to State and Local Governments. A-8. Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1961; Metropolitan Councils of Government. M-32. Washington D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1966; Regional Decision-Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts. Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973; Re gi onal i s m R eArep-wide ind docal Resjoreses. A6& i
Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977; The Federal Role in the Federal System: The Dynamics of
Growth-The Conditions of Contemporary Federalism: Conflicting Theories and Collapsing Constraints. A-78.
Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1981; and State and Local Roles in the Federal System. Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1982. U.S. Department of Agriculture. Federal Programs Supporting
Multicounty Substate Regional Activities: An Overview. Rural Development Research Report No. 23. Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1980.
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organizations.’? This necessitated the development of new theoretical constructs that could
accommodate these additional participants in metropolitan governance.

One conceptual framework addresses four approaches to metropolitan regionalism that
accommodates both service delivery arrangements and governance issues.’* These approaches
are: 1) coordinating regionalism; 2) administrative regionalism; 3) fiscal regionalism; and 4)
structural regionalism. Each approach is described below.

1. Coordinating Regionalism.

Coordinating regionalism concerns the integrated strategic planning of the region as a whole and
the consistency of individual local strategic plans to the regional plan. The principal entities
responsible for coordination of regional issues are organizations created by local governments
These organizations are often referred to as regional councils, regional planning commissions,
COGs, regional development organizations, area development districts, local development
districts, planning and development districts, and economic development districts.

The National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) reports that 35,000 of the 39,000 local,
general-purpose governments in the United States (counties, cities, townships, towns, villages,
and boroughs) are currently served by one of 500 regional councils.0 As such, these
organizations are accountable to local units of government and for contracts with state and
federal agencies.

These entities function as a catalyst for strategic planning, partnerships, and initiatives that are
designed to meet locally identified needs and conditions. Their philosophy is to help local
officials and communities pool their limited resources to achieve economies of scale, build
organizational skills and professional expertise, and foster regional cooperation and
collaboration. Local initiatives undertaken by regional councils include: public administration
services, grants administration, growth management, economic development, GIS services,
conflict resolution practices, and the administration of certain federal programs.

Many regional organizations were formed as a condition for participating in a variety of federal
programs, including: growth management, aging services, business development finance,
community and economic development, emergency preparedness and response, environmental
stewardship, housing, transportation planning, and workforce development.*

“see Wal ker Davi d. AiSnow WhNeter oa nQo otpheer a8 & wiational w aG of vse: r
Civic Review, Vol . 76, |l ssue 1. (1987). Nunn, Samuel and Ma
Co o p e r dotrnalooh thedAmerican Planning Association. Vol.63, No.2, Spring (1997). Carr, Jered B. and

Richard C. Feiock. Eds. City-County Consolidation and Its Alternatives. N.Y: M.E. Sharpe, 2004. Savitch H. V.

and Ronald K. Vogel. ASubur-6eu iyt hCan Uddn Kithies tReviewn . Poo we r
Vol. 39, No. 6 (2004): 758-790. Phares, Donald. Ed. Metropolitan Governance without Metropolitan Government?.

Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2004. Carr, Jered B., Elisabeth R. Gerber, and Eric W. Lupher.

AExpl aining Horizont al and Ve intMickigan: TheCRole pfelLiocal tFisclln o n Pt
C a p a c Metropalitan Affairs in Michigan. Michigan State University Press, Forthcoming, 2008.

3 Miller, David Y. The Regional Governing of Metropolitan America. Cambridge: Westview Press, 2002.

1 http://narc.org/regional-councils-mpos/what-is-a-regional-council.html

1 http://www.nado.org/aboutnado/mission.php
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For example, in 1991, Congress, through legislation transformed federal transportation policy
into a relationship between the federal government and a single entity within each of the
metropolitan regions in the United States. In each region, a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) was designated as the institution that determines how federal transportation funds are
distributed within the metropolitan area. Most metropolitan regions had existing metropolitan
organi zations when the federal |l egi sl ation wa

a. Regional Council Voting Protocols. Most regional councils began as discussion forums
with each government having an equal voice at the table regardless of relative population or
property valuation. This voting policy followed common democratic values with little risk to
members. However, when an organization assumes responsibility for allocating large sums of
money, it is no longer willing to redistribute power disproportionately to its smaller member
communities.*®

This issue is usually resolved through some type of weighted voting method. For example,
MPOs usually rely upon a weighted voting system based on population distributions.’” A related
method is two votes per issue with the first vote based on jurisdiction and the second on a
population-weighted vote.’® A third method is proportional representation where the number of
representatives of a jurisdiction is based on its population.”® A fourth method is establishing
districts of equal population without regard to political jurisdictional boundaries, with each
district having equal representation on the council.’

b. Level of Coordination in Metropolitan Region. One method for describing the degree to

which coordination occurs within the metropo
planning responsibility and its amount of authority to ensure the plan is implemented.?> As

depicted in Table 3, this typology uses three criteria to classify metropolitan regions into four

broad categories. The three criteria are: 1) existence of an official written regional plan for the

metropolitan area; 2) presence of a regional organization with responsibility to oversee local

government compliance with a regional plan; and 3) authority of a regional organization to

require change in local plans to be in compliance with regional plans.

| f a metropolitan region does not have a wr
governments in fAad hoco regions may work tog
overall plan for coordinating physical development of the region. The principal role of the
regional organization is to serve as a forum for discussion. Most metropolitan regions fit into
this category. Councils of GovernmenNMay ( COGs
states, including South Carolina and California, among others, maintain active COGs. While
other states, including Florida, designated their existing COGs (created by county and municipal
governments through interlocal agreements) as the stateds official R

1® Miller, David Y. (2002): 103-104.

17 http://www.ampo.org/content/index.php?pid=15

'8 This is used by the Southeastern Michigan Council of Governments.

% The Mid-America Regional Council, Kansas City, MO and the Northeastern lllinois Planning Commission in

Chicago, IL.

20 portland Metro in the Portland, OR metropolitan region.

“Hitchings, Benjamin G. AA Typol og yTheRegioRlstgViolo3nNmlL Gr owt h
and 2 (1998): 1-14.
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If a metropolitan region has a written region:
usually have inadequate resources to implement the plan and primarily rely on voluntary

compliance by local governments. The Denver, Colorado metropolitan region is an example of

an nadvisoryo region.

If a metropolitan region has a written plan and a regional body with delegated responsibility of

admi ni stering t he pl an, It IS considered N s
governments retain responsibility to implement the plan while the regional body monitors

compliance and reports progress. Examples o f upérngsoryo regions include the metropolitan

regions of San Diego, California and Seattle, Washington.

The fourth category of region is fauthoritat

official written regional plan and require changes or force compliance with that plan on the part
of | ocal government s. E x a mpd Misneapali$-St. Raalut hor i
Minnesota and Portland, Oregon.

Table 3

Categories of Coordination at Metropolitan Regional Level

Metropolitan Region Coordination Categories

Criteria Ad Hoc Region Advisory Region Supervisory Region Autlgggr;(t)?]tlve

e No
written regional e Very similar to Ad | eYes

e Most common -
plan? . Hoc region

type of region

e COGs

; e Yes, regional
zggzrrsg;%r;g ave body responsible for | e Yes, regional body
regional « N/A ¢ No, generally plan administration; | with statutory
organization to inadequate however, plan authority to develop
implement plan? :rglillemented at local | regional plan
e Yes, statutory
. authority to force

Does regional ¢ No, relies on ootleor,straeeglonal body changes and
organization have voluntary compliance and compliance with
authority to enforce | o N/A compliance by local re oFr)ts rO0ress regional plan on part
compliance with governments ports prog of local governments

plan?

o Rare type of
region

o Externally created
¢ Rare type of region

Source: Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations; Miller, David Y. The Regional Governing
of Metropolitan America. Cambridge: Westview Press, (2002): 103-1 0 6 ; and Hitchings,
ofRegi onal Gr owt h Ma e Regiomelist,&/ol. 3, N ltared h(@998): 1-14.

2. Administrative Regionalism.

Administrative regionalism, perhaps the most prevalent form of regionalism, includes informal
interlocal cooperative agreements that occur on a daily basis between the operational levels of
two or more governments or the more formal transfer of functions from a city to a special district

12
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or to the county government. The most significant feature of administrative regionalism is its
recognition of jurisdictional boundaries of existing general-purpose local governments. The
most recognized forms of administrative regionalism are interlocal agreements, regional special
districts, and urban counties.

a. Interlocal Agreements. The most common type of administrative federalism is the various

forms of cooperative service arrangements between two or more local governments. These

agreements recognize local governments as independent entities negotiating agreements in their

own best self interest and are not influenced by regional considerations. They occur almost
exclusively bet ween Afhwaveboet we & B r ninheanvtesd  aanndd
governments.?>  As such, these agreements seldom serve to redistribute resources between
governments within the metropolitan region.

State legislation is more likely to authorize voluntary opportunities for interlocal agreements than
to mandate cooperative or coordinating mechanisms. New Jersey has two initiatives that
promote voluntary cooperative action between local governments: the Regional Efficiency
Development Incentive Program (REDI); and the Regional Efficiency Aid Program (REAP).
Under REDI, the state appropriates $10 million annually to aid general-purpose local
governments, schools, and other special districts to study, develop, and implement new, shared
service programs.”® REAP provides property tax reductions to residential taxpayers in counties,
cities, and school districts that enter into new shared service agreements.?* In 2000, taxpayers in
130 municipalities received more than $16 million in tax credits as a result of new shared service
agreements.”

b. Regional Special Districts. During the past 50 years, the number of special districts has
increased more than 300 percent from 12,392 in 1952 to 37,319 in 2007. A growing number of
special districts deliver services on a regional basis. One study noted that 25 percent of all
special districts in 1977 had boundaries coterminous with one or more counties or, at a
minimum, was larger than a single county. The number of regional special districts grew to 34
percent of all districts as of 1997.%°

The growth in regional special districts is attributed to their relative ease of formation, ability to
provide practical solutions to area-wide problems, and to quickly respond to mandates imposed
by federal, state, or judicial actions. In addition, special districts are not subject to goal
displacements because of their limited focus. Moreover, many special districts are extensions of
the existing local government. As such, they reinforce boundaries of existing local governments
while allowing for a more efficient or effective delivery of a particular service within the
constraints imposed by the existing governance structure.

c. Urban Counties. Sometimesr ef erred t o as fAcompruetbheamsicwat
are located within metropolitan areas and have assumed a pronounced role in addressing regional

22 Miller, David Y. (2002): 108-109

2 http://www.njleg.state.nj.us/9899/Bills/s2000/1695_i1.pdf

2% http://www.njleg.state.nj.us/Property TaxSession/OPI/regional.pdf
% http://www.state.nj.us/dca/lgs/Ifns/011fns/reap_2001_ez_form.pdf
26 Miller, David Y. (2002): 106.
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issues. The more responsibilities the urban county assumes, the more it comes to resemble a

municipal government. A trademark of urban counties is their reliance on professional

admini strators ahdg @vwermprmea mtnd ovalfiugego osy st ems a
business principles to public policy.”

3. Fiscal Regionalism.

The fiscal regionalism form represents a set of cooperative policies that create metropolitan-wide
funding mechanisms for metropolitan or regional facilities or resources. Fiscal regionalism is
appealing for a number of reasons including: it provides the fiscal equivalent of a regional
government without the government; it distributes benefits of regional economic growth that
reflect the distribution of benefits across the metropolitan region; it reduces the negative effects
of economic competition for revenue-generating developments among local governments; it
distributes costs for certain facilities and programs located within one jurisdiction to other
jurisdictions that use or benefit from those facilities and programs; it creates opportunities for all
local governments to shareinar egi onds gr owt h thebenafitdnlgtograwtha n | i m
within local government boundaries; it allows for development of win-win fiscal outcomes
among and between local governments within the metropolitan region; and it can address fiscal
disparity among local governments within region.?®

Fiscal Regionalism takes one of three forms: cultural asset districts; tax- or revenue-base sharing
programs; and peaceful coexistence programs.

a. Cultural Asset Districts. Cultural asset districts recognize the movement of populations
from the central cities to suburbs and neighboring jurisdictions. Cultural and other civic
activities such as zoos, civic centers, parks and recreation programs, and museums were located
in and financed by central cities prior to this out migration. While businesses and residents
continued to disperse to the suburbs, they continued using the cultural and civic assets of the
central cities. Cultural asset districts provide a mechanism for a metropolitan region to finance
civic institutions used by the regional public.

Cultural asset districts are used in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania to assist in the funding of the
zoo and parks located within the City of Pittsburgh. The Denver, Colorado metropolitan area
established the Scientific and Cultural Facilities District to fund zoos, parks, museums, and other
facilities by a 0.1 percent increase in the sales tax. In the greater Kansas City, Missouri region, a
Bi-State Cultural District was established to fund the restoration and maintenance costs
associated with the historic Union Station.

b. Tax/Revenue-Base Sharing. Tax- or revenue-based sharing programs distribute the
proceeds of a regional resource of revenue such as the property tax or sales tax to constituent
local governments on objective criteria that reflect the needs of the region. These programs are
intended to help mitigate adverse effects of fragmentation within the region. Such programs are
more frequently used in Midwest and Northeast regions of the United States. Examples of these
programs include: the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council, where 40 percent of growth in

2" In 1991 the International City Managers Association was renamed the International City/County Managers
Association in recognition of the emerging role of urban counties and performance of their professional managers.
%8 Miller, David Y. (2002): 109-119.
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commercial and industrial real estate valuation is pooled and distributed by need and the
remaining 60 percent is retained by local government. In 2002, the program covered 2.5 million
residents, seven counties, and 200 local jurisdictions.

The tax/revenue-base sharing program operating in Montgomery County, Ohio, is a variation of

the Twin Citiesd tax increment financing plan
guarantees each jurisdiction will be a net beneficiary. Any shortfalls in the tax-base sharing pool

will be covered by a state economic fund. To the east, a master development plan encompassing

more that 14 separate jurisdictions was designed for the Meadowlands area in New Jersey, it

recognized that not all jurisdictions, particularly those areas accommodating open and public

spaces, would equally benefit from the development. Consequently, a tax sharing plan was

developed for the affected jurisdictions.

c. Peaceful Coexistence Strategies. Peaceful coexistence strategies are usually found in states

where incorporated areas are serviced by cities and unincorporated areas are primarily served by

county governments. These strategies consist of interlocal agreements that address fiscal equity

arrangements when territory is transferred from one local government to another. Examples of

such strategies include the ALouisville Compas
County, Kentucky, where in order to avoid a series of drawn-out annexation battles, the city and

county entered into an agreement that provided for a common revenue base and divided services

between each government. Originally enacted in 1986, the agreement was renewed in 1998.

In another example, Virginia law allowed the City of Franklin to enter into an agreement with
the counties of Southampton and Isle of Wright to not annex (in perpetuity) portions of the
unincorporated areas experiencing rapid commercial and industrial growth, but to provide
utilities to them in exchange for a share of all tax revenues collected in those areas. Elsewhere,
the Michigan Land Transfer Act allowed townships to transfer all lands subject to future city
annexation in exchange for a share of tax revenues and state aid.

4. Structural Regionalism.

Structural regionalism entails boundary changes to one or more existing local governments.
Local government boundaries can change in one of three ways: annexation; city-county
consolidation; and other types of mergers and consolidations.

a. Annexation. Annexation is the procedure used to transfer territory from the jurisdiction of
one local government to another local government. The most common form of annexation is the
transfer of unincorporated territory into the incorporated jurisdiction of a municipal government.
Most states have laws regulating the annexation practices of municipalities. The laws usually
require that the area to be annexed is unincorporated territory (i.e., not lie within the boundaries
of an existing municipal government), adjacent to the existing boundary of the annexing
municipality, and is so configured that it would not create an unincorporated enclave. Additional
provisions may require public notices and single or dual referenda depending upon the resident
population of the territory targeted for annexation.

b. City-County Consolidation. City-county consolidations combine the separate city and
county governments into a single government. Few city-county consolidations are true
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consolidations in that most permit the sustained functioning of certain special districts and the
continued existence of smaller municipalities.

c. Mergers and Consolidations. Mergers and consolidations occur when two or more
municipalities combine to form a single municipal government. This form of structural
regionalism was primarily limited to the larger cities in the northeastern United
States during the 1800s. Such mergers were often forced on smaller independent municipal
governments by neighboring central cities. Their involuntary nature launched protective
legislation in many states prohibiting future mergers without some form of voter approval.

B. Service Delivery Arrangements: Methods for Intergovernmental Coordination,
Cooperation, and Collaboration

The National League of Cities recently published a guide to local governments that identifies
various methods for coordination and collaboration on service delivery arrangements.”®  The
guide builds upon prior research on local government collaboration activities and provides
examples where local governments have implemented them.*

Table 3 lists these methods for service delivery and notes the methods associated with each
approach to metropolitan regionalism discussed above. The table also identifies the various
methods of service delivery allowed in Florida. As noted, the majority of methods for service
delivery discussed in this section are authorized under Florida law.

It is important to note that several of these methods overlap and in certain instances, one method
can be interpreted as a special subset of another. The methods are listed on a continuum from
feasiesto to implement to fAmost difficult.o

Options Easier to Implement

1. Informal Cooperation. This approach involves two or more local governments that offer

reciprocal actions of assistance to one another. Examples of cooperation include sharing of ideas

during firound tableodo discussions, posting mod
government s, sharing Nnbest managemenetvicepr act i
personnel, and mutual aid agreements between public safety agencies. Interactions can be

initiated and occur at all levels of government.

2. Interlocal Service Contracts. L oc all governments often contr
rather than incur the costs associated with building and maintaining the capacity to provide them

fi i-hno u s d.ocal governments can contract with private vendors or with other local

governments. In the latter case, it is an interlocal service contracts. Unlike the informal

cooperation actions, service contracts are formal binding agreements. These contracts are widely

used, particularly between and among metropolitan communities.

2 parr, John, Joan Riehm, and Christiana McFarland. Guide to Successful Local Government Collaboration in

Ameri cad.s MNetgii omal League of Citiesd CityFutures Progr :
YWal ker, David. fASnow White and the Sev e rNatibha&ivid s : Fro
Review. Vol. 76, Issue 1 (1987).
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Table 3
Service Delivery Arrangement and Governance Style Under Each
Conceptual Approach to Metropolitan Regionalism Nationwide
Compared to Arrangements Allowed in Florida

Service

Delivery Metropolitan Regionalism Approaches

Method
Allowed in | Coordinating | Administrative Fiscal Structural
Florida Regionalism Regionalism Regionalism | Regionalism

Service Delivery Methods

Informal Cooperation

Interlocal Service Contracts

Joint Powers Agreement

XXX |[X

Extraterritorial Powers

Councils of Governments (COGS)

XXX XXX

Federal Single-Purpose Regional
Bodies

State Planning & Development
Districts

Contracting for Services

Regional Purchasing Agreements

Local Special Districts

Transfer of Functions

Annexation

Regional Special Districts &
Authorities

X |IX[X|X|X[X] X
X

Metropolitan Multipurpose
Districts

Reformed Urban County X! X

X|X| X | X

Regional Asset Districts X

Incremental/Functional
Consolidation

City-County Consolidation (One-
Tier)

Metropolitan Federation:

e County-Local (Two-Tier) X3 X X

e Metro-County-Local (Three- X X
Tier)

Single Metropolitan-Wide

Government X

Source: Fl orida Legislative Committee on I ntergovernment

From Metro Cooper atNational CivicoRevieve Wd.r76) tsuecle(1987); and Miller, David Y. The
Regional Governing of Metropolitan America, Cambridge: Westview Press, 2002: 99-124.

Notes:

(1) Broward County is the only such urban county in Florida.

(2) Jacksonville/Duval is the only city-county consolidation in Florida.

(3) Miami-Dade County is only two-tier metropolitan federation in Florida.

a. Interlocal Service Transfer Research Studies. In a 1975 U.S. ACIR study, 31 percent of
3,319 municipalities responding to a survey reported transferring a responsibility for one or more
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functions to another unit of local government.®* It is important to note that this research defined

functions as services, programs, capital projects, infrastructure, regulatory authority, or other

government activity. In addition, the study did not distinguish between functions performed by

anot her | ocal gover nment on a fnNncontnendyct ual o
reassigned by statute or through intergovernmental negotiation.

The study found that a higher percentage of growing municipalities had transferred functions
compared to declining or slow growth municipalities. Looking at differences between
municipalities with populations over 500,000 and municipalities with less than 25,000 in
population, it appeared that the larger units of government generally have a greater propensity to
shift functional responsibility than smaller units. Counties were the recipient of 56 percent of the
functions reported as fi t r a n sbf reunicipelitlesin the 1975 survey.*

Additional research conducted in the early 1980s by the U.S. ACIR had a wider focus with
attention expanding to include state functional responsibilities as well as intergovernmental
agreements and contracts.*®* Among 2,069 responding local governments (cities and counties),
52 percent indicated that they had intergovernmental service contracts. These survey data
suggest that the more populous units of government execute service agreements more often than
smaller units.

The 1983 study also surveyed local government transfers of service responsibility. The patterns
were similar to transfers of service findings identified in the 1975 ACIR study and those reported
for intergovernmental service agreements and joint service agreements. Two of the more notable
findings were that: 1) the more populous local governments experienced more functional
transfers than the smaller units of government; and 2) functions transferred from cities tended to
become the responsibilities of county governments. >*

b. Common Functions Transferred. The functions that are transferred more frequently are
typically related to the type of local governments involved in the transfer. Transfers of functions
from municipalities to other types of local governments varied from those transferred out of
county government. The population or size of a local jurisdiction also appears to correspond
with the types of functions transferred.

1975 Survey

In the 1975 research, the most commonly transferred function from municipalities to other
entities was refuse collection and solid waste disposal followed by law enforcement, public
health, sewage collection and treatment, taxation and assessment of property, and social services.

1 U.S. ACIR. Pragmatic Federalism: The Reassignment of Functional responsibility. M-105. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1976.

%2 Municipalities with a population greater than 500,000 transferred an average of 4.2 functions compared to an
average of 1.5 functions for municipalities with less than 25,000 populations.

¥ U.S. ACIR. Intergovernmental Service Arrangements for Delivering Local Public Services: Update.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1985.

% For 35 of the 42 city services listed in the survey, counties were the primary contractor with cities.
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Referring to variations across municipalities, the 1975 survey results indicated that public health
and law enforcement were the most common functions transferred by central cities, while
suburban municipalities transferred sewage collection and disposal most often.

1983 Study

Survey results compiled in 1983 supplement the findings from the 1975 research. The services
that were most frequently transferred from cities and counties since 1975 are presented in Table
4. This subsequent research broadened the scope to include intergovernmental agreements. The
research completed in 1983 found that jail and detention home services were the most frequently
purchased contractual services for city and county governments, followed by sewage disposal,
tax assessing, animal control, and water supply for cities; and fire prevention, computer and data
processing, animal control, and solid waste disposal for county governments. (see Table 5)

Table 4
Ten Services Most Frequently Transferred

From Cities and Counties Since 1975

From Cities From Counties From Cities and Counties

Rank | Service # | Service # | Service #
Refuse Emergency

1 Collection 124 | Medical/Ambulance 16 | Refuse Collection 139
Solid Waste Alcohol and Drug
Disposal 99 | Rehabilitation 16 | Solid Waste Disposal 118
Animal Control 62 | Refuse Collection 15 | Animal Control 72
Jails/Detention
Homes 61 | Jails/Detention Homes 10 | Jails/Detention Homes 71

5 Tax Assessing 55 | Animal Control 10 | Tax Assessing 58

Street and Bridge

6 Sewage Disposal 49 | Construction/ Maintenance 10 | Sewage Disposal 55
Police/Fire Emergency

7 Communications 43 | Recreational Facilities 10 | Medical/Ambulance 54
Computer and Police/Fire

8 Data Processing 42 | Mental Health Services 10 | Communications 52
Tax/Utility Bill Computer and Data

9 Processing 41 | Police/Fire Communications 9 | Processing 50
Emergency 38 | Computer and Data Processing 8 | Tax/Utility Bill 44
Medical/ Processing

10 Ambulance Hospitals 8

Source: ACIR-ICMA Survey, 1983.

3. Joint Powers Agreements. These agreements between two or more local governments
provide shared planning, financing, and service delivery to residents of all involved jurisdictions,
with all jurisdictions receiving the same services from the same provider. An example is the
Central Arkansas Transit Authority, a public corporation created in 1986 to serve Little Rock,
North Little Rock, and other area towns.
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Table 5
Ten Most Frequently Purchased Contract Services,
by Cities, 1975 and 1983
Contracted Service
Rank 1975 1983
1 Jail/Detention Homes Jail/Detention Homes
2 Police Training Sewage Disposal
3 Libraries Tax Assessing
4 Crime Laboratory Animal Control
5 Police Communications Water Supply
6 Public Health Services Solid Waste Disposal
7 Sewage Disposal Police/Fire Communications
8 Civil Defense Tax/Utility Bill Processing
9 All Fire Services Traffic Signal Installation/Maintenance
10 Animal Control Services Sanitary Inspection
Source: ACIR-ICMA, 1975 and 1983.

The 1985 U.S. ACIR study reported that joint service agreements were a popular approach for
providing services. Similar to the findings regarding the percentage of surveyed local
governments executing intergovernmental service agreements noted above, 55 percent of the
local governments responding in the 1983 survey reported having entered into joint service
agreements.

In general, the more populous local governments tend to enter into this form of agreement. In
addition, joint agreements tend to be more commonly used among central cities rather than
suburban or independent cities. Based on the survey results, a slightly higher percentage of
counties (60 percent) entered into joint service agreements than municipalities (54 percent).
Consistent with the intergovernmental service agreements, cities are more likely to enter into
joint service agreements with county governments that any other type of government. Counties
are the most frequent partner for citiesd joi

Data provided in the 1985 U.S. ACIR study indicated that sewage disposal, fire prevention and
suppression, and jails and detention homes were the most common services provided for counties
in joint service agreements. The comparable finding for city joint service agreements include
libraries, police and fire communications, and sewage disposal. A comparison of the top ten
services/functions cited by cities in their intergovernmental agreements in 1975 and 1983 is
presented in Table 6.
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Table 6
Ten Services Most Frequently Provided to Cities
Under Joint Agreements, 1975 and 1983
Joint Agreement Service

Rank 1975 1983
1 Sewage Disposal Libraries
2 Fire Service Police/Fire Communications
3 Recreation Sewage Disposal
4 Libraries Fire Prevention/Suppression
5 Solid Waste Disposal Jail/Detention Homes
6 Planning Solid Waste Disposal
7 Public Health Emergency Medical/Ambulance
8 Ambulance Animal Control
9 Police Recreational Facilities
10 Water Supply Water Supply
Source: ACIR-ICMA, 1975 and 1983.

4. Extraterritorial Powers. This approach allows local governments, predominantly cities, to
exercise their regulatory authority in surrounding unincorporated areas. Originally used for
public health and safety purposes, it is now used primarily for planning, land use, zoning, and
economic development. Extraterritorial powers are often associated with annexation authority in
instances where a city introduces improvements to land adjacent to the city boundary which is
subsequently annexed into the city. In other instances, extraterritorial powers grant a local
government authority to construct, own, and operate a facility outside its boundaries such as an
airport.

State legislatures usually authorize local governments to exercise extraterritorial powers by
general or special law. General law grants are usually limited to certain types of actions, such as
planning or zoning authority for all local governments meeting certain criteria. Special law
grants are usually targeted towards a specific geographical area or limited to a specific local
governrggznt. Currently, 35 states authorize local governments some form of extraterritorial
POWers.

Wisconsin and North Carolina provide broad extraterritorial powers to certain of its local
governments.*®  Wisconsin laws initially addressed the need for extraterritorial powers for
comprehensive planning purposes. In comparison, a recent survey of 315 municipalities in

% parr, John, Joan Riehm, and Christiana McFarland. Guide to Successful Local Government Collaboration in
Americaéb,s RMgtiiomsal League of Citiesd CityFutures Progrt
* Hilliker, Mike, et. al, eds. City and Village Powers in the Extraterritorial Area, Portage County Planning &

Zoning Department & Portage County UW-Extension, Stevens Point, Wi (2003); and Owens, David W. Key Legal

Issues: Extraterritorial Zoning Authority, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill: Institute of Government,

2006.

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 21
Review of Consolidation ModeReport



North Carolina indicated that 62 percent use extraterritorial powers for regulating land
development, including zoning, signage, watershed protection, and historic districts.

5. Councils of Governments (COGs). COGs are multipurpose voluntary associations of
general-purpose local governments represented by local elected officials. Member local
governments usually share equal representation and voting power in the COG, regardless of
population size. COGs serve as an institutional mechanism to assist local governments in
addressing commonly shared problems through joint area-wide planning, research, and policy
making. In practice, COGs are usually involved with the development and execution of
comprehensive and functional regional plans.

COGs began forming in large numbers during the latter half of the 1950s. Between 1954 and
1960 COGs increased from one to thirteen, principally in response to the increase in proposals
for city-county consolidations and metropolitan forms of government.®*” Additionally, COGs
were able to forge a link between regional planning and local government decision makers
within that region.*®

The next period of growth in COGs occurred between 1960 and 1967 when COGs increased to
103. This growth is credited to four federal grant-in-aid programs that required as a condition
for participation the presence of official area-wide planning agencies composed of, or
responsible to, locally elected officials in order to improve coordination between area-wide
programs, planning, and local governments.*® Between 1967 and 1972, COGs continued to
increase in numbers as a result of federal grant programs and as prior metropolitan and regional
planning commissions transformed in COGs. In addition, existing Economic Development
Districts and Local Development Districts, both established under U.S. Department of
Commerce programs, broadened their scope of functions and amended the composition of their
governing boards in order to qualify as COGs.

By 1972, there were 352 COGs in operation. Most COGs today are considered regional
councils. The National Association of Regional Councils report that of the 39,000 local general-
purpose governments in the United States (counties, cities, townships, towns, villages, boroughs)
a total of more than 35,000 are served by Regional Councils.*> One example of a COG is the
Mid-America Regional Council, which serves as the association of city and county governments
and the metropolitan planning organization for the bi-state Kansas City region.

6. Federally Encouraged Single-Purpose Regional Bodies. These originally were created in
the mid-1980s to administer some federal aid programs around poverty, aging, health systems
planning, and criminal justice planning. Such agencies include, but are not limited to: Economic
Development Districts; Local Development Districts; Area Agencies on Aging; Local Health
Councils; and Job Training Partnership Act Private Industry Councils. Today, single-purpose

Starr, Gerald A. iOrganization Theory: | mplications
South Atlantic Urban Studies, Vol. 1 (1977): 116-118.

®Zi mmer man, Joseph F.Natibnil Bieic Review. (1868)n189-1Ri dd | e, 0

* The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965, The Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965, the

Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, and the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan

Development Act of 1966.

“0 http://narc.org/regional-councils-mpos/what-is-a-regional-council.html
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regional bodies are primarily formed for transportation planning and funding (Metropolitan
Planning Organizations).**

7. State Planning and Development Districts. Districting systems created by states have
come into existence through executive orders, state legislation, or a combination of the two.
These districts have been referred to as: state planning and development districts, regions or
areas; state planning districts; substate districts; state subdistricts; and state administrative
districts. These were established by states during the late 1960s and 1970s to bring order to the
numerous federal regional programs affecting local communities.

Most state planning and development districts are similar to councils of governments. A total of
488 substate planning and development districts had been designated in 40 states by 1972.
However, only 273 of these substate districts had organized to the extent of having governing
bodies with their own staff or staff assigned to them from other governmental units. The lack of
an organization or even a governing body in 44 percent of the designated districts emphasize the
statement made in the U.S. Department of Agriculture report that: fiState-mandated substate
districts (in the narrowest sense) are simply area delineations and, hence, boxes on the map.6*

The majority of governing body membership for the 273 organized substate districts was locally
elected officials. Criteria used in drawing boundaries for the substate districts varied from state
to state. Where possible, states incorporated existing substate regional organizations such as
COGs and regional councils within their substate districting system. Otherwise, substate district
boundaries were drawn along pre-existing boundaries such as district population concentrations
and market centers, natural geographic boundaries and existing local government jurisdictions.
Likewise, responsibilities assigned to substate districts differed among the states, ranging from
comprehensive planning and program administration oversight to serving as the designated
geographical area for data reporting purposes. However, of prime concern for most organized
substate districts was the receiving and administration of federally-funded programs and
coordination of governmental activities.

The National Association of Development Organizations currently recognizes a national network
of 525 multi-jurisdictional planning and development organizations that provide administrative,
professional, programmatic, and technical assistance to more than 2,000 counties and 15,000
municipalities across the nation.*

*! (See) Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations. Substate Regional Governance: Evolution

and Manifestations Throughout the United States and Florida. 91-4 (1991); U.S. Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations. Metropolitan Councils of Governments. M-32 (1966); U.S. ACIR. Regional Decision

Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts, Vol. 1, A-43 (1973); U.S. General Accounting Office. Federally

Assisted Area-wide Planning: Need to Simplify Policies and Practices, No. GGD-77-24 (1977); U.S. Office of
Management and Budget Memorandum for the Presiadlent . A R
Pl an for | mpl ement ation of Reformso from OMRderdli rector
Programs Supporting Multicounty Substate Regional Activities: An Overview. 1980; and U.S. Department of

Agriculture Rural Development Research Report, U.S. Office of Management and Budget. Preliminary Working

Papers: Review of Federal Planning Requirements. 1977.

%2 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. Status of Multi-County Planning and Development

Districts. (1972): 2.

%3 http://www.nado.org/aboutnado/index.php
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8. Contracting for Services. Many issues pertaining to contracting for services are addressed

in the above discussion regarding Interlocal Service Contracts. In extreme cases, a local

government, usually a municipality, will purchase all major services from some other

organization or government. Cities electing to contract services may do so to minimize city

owned facilities, equipment, and public workforce. However, it is reported that faced with rising

costs and reduced revenues, cities are increasingly turning to contracting with other

governments, and/or with the private and nonprofit sectors.** Camarillo, California, for example,

has become knownasafi Cont ract Ci ty o0 bec apubliesertidasehromgh t y pur
contracts with VVentura County and others.

The majority of recent municipal incorporations in Florida have chosen to function as a
AContract Cityo or.0 desdmndwicities dreeften dSseribed as defensiv€ i t y
incorporations, prompted by the perceived need to protect existing land use patterns, its

community identity, or its tax base from annexation by neighboring municipalities or to prevent
becoming a Adonoro community to | ess abyfl uent
the desire to acquire additional public services for themselves.*

9. Regional Purchasing Agreements. These agreements help local governments achieve cost
savings while fostering more cross-jurisdictional collaboration.  The purpose can be
straightforward, such as bulk purchasing, or more complex, such as coordinating bidding and
contracting for members. Purchasing agreements can be brokered by governmental entities at
the state, regional, or local levels for such items as insurance programs, specialized equipment,
buses, or other fleet vehicles. Non-governmental entities such as local government associations
(e.g., League of Cities, Association of Counties, and Superintendent of Schools), chambers of
commerce, and universities can also facilitate purchasing agreements.

Successful purchasing agreements can generate trust among participating local governments and
lead to collaboration on more complex regional issues. An example is the Strategic Alliance for
Volume Expenditures, formed by 22 local jurisdictions in the Mesa, Arizona area to coordinate
their purchasing and contracting which lead to additional interlocal collaborative activities,
including land use issues.

Options More Difficult to Implement

10. Local Special Districts. This approach is a popular option for providing single services or
multiple related services across multiple jurisdictions. Special districts often remove from local
government the policy control, technical specialization, and fiscal responsibility for providing
services. Special districts constitute the largest group of local governments with 37,381 such
districts in 2007. Between 1952 and 1997, special districts accounted for 90 percent of growth in
total new local governments. The formation of special districts usually is attributed to the need

* Parr, John, Joan Riehm, and Christiana McFarland. Guide to Successful Local Government Collaboration in

Ameri cad,s RNgtionmsal League of Citiesd6 CityFutures Progrt
*® Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations. Review of Municipal Incorporation Feasibility

Studies, 2007 at http://www.floridalcir.gov/UserContent/docs/File/reports/incorp07.pdf
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to solve a particular problem rather than as the result of a desire to address a set of complex and
interrelated problems or issues within an urban setting.

Many reasons have been suggested on why general-purpose local governments accommodate the
formation of special districts.*® They include:

¢ A mismatch exists between the area that desires a particular service and the existing political
boundaries of the general-purpose governments in the area. Change to boundaries of the
general-purpose local government to accommodate a particular service is usually
unacceptable.

¢ An inability on the part of the existing general-purpose local government to have either the
power or the financial capacity to undertake a desired service.

e A corollary to the lack of power and fiscal capacity is the lack of a willingness or
administrative capacity on the part of the existing general-purpose government.

e The residents interested in the service being delivered may also desire control over
governance of the delivery system.

e Not wanting to appear to be expanding government services (particularly to voters who
neither want nor will receive the service), general-purpose local governments can encourage
special district formation to satisfy residents desiring the service without alienating residents
who fear the cost of the service might be borne by them.

e Desire on the part of residents, particularly in rural areas, to have some public services, but
not to the degree that a general-purpose local government is required.

« Unambiguous self-interest or selfishness of some groups and individuals.*’
¢ A psychological attraction in that the special district matches a tax or fee with the service in a
wel | designated area in a manner that reson:

appropriate behavior.

eDesire to professionalize the management of
the service should be delivered in an efficient and business-like manner.

“® Miller, David Y. The Regional Governing of Metropolitan America. Westview Press. (2002): 42-51. Miller
draws upon the works of Bollens, J.C. Special District Government in the United States. Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1957; and Blair. G.S. Government at the Grassroots. Pacific Palisades: Palisades Publishers, 1986.
" Burns, N. The Formation of Local Governments: Private Values in Public Institutions. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1994. Burns proposes that a number of local governments are created as a direct result of business
interests T more favorable tax climate, more generous development policies and regulations, more consistent cash
flow T it is the interest of businesses and not necessarily the political interests of the residents of the territory that are
furthered. Business interests often provide the behind the scenes financial and legal support necessary for voters to
create a new special district government.
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e Used as a device to forestall and even avoid annexation into an adjacent municipality.

11. Transfer of Functions. This method is used to change who provides specific services, with
local governments releasing authority to other jurisdictions. Functional responsibility can be
permanently or temporarily transferred. Permanent transfers are usually mandated by federal or
state law, or are authorized by state statutes and created through intergovernmental negotiation.
Temporary transfers are more likely to occur as a result of changes to county or city charters.
Transfer of functions is discussed in more detail above under Interlocal Service Contracts.

As an example, during the last 80 years, Erie County, New York has received a variety of service
transfers from municipalities within the county including: social and welfare program
responsibilities, centralized police services, cultural facilities funding, parks, the Buffalo airport,
and libraries.

12. Annexation. Municipal annexation has long been used to expand jurisdictions and service
boundaries in the United States. Annexation is a process by which a municipality expands its
boundaries to include specified, adjacent unincorporated areas. This allows the municipality to
accommodate population growth on its periphery, thereby assuming responsibility for policy and
program planning, and delivery of services over a larger geographical area. One argument for
providing services to a greater population and enlarged district is that such arrangements can
lower per capita or unit costs for services and enable the achievement of economies of scale.
Increases in administration and program costs are to be absorbed through additional tax revenue
received from the enlarged tax base and assessment of special fees.

Municipal annexation policies and procedures are provided for in state constitutions or statutes.
State legislatures have sometimes delegated this authority to boundary adjustment boards or
allowed the process and procedures to be provided for in county or city charters. State
annexation policy usually reflects one of five methods:

e Legislative determination: Municipal boundary changes are made by special acts of the State
legislature. Prior to 1900, states relied heavily on this method for annexation, and while
many State legislatures retain authority to annex by special act, the trend since then has been
towards local determination.

e Popular determination: Resident voters use their political power to determine if a proposed
municipal boundary change will take place. Nationally, local referenda and petitions are the
single most common methods for deciding whether an annexation will occur. Annexation
voting can be structured as single or dual referenda. A single referendum usually grants
voters within the area proposed for annexation power to determine if they wish to join the
annexing city. Although in some instances, the single referendum is reserved only for voters
in the annexing city. In contrast, the dual referenda require an affirmative vote by voters
residing within the annexing city and by voters residing within the area proposed for
annexation.

e Municipal determination: A unit of local government is authorized to extend its boundaries
by unilateral action of its governing body. Many states allow this method when the proposed
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area for annexation: 1) is of limited geographical size; 2) contain no residents; or 3) has a
limited number of residents who approve the proposed annexation. Municipalities in roughly
one-half of the states have statutory authorization to annex adjacent, unincorporated areas
without the consent of the area residents. However, such authority is usually limited to
certain types of municipalities and specific types of annexations. Also, it is usual for city
councils and commissions to hold hearings on proposed annexations, and to provide public
notices on meetings where the governing body will consider annexation proposals.

¢ Judicial determination: The court determines if a proposed boundary change shall take place.
Proposals may be brought to the court by local citizens, representatives of the municipality or
county board affected by the boundary change, or other parties.

¢ Quasi-legislative determination: An independent non-judicial tribunal or board is empowered
to determine if a proposed annexation shall take place. Boundary adjustment boards or
commissions with authority to review annexation proposals may be found at the state or at
the local level, or at both levels.

13. Regional Special Districts and Authorities. These are designed to address single issues
such as mass transit, ports, sewage disposal, pollution control, hospitals, airports, or water supply
on a regional or metropolitan wide basis, typically within a major urban area. These government
entities require specific state enactment and may involve functional transfers from cities and
counties. They are granted many of the same governing powers as cities and counties such as
authority to enter into contracts, employ professional staff, acquire property through purchase or
eminent domain, issue debt, impose taxes, levy assessment, charge fees for services, and can sue
and be sued. They are the most popular form of regional government in metropolitan areas.

An example is the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority, which built most of New York
Cityds moder n i nhumeasstbridges andutunrels connectingl Manthaittan
the cityds outer boroughs.

14. Metropolitan Multipurpose Districts. These districts differ from the other regional
districts noted above in that they establish a regional authority to perform many diverse
functions, not just one set of related services. Several states have enacted legislation that
authorizes this type of district, but they permit only a limited range of functions.”® Multipurpose
districts have several theoretical advantages including greater popular control, better planning
and coordination of a limited number of area-wide functions, and a more accountable regional
government; however, political and statutory difficulties have prevented their use in more
metropolitan areas.*® Metropolitan Seattle is a prime example of this type of district.*

15. Reformed Urban County. Traditional county government imbued county commissions
with legislative and executive powers. Counties seeking stronger executive leadership and
broader representation in their legislative bodies have sometimes opted for the reformed urban

“8 Oregon, California, Washington, and Colorado.

“Wal ker, David B. ASnow White and the 17Natbna&ivi¢ s : From
Review. Vol. 76, Issue 1 (1987): 22-24.
% Ipid.: 22.
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county approach, which restructures county government with an executive and legislative
branch, but leaves municipalities and other local governments within the county unchanged.

The reformed urban county, sometimes referred to as a comprehensive urban county provides
traditional municipal services to incorporated, as well as unincorporated areas, within the county
jurisdiction. Assuming responsibility for providing municipal services is a result of transfer of
services or functions, provisions within the county charter, state legislation, majority passage of a
local referendum in the incorporated and incorporated areas of the county, or a combination of
all four. The comprehensive urban county differs from the city-county consolidation model in
that municipalities retain their independent incorporated status and it differs from the two-tiered,
metropolitan federation approach in that the county boundaries serve as the geographical limits
of the governmental entity, rather than the geographical limits of the fimetropolitano area, or the
collective jurisdictions of the participating municipalities.

In 1979, Summit County, Ohio became the second such county when it adopted a new urban
county charter by referendum, which replaced a three member commission having legislative
and executive functions with an elected county executive and an 11 member county council. In
1997, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania developed its urban county home rule charter through
special state legislation. The new county charter approved by voters in 1998, replaced a three
member county commission that functioned as both executive and legislative arms of county
government with a chief executive officer, 15 member council and an appointed county manager.

16. Regional Asset Districts. These are special tax districts used to fund regional resources,
such as arts and cultural institutions, entertainment venues like sports stadiums, and even parks
and libraries. These districts are created when there is general agreement among neighboring
local government that: 1) the facility is a valuable regional asset that is utilized by residents of
the various jurisdictions; 2) the host local government can no longer bear the full costs associated
with the facility0 sontinued operation; and 3) consensus is reached on an equitable sharing of
the facility costs by area local governments.

Examples of these types of districts include the Scientific and Cultural Facilities District in
Denver, Colorado, Allegheny Regional Asset District in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, the
Zoo, Arts and Park Program in Salt Lake County, Utah, the Bi-State Cultural District in the
greater Kansas City, Missouri area, and the Metropolitan Zoological Park and Museum District
in St. Louis, Missouri.

Given the current level of general fiscal stress among municipal and county governments, an
increasing number of local governments are expected to turn to regional asset districts as a
method for funding facilities.

17. Incremental Approach or Functional Consolidation. The incremental approach focuses

on the permanent transfer and consolidation of service delivery responsibilities through interlocal
agreements. Thi s approach i s sometimes referred to ¢
political consolidations discussed below. Functional consolidation is the easiest type of
consolidation to achieve because it does not alter existing government boundaries or governing

bodies of elected officials.
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The typical functional consolidations assign a single type of service such as law enforcement,
fire services, mosquito control, or animal control services to another government either through
an interlocal agreement, a charter amendment, a joint resolution, or legislation.

An extreme example of this type of consolidation is seen in Charlotte-Mecklenburg County,
North Carolina. During the past 60 years, increasing amounts of the major services of the city
and county have been provided across the county either by Charlotte or by Mecklenburg County.
In all, more than 20 major public services have been consolidated. These functional
consolidation activities followed several failed attempts at political consolidation (1971, 1990,
and 1995).

18. Merger/Consolidation. This option involves a variety of approaches that result in the
creation of a new region-wide government, reallocation of government powers and functions,
and changes in the political and institutional status quo. Options range from city-county
mergers, one of the most visible methods for metropolitan cooperation, to creation of a
metropolitan federated government to consolidations involving multiple counties. Each of these
approaches is discussed below.

e City-County Consolidations
Acity-county consolidati on, sta et icnoenss orl @ fdeart ri eodn
the city and county into a single government with coterminous boundaries.”® This approach
embodies the spirit and purpose of the traditional progressive movement to improve the
performance and standing of local government through structural reform and enhanced civil
service standards.>® Typically, the consolidation excludes school districts, public water and
sewer facilities, and small outlying, suburban towns.>* However, residents of existing

*1 parr, John, Joan Riehm, and Christiana McFarland. Guide to Successful Local Government Collaboration in
Ameri cad,s MNetgi omasl League of Citi&gd&bd City Futures Progt
%2 Walker, David B. (1987): 23.

%% By the beginning of the twentieth century, muckraking journalists were calling attention to the exploitation of
child labor, corruption in city governments, the horror of lynching, and the ruthless business practices employed by
businessmen like John D. Rockefeller. At the local level, many Progressives sought to suppress red-light districts,
expand high schools, construct playgrounds, and replace corrupt urban political machines with more efficient system
of municipal government. At the state level, Progressives enacted minimum wage laws for women workers,
instituted industrial accident insurance, restricted child labor, and improved factory regulation. At the national level,
Congress passed laws establishing federal regulation of the meat-packing, drug, and railroad industries, and
strengthened anti-trust laws. It also lowered tariffs, established federal control over the banking system, and enacted
legislation to improve working conditions. Four constitutional amendments were adopted during the Progressive
era, which authorized an income tax (16™), provided for the direct election of senators (17"), extended the vote to

women (18™), and prohibited the manufacture and sale of alcoholic beverages (19™) . See Wilson, Wood!
Study of AdPoliticali Ssignae @uartertyn . 9 o | . 2, no. 1, 1887; and Tay
Management .o (1912). T e st i moreseptativese Janaary €25, 1912 e TheUefo8n House

movement extended to the formation of standards and principles for city management represented by the creation of

the International City Managers Association in 1914, later named the International City/County Managers

Association, in recognition of growing professionalism by county managers, particularly in the instances of city-

county consolidations. See: http://icma.org/main/bc.asp?bcid=60&hsid=1&ssid1=17

Gl endening, Parris NCoantdy P@onsocliadatikoms: fAMewy Vi ew:s
Municipal Yearbook 1980, International City Managers Association, Washington, D.C.: (1980): 68-70. Data

updates by Jacqueline Byers, National Association of Counties, Suzanne Leland, Dan Durning, and Terrell Blodgett.
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municipalities wusually have the opportunity
consolidation, and should the city i 0 p t itaetains,th® option to join the consolidated
government at a later time.

a. Impetus for Consolidation. For more than 200 years, state, local, and civic leaders have
expounded upon the virtues (as well as the curses) of city-county consolidation as an
alternative structure for local self-governance. The more common reasons in support of
consolidation suggest it: 1) improves efficiency by reducing duplication of effort and
removal of patronage and corruption; 2) improves transparency of government decision
making and operations; 3) lowers property taxes, assessments, fees, and service charges; 4)
achieves economies of scale and improves bond ratings; 5) improves ability of consolidated
area to successfully compete with suburbs and other urban areas for existing and new
businesses and residents; and 6) reduces inequities among area populations through
redistributive policies and a more representative governing body.

b. Consolidation Activities. Since 1805, there have been 168 city-county consolidation
proposals of which 41 resulted in consolidation.” Ten of these consolidations occurred
through state legislation of which eight transpired during 18051 1907. With the exception of
Indianapolis, Indiana (1969) and Broomfield, Colorado (1998), all other mergers since 1947
(31) occurred through voter referenda. A complete list of city-county consolidation
proposals and results are presented in Appendix A.

c. Time Periods of Consolidation Activities. Consolidation activities were the most active
between 1961 and 1990. During this time, 101 consolidation proposals were attempted,
representing 60 percent of all consolidations considered, of which 18 consolidations were
approved; 16 by referenda and two (Indianapolis, Indiana and Broomfield, Colorado) through
state legislation. Consolidation activities for the different time periods are presented in
Table 7.

Table 7
City-County Consolidations Proposed and Approved by Decade

Time Periods
1805- | 1908- | 1931- | 1941- | 1951- | 1961- | 1971- | 1981- | 1991- | 2000-
Results | 1907 | 1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1960 | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 | 2008

Attempt | N/A 4 5 4 10 25 43 33 23 15
Succeed 8 0 0 1 2 8 7 3 7 5
Source: Florida LCIR and The Municipal Yearbook 1980 and updates.

d. Consolidation Activities by Region and State. The U.S. Census Bureau has designated
four regions of the country: Northeast, South, Midwest, and West.*® As noted in Table 8,
consolidation attempts are more frequent in the Southeast region which includes: Georgia
(33), Tennessee (20), Florida (19), Virginia (19), and Kentucky (12) and the West region and

%5 Ibid.
%6 http://www.census.gov/geo/wwwi/us regdiv.pdf

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 30
Review of Consolidation ModeReport


http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf

Table 8
City-County Consolidation Activities by Census Bureau Region and State

Region Attempts Success Attempts Success
Northeast 5 4 South 120 22
Connecticut - - Delaware - -
Maine - - D.C. - -
Massachusetts 2 2 Florida 19 1
New Hampshire - - Georgia 33 6
Rhode Island - - Maryland - -
Vermont - - North Carolina 8 0
New Jersey - - South Carolina 2 0
New York 1 1 Virginia 19 6
Pennsylvania 2 1 West Virginia - -
Alabama 1 -
Kentucky 12 2
Midwest 11 3 Mississippi - -
Indiana 3 1 Tennessee 20 3
Illinois - - Arkansas - -
Michigan - - Louisiana 4 0
Ohio - - Oklahoma - -
Wisconsin - - Texas 1 0
lowa 2 0
Nebraska - -
Kansas 3 2 West 35 12
North Dakota - - Arizona - -
South Dakota - - Colorado 2 0
Minnesota - - Idaho - -
Missouri 0 New Mexico 4 0
Montana 7 2
Utah 3 0
Nevada 1 0
Wyoming - -
Alaska 10 5
California 4 1
Hawaii 1 1
Oregon 2 0
Washington 1 0

Source: Florida LCIR from data contained in The Municipal Yearbook 1980, as updated.
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| east active in the Northeast and Mi dwest
consolidation attempts were successful. These successes are attributed to Geor gi ad6s | a
whi ch per mit | ocal gover nment structur al r
replicate consolidation experiences modeled elsewhere in Georgia, and similar services

provided by city and county governments.>’

The Northeast has not realized a consolidation since the New York boroughs merged in 1874
and 1898. This lack of consolidation activity is credited to state laws making it difficult for
local governments to modify their structure or form. Consequently, local governments rely
more heavily on the transfer of functions to realize some of the benefits of structural
consolidation.*®

e. Repeat Consolidation Attempts. One-half (57) of the 114 city-county consolidation
referenda held since 1970 represent repeat attempts by 22 city-county communities in 10
states.® As noted in Table 9, 75 percent of the proposed consolidations were attempted by
16 city-county communities in five states in the South region. The Southern state with the
most repeat consolidation attempts is Georgia (13 attempts by 4 communities), followed by
Florida (11 attempts by 4 communities), Tennessee (9 attempts by 4 communities), Kentucky
(7 attempts by 3 communities), and North Carolina (3 attempts by 1 community).

Five city-county communities in four states in the West region accounted for 12 of the
repeated consolidation attempts. lowa is the only state in the Midwest regions where a repeat
city-county consolidation occurred. No community attempted a repeat city-county
consolidation in the Northeast region of the country.

f. Consolidation Activities and County Population. City-county consolidation attempts
since 1970 have predominantly occurred in smaller counties of less than 200,000 in
population.®® As noted in Table 10, between 1970 and 2008, only 22 percent (25) of the
counties that were involved with consolidation attempts had populations greater than 200,000
and only one resulted in a successful city-county consolidation. Moreover, 24 of these 25
counties had populations less than 750,000 at the time of their referenda. Only Sacramento
County, California had a population greater than 1,000,000 at the time of their consolidation
attempt.

A recent listing of the 100 largest U.S. counties included the names of only 7 counties that
were involved in a city-county consolidation attempt since 1970.%

> Leland, Suzanne M. and Kurt Thurmaier. Municipal Year Book 2006, Washington, D.C.: International City

Managers Association, (2006): 4-5.

®Savitch, H. B. and Ronald K VogelCo uinguyb uGobnsriahiitdhaot uito n
Affairs Review, Vol. 39, No. 6, (2004): 758-790.

% |eland, Suzanne M. and Kurt Thurmaier, (2006): 4.

% |bid. 4-6.

81 sacramento County, CA, population 1,386,667, attempts in 1974 and 1990; Hillsborough County, FL, population

1,174,727, attempts 1970 and 1972; Salt Lake City, UT, population 1,009,518; Shelby County, TN, population

910,100, attempt 1971, Jefferson County, KY, population 709,264, attempts 1982, 1983, and 2000; Multnomah

County, OR, passed 1974; and Bernalillo County, NM, attempts 1973, 2003, and 2004. Population Division, U.S.
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Table 9
Repeat City-County Consolidation Attempts Since 1970

Number of City-County

Region State City/County Consolidation Attempts
Florida
Tallahassee-Leon County 4
Gainesville-Alachua County 3
Okeechobee-Okeechobee County 2
Tampa-Hillsborough County 2
Georgia
Augusta-Richmond County 5
Athens-Clarke County 4
South Macon-Bibb County 2
Griffin-Spalding County 2
North Carolina
Wilmington-New Hanover County 3
Kentucky
Louisville-Jefferson County 3
Frankfort-Franklin County 2
Ashland and Catlettsburg-Boyd County 2
Tennessee
Knoxville-Knox County 3
Kingsport-Sullivan County 2
Clarksville-Montgomery County 2
Chattanooga-Hamilton County 2
New Mexico
Albuquerque-Bernalillo County 3
Montana
Missoula-Missoula County 2
West Alaska
Anchorage, et al-Greater Anchorage 3
Haines-Haines Borough 2
California
Sacramento-Sacramento County 2
Midwest lowa
Des Moines-Polk County 2
Northeast No Activity 0

Source: Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations and data contained Leland, Suzanne M. and
Kurt Thurmaier. Municipal Year Book 2006, Washington, D.C., International City Managers Association, (2006):
4,

Census Bureau. Table 7: Population Estimates for the 100 Largest U.S. Counties Based on July 1, 2007 Population
Estimates, Release Date March 20, 2008.
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City-County Consolidation Attempts by County Population: 1970 - 2008

Table 10

County Population

Result Less than 50,000 i 100,000 150,000 i 200,000 Total
50,000 99,999 149,999 199,999 | and Above
Pass 12 2 0 5 1 ”
Fail 22 21 13 13 24 03
Total 34 23 13 19 o5 114

Source: Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations, Leland, Suzanne M. and Kurt Thurmaier
(2006) Municipal Year Book 2006, Washington, D.C., International City Managers Association: 4; and The
Municipal Yearbook 1980, International City Managers Association, Washington, D.C.: 68-70. Data updates by
Jacqueline Byers, National Association of Counties, Suzanne Leland, Dan Durning, and Terrell Blodgett.

g. Consolidation Experiences. Nationally, city-county consolidations, as noted above, are
infrequent phenomena with most attempts coming from a relatively minor group of
predominantly mid-size to small local governments. The 41 city-county consolidations
represent less than 1.5 percent of the 3,033 of county governments in 2008, and only 0.2
percent of the 19,492 city governments. Research suggests several reasons for this meager
usage rate:

1) American tradition of democratic control of local government, self-governance, and
preference for pluralistic set of governments over a central government regardless of higher
costs.

2) Use of interlocal agreements, contracting for services, annexation, and creation of single-
purpose, multijurisdictional special districts are perceived as alternative methods to achieve
efficiency and effectiveness in delivery of services and preferred over a central government
structure.

3) Lack of quantitative and meaningful qualitative evidence that consolidation increases
accountability, equity, efficiency, and effectiveness in the delivery of local government
services.

4) Lack of necessary conditions, support, and campaign strategy and tactics. A recently
completed review of case studies of 12 city-county consolidation attempts identified critical
factors in city-county consolidation referenda.® Essentially, the civic elites (i.e., elected
officials, businesses owners and executives, and representatives from other community
organizations and institutions) perceive and publicize critical problems in the community and
proclaim consolidation as the solution to underlying economic development problems.

82 _eland, Suzanne M. and Kurt Thurmaier eds. Case Studies of Consolidation: Reshaping the Local Government
Landscape, M.E. Sharpe Inc., (2004): 1-27 and 291-323.

Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 34
Review of Consolidation ModeReport




The community should express their consensus on the issues in all meetings with state and
federal officials and prospective businesses. If consolidation is agreed upon as the best
method to address this issue, a successful referendum is dependent upon the ability of the
community elites to accomplish three tasks:

a) draft a charter that meets economic needs of the community, without forfeiting
political support of key constituencies and without violating provisions of the federal
Voting Rights Act;

b) persuade the average resident voter that the current government structure is unable to
achieve the economic vision necessary for reaching their economic future; and

c) establish a new local government constitution that restructures the organization in such
a way as to effectively implement the proposed economic development plan.®®

e Metropolitan Federation

A metropolitan federation is a term used to describe the set of relationships that can develop
between local governments and an evolving regional entity in large urban areas. The set of
relationships among the governmental units establish a systematic pattern for assignment of,
and control over, administrative and functional responsibilities that are carried out within the
jurisdiction of the metropolitan region. In essence, a metropolitan or regional governmental
body is created and assigned activities requiring centralized, policy and decision-making
authority, and local governments within the metropolitan region such as cities and counties
retain, or are assigned, similar authority over functions that are appropriate for their smaller,
localized jurisdictions.

The metropolitan federation is an attempt to address metropolitan-wide issues with a
governmental body that has metropolitan-wide authority over those issues, but not issues that
can be addressed at the local jurisdiction level. The metropolitan federation approach can be
described as representing a middle course between the one-government approach and the
highly polycentric governmental arrangements so characteristic of metropolitan areas in the
United States.

Metropolitan federations differ from the previous methods that are available to local
governments in two respects. First, the magnitude of structural changes to local government
that occur under the metropolitan federation approaches require more support and promotion
from state legislation than do the other methods for achieving regional governance. Second,
unlike annexations, and transfers of services or functions that occur regularly and are easily
measured through readily available data sources, the metropolitan federation approaches
occur rarely in their fipure formso and serve more as possible models for achieving regional
governance, rather than ongoing, functioning governmental entities.

As noted, those favoring federative approaches assume the desirability of centralizing at least
certain functions or portions of functions on an area-wide basis, but consider it either unwise
or politically infeasible to consolidate all of them into a single metropolitan government.
Given the limited number of local governments willing to experiment with metropolitan

% eland, Suzanne M. and Kurt Thurmaier. (2006): 5.
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federations raises questions on whether local governments have ever viewed local federated
systems as a fimiddle courseo type of governmental arrangement. Depending upon the
geographical size and number of counties involved, this approach referred to as either a two-
tier restructuring or a three-tier reform.®*

a. Two-Tier Restructuring
Two-tier approaches divide functions into local and regional with two levels of government
providing them. A county charter, ratified by voters at a county-wide referendum, clearly
delineates county and local functions, specifies the reorganized county government structure,

and articulates the countyds including titiesoands hi p w

special districts. Examples of the two-tier approach include the Toronto-Metro federation in
Canada and Metro Miami-Dade County, Florida.

The Toronto-Metro approach began as a two-tier governmental arrangement with the lower-
tier comprised of 13 municipalities and the second tier serving as the metropolitan area-wide
government entity. Area-wide metropolitan powers were assigned to the metropolitan
government and responsibilities for carrying out area-wide assignments were shared with the
13 local municipalities. The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, the second-tier
government, was controlled by the representatives of the 13 municipalities. In 1967, a
structural consolidation reduced the number of municipalities from 13 to six.

In 1956, the Florida Constitution was amended to allow for a home rule charter in Miami-
Dade County, and the voters subsequently approved such a charter in 1957.%° The County is
comprised of a large unincorporated area, 35 cities, 62 independent special districts and four
multi-county special districts.®® The Miami-Dade Board of County Commissioners,
consisting of 13 members elected from single-member districts, is the governing body of
unincorporated Miami-Dade County and has broad, regional powers to establish policies for
services that transcend city boundaries. The government provides major metropolitan
services countywide and city-type services for residents of unincorporated areas. The county
also has broad authority to change local government boundaries, create cities, and establish
the countyés relationship with | ocal g

Miami-Dade has an Executive Mayor with the power to veto Commission action items. In
January 2007, the Mayor was given additional powers providing for the oversight of the day-
to-day operations of Miami-Dade.

b. Three-Tier Reform
The three-tier approach is similar to the two-tier model, only it includes multiple counties. It
is rarely used, in large part because of the number of local and state government participants
in its creation. It requires legislative action and may also call for constitutional amendments.

® Walker, David B. (1987): 24.

% Section 11 of Art. VIII of the Constitution of 1885, as amended, was approved in 1956 to allow for a home rule
charter for Dade County. The Dade County voters approved the charter in a referendum the following year. In
1997, county ordinance 97-212 renamed the county to Miami-Dade County.

% 15-county water management district, 12-county inland navigation district, 3-county transportation authority, and
2-county reclamation and water control district. http://www.floridaspecialdistricts.org/
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Only two regions have adopted a three-tier reform: 1) the Metropolitan Service District in
Greater Portland, Oregon; and 2) the Twin-Cities Metropolitan Council in Minneapolis-St.
Paul, Minnesotta.

The Greater Portland Metropolitan Service District (MSD) is a regional planning and
coordinating agency that serves the urban portion of three counties. In 1977, the Oregon
Legislature approved the creation of the MSD and refered it to voters for approval.
Approved by referendum in 1978, the MSD replaced a voluntary COG.®” In addition to
assuming the waste disposal and Portland Zoo responsibilities of the COG, the 1977 enabling
language authorized the MSD to operate the regional transportation agency and, if approved
by voters, assume responsibility for a variety of other functions.

Following its initial set of assignments, the MSD assumed responsibilities for economic
development, housing, recycling, open space and parks, and other environmental programs
and services. In addition, the MSD owns and operates the Portland Center for the
Performing Arts and the Portland Metropolitan Exposition Center, which are managed by the
Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commission, a subsidiary of the MSD.?®® The MSD is
governed by an elected mayor and 12-member council and has an appointed manager.

Enacted by the Minnesota Legislature in 1967, the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council
(Council) is the authoritative regional coordinator, planner, and controller of large-scale
development for the multiple local governments within its seven-county region. The range of
services provided by the Council includes: operation of a regional bus system; wastewater
facilities; maintaining an urban service boundary to guide growth; providing affordable
housing; planning, acquiring, and funding a regional system of parks and trails; and
facilitating decision-making and provision of regional services such as aviation,
transportation, parks and open space, water quality, and water management.

The Council is governed by a 17-member board of metropolitan residents appointed by the
governor who also appoints the board chair. The Council has taxing authority.

19. Regional/Metropolitan Government. The final approach to regional or metropolitan
government is the single metropolitan-wide government approach. The regional or metropolitan
government approach has not been fully adopted by any region or metropolitan area, and as such
remains a theoretical construct. However, several metropolitan communities have implemented
a form of government with many characteristics of a single-metropolitan-wide government. The
city-county consolidation of Indianapolis-Marion County noted earlier is considered as one such
entity due to the size of the geographical area encompassed and the authority granted the
consolidated government. The second community is the Charlotte-Mecklenburg County area
governments that, although not a consolidated city-county government, have consolidation all
major functional responsibilities that are provided county-wide by a single entity.®®

®7 Columbia Region Association of Governments (CRAG).
%8 See http://www.oregonmetro.gov/index.cfm/go/by.web/id=2935
% Atkins, Patrici a S. @A Metropolitan Forms, Fi s UrhahandRegionalci ency,
Policies for Metropolitan Livability, ed. David K. Hamilton and Patricia Atkins, New York: M.E. Sharpe, Inc.,
(2008): 79-87.
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I11. Importance of Metropolitan Regions

In 1996, the Brookings Institute established the Metropolitan Policy Program to provide
policymakers with research and policy ideas for improving the health and economic prosperity of

metropolitan areas including their component cities, suburbs, and rural areas.”® The Pr ogr amd
reasoning is that the United States is neither the agrarian nation of the 1800s, nor is it the
overcrowded industrial city of the early 1900s. Rather, in this new millennium, the United States

and its economy are metropolitan.

U.S. metropolitan areas are multifaceted regions with complex, interwoven relationships among
a variety of counties, cities, and other suburban governments and are the place where eight in ten
Americans live and work. The Metro Program contends that fithe ability of our nation to meet the
great economic, social, and environmental imperatives of our time rests largely on the health and
vitality of our Thad00 fargept &JIS.imetmpolitaraareas dased én 2005
employment data are presented in Map 1.

A. Challenges

Despite its economic strengths, U.S. metropolitan areas face a series of challenges that restrain
the national economy. These challenges include an expansion in global competition, a domestic
economy that continues to restructure as manufacturing jobs fall and services employment rises,
growing economic polarization in the U.S. labor market, and dramatic demographic shifts in the
national workforce.

B. Economic Engines

A basic pr emi Bearopaithn PiBgram & kat poguktion and highly productive
industries concentrate mainly From th& ecenomicc ads |
perspective these areas are combinations of cities and suburbs that represent markets for labor,

housing and other consumption goods, and provide a regional identity for their residents and

industries. As in the rest of the world, U.S. metropolitan areas are the geographic building

blocks of the national economy.”” As such, Ameri cadés metropolitan are
national prosperity. This prosperity requires productive, inclusive, and sustainable growth within

the metropolitan regions. Strategic public and private investment in innovation, human capital,

and infrastructure are essential in promoting American prosperity.

The 100 largest metropolitan areas in the United States, noted in Map 1 exhibit the following
economic features:

1. American metropolitan areas build upon their aggregate regional assets. For example, while

the nationds 100 | argest metro areas CONSuUMmME
contain 65 percent of the nationds popul ati ol
the nationbés gross domestic product.

0 \www.brookings.edu/metro

™ Alan Barube. MetroNation: How U.S. Metropolitan Areas Fuel American Prosperity. The Brookings Institute
Metropolitan Policy Program, (2007): 4-5.

"2 http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2007/1106_metronation_berube.aspx
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Map 1

THE 100 LARGEST METRO AREAS, BY 2005 EMPLOYMENT
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Source: Alan Barube (2007) MetroNation: How U.S. Metropolitan Areas Fuel American Prosperity, The Brookings Institute
Metropolitan Policy Program: Appendix.

2. The top 100 metro areas currently house 67 percent of major U.S. research universities, 72
percent of adults with a post-secondary degree, and 75 percent of workers with a graduate
degree; they also accountfor76 per cent of all ®#Aknowl edge

® Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (Tier | and Tier Il research universities); U.S. Census
Bureau. A Knowl edgemyd jobs i ncl ud#nanaakserticas) health cdreuisfarneations

econ

wi thir

technology, and Bheedul edgtMichaeali #order, Mdddhac ICosnptett g .t

Cambridge: Monitor Company, (1991).
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3. In addition, the top 100 metro areas draw 75 percent of all graduate degree holders, produce
78 percent of all patents, account for 81 percent of all research and development employment,
attract 80 percent of National Institutes of Health (NIH) and National Science Foundation
(NSF) research funding, and in 2005, received 94 percent of all venture capital funding.

4. Ports and airports in the top 100 metro areas handled 75 percent of all foreign seaport
tonnage, 79 percent of all U.S. air cargo weight, and 92 percent of all airline passenger
boardings. Their transit systems accommodated 95 percent of public transit passenger miles
traveled. In 2004, residents in the 100 largest metro areas accounted for 85 percent of the U.S.
popul ati on -gérmdtnrgatiinomdhiagrheas “for broadband t

5. Metropolitan areas are labor markets given that the vast majority of people who live within a
given metropolitan area also work there.
100 largest metropolitan areas commuted to jobs within their own metropolitan area. Yet
commuters cross municipal and county borders within metropolitan areas frequently on their
way to work. Approximately 30 percent of major metropolitan workers commute to jobs
outside their county of residence, a share that has increased steadily over time.

6. Metropolitan areas are housing markets, in that when households move, they tend to stay
within their home market. In 2004 and 2005, in more than 75 percent of the 100 largest metro
areas, more than three-quarters of movers from 2004 to 2005 relocated from elsewhere in the
same metro area.

7. The large metropolitan areas also possess agglomeration economies, represented by
geographical clustering of related firms and skilled workforce pools that enhance productive
growth. These economies also serve to foster the quality places such as quality downtown
areas, town centers, and older suburbs that attract and retain workers.

C. Infrastructure: Industry Clusters

A list of the most globally competitive industry clustersd in which the United States retains an
outsized share of goods and services exportsd further reveals the economic dominance of its
largest cities and suburbs, and their varying specializations in the n a t i keyrga@ds-producing
sectors:

e The Seattle, Los Angeles, Dallas, and Hartford metro areas specialize in aerospace and
together account for 41 percent of national output in that industry.

e Greater New York, San Francisco, and Chicago demonstrate a competitive edge in
pharmaceuticalp r oducti on, contributing G8uutpercent o

™ U.S. Department of Transportation; Federal Aviation Administration; Federal Communications Commission.
AHi-mén et ra@as incbude &IP codes in which at least eight providers counted a residential or business
broadband subscriber, placing them in the top 20 percent of ZIP codes on that measure. Given their above-average
job and population density and more extensive public transportation networks, the 100 largest metro areas accounted
for only 60 percent of vehicle miles traveled nationallyd though they account for an outsized share of vehicle
congestion.
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e The Los Angeles, San Jose, and Boston areas are leaders in measuring instruments
production, generating 34 percent of national output in that industry.

e The Twin Cities metro area, in and around Minneapolis-St. Paul, alone accounts for 22
percent of national output in the biomedical devicemdustry.

D. Blueprint for American Prosperity

The Br omeport corgesdd that in order to achieve overall national prosperity, it is
necessary to forge a new federal partnership to promote metropolitan prosperity. While the
nati onds met r op olbenefitsrtheyalsoemtend vath g serigs ofrofaltenges
that constrain their collective prosperity. For example, metropolitan areasé collective growth
rate has slipped of late, college degree earning rate has slowed, and their sprawling development
patterns continue to fuel elevated greenhouse gas emissions.

The report concludes with the assertion that in or der for Americads me
successfully compete in a metropolitan world, it is necessary that the national government value

and strengthen its metropolitan assets. Only by recognizing that America is a metropolitan

nation can the country achieve the productive, inclusive, and sustainable growth that should

define American prosperity in the 21* century.
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Appendix A: City-County Consolidation Proposals : 1921 - 2008

Year City/County

1805 New Orleans-Orleans Parish, LA

1821 Boston-Suffolk County, MA

1821 Nantucket Town-Nantucket County, MA

1854 Philadelphia-Philadelphia County, PA

1856 San Francisco-San Francisco County, CA

1874 New York City (5 Counties), NY

1902 Denver-Denver County, CO

1907 Honolulu-Honolulu County, HI

1921 Oakland/Alameda County, CA

1924 Butte/Silver Bow County, MT

1926 St. Louis/St. Louis County, MO

1927 Portland/Multnomah County, OR

1932 Pittsburgh/Allegheny County, PA

1933 Several cities/Ravalli County, MT

1933 Wilmington/New Hanover County, NC

1933 Macon/Bibb County, GA

1935 Jacksonville/Duval County, FL

1947 Baton Rouge/East Baton Rouge Parish, LA

1948 Birmingham/Jefferson County, AL

1948 Miami/Dade County, FL

1950 Hampton, Newport News, & Phoebus/ Warwick &
Elizabeth City Counties, VA

1952 Hampton & Phoebus/Elizabeth City County, VA

1953 Miami/Dade County, FL

1954 Albany/Dougherty County, GA

1956 Albany/Dougherty County, GA

1957 Newport News/Warwick County, VA

1958 Nashville/Davidson County, TN

1959 Albuquerque/Bernalillo County, NM

1959 Knoxville/Knox County, TN

1960 Macon/Bibb County, GA

1960 Several cities/Ravalli County, MT

1961 Durham/Durham County, NC

1961 Richmond/Henrico County, VA

1962 Chattanooga/Hamilton County, TN

1962 Columbus/Muscogee County, GA

1962 Memphis/Shelby County, TN

1962 St. Louis/St. Louis County, MO

1962 Nashville/Davidson County, TN

1962 South Norfolk/Norfolk County, VA

1962 Virginia Beach/Princess Anne County, VA

1964 Chattanooga/Hamilton County, TN

1967 Tampa/Hillsborough County, FL
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Result Vote For  Adainst
Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Pass Leg

Fail N/A N/A
Fail N/A N/A
Fail N/A N/A
Fail N/A N/A
Fail N/A N/A
Fail 41.8%

Fail 22.0%

Fail N/A N/A
Fail N/A N/A
Pass 55.1%

Fail N/A N/A
Fail 45.4%

Fail N/A N/A
Pass 88.1%

Fail 49.2%

Fail 28.8%

Fail N/A N/A
Pass 66.9%

Fail 47.3%

Fail 30.0%

Fail 16.7%

Fail 35.8%

Fail N/A N/A
Fail 22.3%

Fail 54.0%

Fail N/A N/A
Fail 42.1%

Fail 36.8%

Fail 40.1%

Pass 56.8%

Pass 66.0%

Pass 81.9%

Fail 19.2%

Fail 25.94%

%

For



Year City/County

1969 Athens/Clarke County, GA

1969 Brunswick/Glynn County, GA

1969 Roanoke/Roanoke County, VA

1969 Winchester/Frederick County, VA

1969 Carson City/Ormsby County, NV

1969 Juneau & Douglas/Greater Juneau Borough, AK

1970 Anchorage/Greater Anchorage Area Borough, AK

1970 Charlottesville/Albermarle County, VA

1970 Chattanooga/Hamilton County, TN

1970 Pensacola/Escambia County, FL

1970 Tampa/Hillsborough County, FL

1970 Columbus/Muscogee County, GA

1971 Anchorage/Greater Anchorage Area Borough, AL

1971 Augusta/Richmond County, GA

1971 Bristol/Washington County, VA

1971 Charlotte/Mecklenburg County, NC

1971 Memphis/Shelby County, TN

1971 Tallahassee/Leon County, FL

1971 Holland & Whaleyville/Nansemond County, VA

1971 Sitka/Greater Sitka Borough, AL

1972 Athens/Clarke County, GA

1972 Macon/Bibb County, GA

1972 Fort Pierce/St. Lucie County, FL

1972 Tampa/Hillsborough County, FL

1972 St. Louis/St. Louis County, MO

1972 Lexington/Fayette County, KY

1972 Suffolk/Nansemond County, VA

1973 Albuquerque/Bernalillo County, NM

1973 Columbus/Richland County, SM

1973 Savannah/Chatham County, GA

1973 Tallahassee/Leon County, FL

1973 Wilmington/New Hanover County, NC

1974 Augusta/Richmond County, GA

1974 Charleston/Charleston County, SC

1974 Durham/Durham County, NC

1974 Evansville/Vanderburgh County, IN

1974 Portland/Multnomah County, OR

1974 Sacramento/Sacramento County, CA

1975 Ashland & Catlettsburg/Boyd County, KY

1975 Missoula/Missoula County, MT

1975 Salt Lake/Salt Lake County, UT

1975 Gainesville/Alachua County, FL

1975 Anchorage, Glen Alps, & Girdwood/Greater
Anchorage Area Borough, AL
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Result

Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Pass
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Pass
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
N/A
Pass
Pass
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass

Vote For

48.0%
29.6%
66.4%
31.9%
65.1%
54.1%
N/A
28.1%
48.0%
24.62%
41.96%
80.7%
N/A
41.5%
17.5%
30.5%
47.6%
46.9%
N/A
77.2%
48.3%
39.6%
36.6%
42.2%
N/A
69.4%
75.7%
44.1%
45.9%
58.3%
46.2%
25.6%
51.5%
40.4%
32.1%
26.1%
27.5%
24.9%
16.7%
46.0%
39.0%
25.2%
62.0%

Vote
Against

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

%

For



Year

City/County

1976
1976

1976
1976
1976
1976
1976
1978
1978
1978
1979
1981
1981
1981
1982
1982
1982
1983
1983
1983
1984
1984
1984
1985
1986
1987
1987
1987
1987
1987
1987
1988
1988
1988
1989
1989
1989
1989
1990
1990
1990
1990
1990
1990
1991
1992

Augusta/Richmond County, GA
Gainesville/Alachua County, FL

Front Royal/Warren County, VA
Macon/Bibb County, GA
Tallahassee/Leon County, FL
Anaconda/Deer Lodge County, MT
Butte/Silver Bow County, MT
Knoxville/Knox County, TN
Morristown/Hamblen County, TN
Salt Lake/Salt Lake County, UT
Okeechobee/Okeechobee County, FL
Kingsport/Sullivan County, TN
Clarksville/Montgomery County, TN
Houma/Terrebonne Parish, LA
Athens/Clarke County, GA
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY
Asheville/Buncombe County, NC
Dublin & Pulaski/Pulaski County, VA
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY
Missoula/Missoula County, MT
Tifton/Tift County, GA
Staunton/Augusta County, VA
Chattanooga/Hamilton County, TN
Volusia Area/Halifax County, FL
Lakeland/Lanier County, GA
Brunswick/Glynn County, GA
Wilmington/New Hanover County, NC
Jackson/Madison County, TN

Clifton Forge & Covington/Alleghany County, VA

Emporia/Greensville County, VA
Lynchburg/Moore County, TN
Sparta/White County, TN
Kingsport/Sullivan County, TN
Augusta/Richmond County, GA
Georgetown/Scott County, KY
Frankfort/Franklin County, KY
Conyers/Rockdale County, GA
Okeechobee/Okeechobee County, FL
Gainesville/Alachua County, FL
Sacramento/Sacramento County, CA
Roanoke/Roanoke County, VA
Owensboro/Davis County, KY
Bowling Green/Warren County, KY
Athens/Clarke County, GA
Griffin/Spalding County, GA
Ashland &Catlettsburg/Boyd County, KY
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Result

Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Pass
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Fail
Fail
Overturned
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Fail
Pass
Fail
Fail

Vote For

45.5%
32.2%

N/A
32.2%
45.0%
56.0%
62.0%

N/A
30.7%

N/A
32.2%

2,917
1,853
2,747
4,999
90,373
12,642

N/A

89,528
4,465
2,060

15,433

36,550

19,050

726
5,761
7,051
8,583
N/A
2,073
1,375
1,459

13,674

25,219
3,158
5,928
3,760
1,350

11,006

165,973

24,537
7,514
4,814
7,954
2,957
6,540

Vote
Against

N/A

N/A
N/A

22,543
9,491
2,362
4,953

91,831

20,883

N/A

96,514

13,497
3,860

10,528

71,044

23,450
1,376
5,407

10,337
9,506

N/A
1,560
95
2,241

29,654

19,153
4,420

10,692
2,768
3,100

21,840

213,717

29,828

18,995

15,448
5,486
5,549

12,741

%

For

11.5%
16.3%
53.8%
50.2%
49.6%
37.7%

48.1%
24.9%
34.8%
59.4%
34.0%
44.8%
34.5%
51.6%
40.7%
49.4%

57.1%
93.5%
39.4%
31.6%
56.8%
41.7%
35.7%
57.4%
20.6%
33.5%
43.7%
45.1%
28.4%
23.8%
59.2%
31.2%
33.9%



Vote %

Year  City/County Result Vote For Against  For
1992 Lafayette/Lafayette Parish, LA Pass 33,984 22,353 60.0%
1992 Yakutat/Yakuta Borough, AK Pass 90%
1992 Tallahassee/Leon County, FL Fail 40%
1994 Des Moines/Polk County, 1A Fail 45,745 85,334 34.5%
1994 Douglasville/Douglas County, GA Fail 2,196 6,438 25.4%
1995 Wilmington/New Hanover County, NC Fail 11,390 15,935 41.7%
1995 Spokane/Spokane County, WA Fail 6,445 9,130 41.3%
1995 Augusta/Richmond County, GA Pass N/A N/A 66.7%
1995 Bedford/Bedford County, VA Fail 24%
1996 Clarksville/Montgomery County, TN Fail

1996 Knoxville/Knox County, TX Fail 46%
1997 Griffin/Spaulding County, GA Fail - -

1997 Kansas City/Wyandotte County, KS Pass

1998 Haines/Haines Borough, AK Fail 49%
1998 Waycross/Ware County, GA Fail 45%
2000 McMinnville/Warren County, TN Fail 28%
2000 Hawkinsville /Pulaski County, GA Fail

2000 Louisville/Jefferson County, KY Pass

2000 Hartsville/Troosdale County, TN Pass

2001 Fairbanks/Fairbanks Borough, AK Fail 22%
2001 Ketchikan/Ketchikan Borough, AK Fail 42%
2001 Gainesville, Hall County, GA Fail 47%
2001 Tullahoma/Coffee County, IN Fail 29%
2002 Haines City/Haines Borough, AK Pass 658 524

2002 Campbellsville/Taylor County, KY Fail

2003 Cusseta City/Chattahoochee County, GA Pass 509 208 60%
2003 Albuquerque/Bernallilo County, NM Fail 41,863 66,794

2004 Des Moines/Polk County, 1A Fail 35% 65%

2004 Albuquerque/Bernallilo County, NM Fail 41% 58%

2004 Frankfort/Franklin County, KY Fail 25%
2005 Topeka/Shawnee County, KS Fail 39.5% 60.5%

2006 Georgetown/Quitman County, GA Pass 402 192 68%
2007 Tribune/Greeley County, KS Pass 423 157 73%
2008 Preston/Webster County, GA Pass 408 118 79%
Source: Gl endeni ng, Par-€CosntNy @aomds AAltikd aatsi, o nPsa:t r iTled i , V ifl €Cw ¢

Municipal Yearbook, 1980 (Washington, DC: International City Management Association, (1980): 70; Dr. Dan Durning
and Dr. Terrell Blodgett. List is maintained by Jacqueline Byers, Director of Research at the National Association of
Counties.
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Appendix B Consolidated Indianapolis-Marion County Government: Unigov

In 1970, the Indiana General Assembly enacted | n d i a n @opsolidateds Gity-County
government, Unigov, was instituted and the City of Indianapolis expanded its boundaries to
include all of Marion County.”™ This act increased Indianapolisdpopulation by approximately 50
percent. Uni gov al s o sdax paserad emdowed the consolidateg @ity with
powers and functions formerly scattered among various city and county officials and a multitude
of departments, agencies, boards, and commissions.

Organizational Structure of Unigov. Under Unigov, the City Council and County Council
combined to form the City-County Council. City-county government is now divided into three
branches, the executive, legislative, and judicial branches, similar to the federal system of
government.

1. The executive branch consists of the mayor& office and five departments, each with its own
functions and responsibilities. Under Unigov, the mayor is the chief executive officer of both the
city and the county. A director is appointed by the Mayor and approved by the City-County
Council for each of the five departments: 1) capital asset management; 2) metropolitan
development; 3) public works; 4) public safety; and 5) parks and recreation. Each department
also has a non-salaried policy making board that holds regular public meetings. The board
members are appointed by the mayor and the council.

2. The legislative branch of local government consists of the 29-member City-County Council.
Each member is elected for a four-year term. Twenty-five of the members are elected by the
voters in their districts and four at-large members are elected by the voters of the entire county.
The council has exclusive power to adopt budgets, levy taxes, and make appropriations. The
council can also enact, repeal, or amend local ordinances.

3. The third branch of Unigov, the judicial branch, consists of a Circuit Court; a Superior
Court with four divisions (Civil, Criminal, Probate, and Juvenile); a Municipal Court with 13
criminal trial courtrooms and four civil courtrooms; and a Small Claims Court with eight
courtrooms.

Exclusions from Unigov. Although most government agencies and services in Marion County
were consolidated in 1970, not all functions of local government were absorbed by Unigov.
School districts remain independent as before and police and fire departments continue their
operations with little change.

Because they wished to retain their autonomy, the cities of Beech Grove, Lawrence, Southport
and the town of Speedway were not included in Unigov. Instead, residents of these fiexcludedo
units of governments elect their own mayors, councils, and boards. As residents of Marion
County, however, dwellers in Beech Grove, Lawrence, Southport, and Speedway are obligated to
pay countywide taxes. Because of this and because the Indianapolis mayoré& power extends to
the entire county, residents of the four communities can vote for the mayor of Indianapolis, a
city-county council member and the four at-large council members.

7S http://ww.indy.org/indianapolis/web/jsp/article/detail.jsp?c=8385210:static&p=1&x=1234797535271
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In addition to these services and agencies, there are six municipal corporations that operate
independently of Unigov, although their budgets are reviewed by the City-County Council. The
independent municipal corporations are:

Capital Improvement Board - operates and maintains the Indiana Convention Center and
RCA Dome. It also maintains Victory Field and the Conseco Fieldhouse, although day-to-
day operations of those facilities are handled by the teams.

Health and Hospital Corporation - operates Wishard Hospital, which is the city-county
hospital for indigent care, and oversees the Marion County Health Department.

Indianapolis Airport Authority - responsible for developing and administering an air
transportation system for Marion County and central Indiana, operates Indianapolis
International Airport, the downtown Heliport, and four smaller airports)

The Indianapolis-Marion County Library - main reference and information center of the
library system.

Indianapolis Public Transportation Corporation - responsible for the public bus transportation
system.

Indianapolis-Marion County Building Authority - responsible for maintaining and improving
municipal buildings and grounds.
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