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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEMS OF GOVERNING FRAGMENTED METROPOLITAN AREAS

Metropolitan regions have emerged in the United States as impedambmic
units participating in a larger international community (Fei@f09). Many of the
metropolitan areas in the United States developed with numeroud kal
governments, each providing various public services. Today the 330 metooitas
in the United States are home to approximately 60 percent of tidg’'sapopulation.
The typical metropolitan area contains about 100 independent locahgoa@s with a
variety of specific individual public service functions and often opgileg jurisdictions
(Rawlings 2003). Given the large number of local jurisdictions gingain interlocal
collaboration, there is considerable academic interest inaiisre and consequences.
Further study will prove useful.

Today there is a dearth of systematic “information about péatic
interjurisdictional actions that have promoted various forms of cobperfiow and why
these structures evolved, and what happened as a result of theatioap€Nunn and
Rosentraub 1997, p. 206). Feiock (2008) concluded that little is currently kaloowr
the dynamics of how governance mechanisms emerge and operataginerited
metropolitan areas. Much can be learned by studying how jur@uctiollaborate to
address problems, knowing what works and what does not will give atraiors the
knowledge needed to properly design and operate collaborative ventures.

Feiock (2009) found that much of the literature pertaining to urban paditids
public administration tends to focus on regional governments and authasiteesvay of

solving collective action problems in metropolitan regions. Contramnao literature,



Feiock argues “there are an array of mechanisms that vahe iextent to which self-
organization is evident in their creation and use” (Feiock 2009, p. 358)sflitig uses
Feiock’s ICA framework to analyze how such mechanisms arisea@ndsed to solve
service provision problems.

Some research examining how metropolitan areas work to produger@ande
services shows that a “complex, multijurisdictional, multilevel aoigation is a
productive arrangement” (Parks and Oakerson 1989, p. 18). Such findings haweve
counter to the metropolitan reform literature that contends #weses must consolidate
into fewer independent jurisdictions in order to achieve improvemenahty and cost
of public services.

There exists a need for a clear model of cooperation that camsdme by
practitioners to plan cooperative activities to address some aofidhe pressing issues in
local government administration. Cooperation should be relativelyvelasy all parties
concerned expect to gain from the activity. What is needed sjuhcture is a better
understanding of how cooperation can be accomplished when issuesrareamplex,
and resistance from one or more source is expected.

Frederickson (1999) has argued that metropolitan areas have éesom
fragmented in their approach to service delivery that they comstituht he describes as
a “disarticulated state.”

In the high fragmentation of the American metropolis
one can find most of the features of the disarticulated
state-the declining salience of jurisdiction, the fuzziness

of borders, a growing asymmetry in the relationship
between the governed and those who govern, and an
erosion of the capacity of the local jurisdiction to

contain and, thereby, manage complex social, economic
and political issues (Frederickson 1999, p.707).



It is becoming increasingly clear that the political boundaokshese local
governmental units often are not the same as their relevambraac or problem-solving
boundaries. Many of the problems that afflict local governments ceads local
governmental boundaries. “Fragmentation creates diseconomies @f gositive and
negative externalities, and common property resource problems” (Feiock 2009, p. 357).

Given the interdependency typically found in metropolitan areas, some
jurisdictions such as Miami-Dade, Florida and Louisville, Kentuckyeleancluded that
the consolidation of metropolitan jurisdictions is the correct methodidéaling with
these problems. However, consolidation has frequently been resisted2@a4) has
noted that for every community that approves the consolidation ofacitly county
governments, eight to ten other communities reject such a proposiri€keon (1999)
has argued that citizens actually prefer the fragmented nafttineir metropolitan areas
and will generally resist consolidation of jurisdictions.

One of the problems this research is designed to address sckefla clear
understanding of the role played by factors in collaboration idesis For example,
existing literature is somewhat conflicting in terms ofltkely effect of fiscal stress on a
community when encouraging collaboration. When cost savings arly, liliecal
pressures are noticeable and political opposition weak, Morgan, HirlamgeEngland
(1988) argued that local officials are more likely to engagmterlocal arrangements.
Bartle and Swayze (1997) concluded that fiscal pressure wasgaefrtly mentioned
reason for interlocal collaboration. Agranoff and McGuire (2003) cortteatdinancially
stable jurisdictions are less likely to engage in collabaradctivities. Krueger and

McGuire (2005) argue that fiscal stress often leads to mordaboohtive activity.



Zeemering’'s (2007) research indicated that fiscal pressumalgs is consistently
mentioned as a reason for collaboration.

Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) argue to the contrary, noting thaalffistress in a
community is not a major incentive for contracting out. Thurmaidr\&@ood (2004) also
concluded that cost savings and the presence of fiscal stress\@temajor reasons for
cities and counties in their sample to collaborate. Likewisgr @xd LeRoux (2005)
examining data gathered in a Citizens Research Council of Miclstudy, concluded
that fiscal constraints do not provide a universal rationale for taidleg collaborative
efforts.

Given the significant financial strain Michigan municipalities conf at the end
of the first decade of the new millennium, a better understanditigeofole played by
fiscal stress is critical. Local officials in Michigan andesvhere are actively searching
for ways to reduce costs but maintain service levels. In somenaest, local officials
conclude that they can resolve their fiscal problems more e##éctdy collaborating on
selective services, while remaining separate and independerten akas of service
delivery. Recent work by Andrew (2009) illustrated that in thererur fiscal
environment, local governments may find that interjurisdictional esgeats for the
provision of public services are important tools for increasing ieffoy and
effectiveness.

In this dissertation, the focus is on collaboration among local goesism
because that is the level where most government service provisi@tiyaoccurs. Local

government is the most visible and, arguably, the most importantdegelernment to



most Americans. There are an estimated 89,476 local governmentatlgumnethe

United States (U. S. Census Bureau 2007).

Definition of Key Terms

Before proceeding further into this study, it is useful tongeé few of the key
terms that will be encountered. The term “governance” is widskd today in both
public and private sectors. This term broadly refers to the me#rmpractices used by
local governments to provide for the numerous goods and services denbgngzens.
Governance has come to include local and global arrangemetds; lite encountered in
formal structures and informal norms and practices. Governance ot@y in a
spontaneous way as well as through intentional systems of contilb&i¥son 1996).
Lynn, Heinrich and Hill (1999) have defined governance as the geagrnment is
organized and the consequences that flow from that organizatiomatust: The
activities of governance include the participation of many adtom the public, private
and nonprofit sectors in pursuit of public goals.

The terms collaboration and cooperation are often used intercléyngea
research to describe joint service provision. There does not seenatbrimeconsensus
in the literature. Collaboration can be defined in several diffeways and is seen by
some analysts as an activity apart from cooperaffmgene Bardach (1998) defines
collaboration as activity between government agencies thatsesuincreased value,
more than can be obtained by working separately. Cooperation, on thehattgris

defined as an effort “to work together toward a common end or purpmséan



association of persons for mutual benefit. Oftentimes, cooperation occurs without
formal contracts between jurisdictions. Robert Axelrod has ideshtifibat he terms a
classical form of cooperation in which groups “pursue their owiArgelrest without the
aid of a central authority to force them to cooperate with one afd#oezirod 1984, p.
6). Other scholars have described cooperation as emerging “whditidecéo further
shared objectives, cooperate with regional planning councils, nonprgidirations . . .
informal alliances . . . interlocal agreements” (Nunn and Rosentraub 1997, p. 206).
For purposes of this dissertation, the terms collaboration and cdopeséit be
occasionally interchangeable. However, in some contexts there may be sidrbancs.
Robert Agranoff and Michael McGuire have stated that the terofiaboration and
cooperation are slightly different when used in studying intaflactivities and should
not be confused. This distinction is subtle, but important when examiniagocal
relationships. They define collaboration as a “purposive relationshignaekio solve a
problem by creating or discovering a solution within a given sebostraints such as
time, knowledge, money or competition” (Agranoff and McGuire 2003, p. 4).
Cooperation is described as an activity where actors work jomtgoime end and be
helpful to one another as opposed to being hostile or working against one another.
Cooperation between governments can take many forms. These intlrtizcal
agreements between two or more governments. Also, coalitions or couwlfcils
government established in order to seek federal grants and irdl@esheral policy in a
variety of areas. Post states that “local intergovernmental atoape broadly defined,
includes all policy activities that require some level of potiogrdination between one

or more local governments. These efforts may include formal or iafoagreements

! American Heritage College Dictionary™&dition, 2002, page 314.



among local jurisdictions and may or may not require the exchangevehue” (Post
2002, p. 6). Cooperation can also be encouraged through regional authoribek @fei
Carr 2001). Special districts may be formed for purposes of caditiworbetween
different governments. Both competition and cooperation are preseimostaall local

government systems and may be complimentary or not (Feiock 2004).

Current Understanding of how Metropolitan Areas are Governed

Communities in a metropolitan area such as the one studied ketfeoaght to
compete in a market-like fashion to provide their residents witiptimal level of goods
and services while maintaining the lowest possible tax to geratm. Such competition
should motivate those communities to increase services or lowes (@iebout, 1956).

One of the possible ways to do that is through the creation a¢k‘skesources made
available through the joint implementation of services with anotlgr @{rueger and
McGuire 2005, p. 7). Yet the work of Tiebout (1956) and Schneider (1986) might suggest
that cities close together geographically providing simiaels of goods and services,

like the five communities examined in this dissertation, compéte ame another and

thus have a difficult time collaborating. For collaboration to beessful, there may be
other factors present strong enough to overcome this obstacle.

There has been a considerable amount of scholarly work on interlocal
collaboration. Nunn and Rosentraub (1997) developed a model which took into
consideration four specific dimensions of interjurisdictional cooperatiim a sliding
scale of what can be expected depending on how the effort itustiaicThey found that

cooperation became more difficult when it changed existing rpattef access to



resources or involved a redistribution of resources. The existirmngament has
established winners and losers, and current winners typically resist @@agements.
Oakerson (1999) argues that effective metropolitan governance danoftan
does occur without a metropolitan-wide government being in place,welen the area
consists of a large number of small municipalities. Whileerarésearch emphasized the
need to use coercion in order to accomplish collective activitis®i(965), Oakerson
and others have concluded that coercion is a very expensive tool. Genesrnmill take
action to avoid being coerced, with the result that therebeilfailure to take collective
action that may be in the best interests of the region. Rakakerson (1989) have
shown that to facilitate better processes of governance, itstsniecessary to develop

governance structures which are based on the willing consent of the participants.

Polycentric Metropolitan Areas

The development of various governing structures in a metropolitarecapied
by numerous, often competing local governments, has been desasilzetpolycentric
relationship,” one well-suited to a fragmented metropolitan regiatrg®, Tiebout and
Warren 1961). Polycentric systems develop through the interactions utifplen
independent sources of authority in the public, private and nonprofit séetdysentric
systems stand in opposition to the monocentric system usually asdogith the reform
movement that stresses governmental consolidation. Oakerson (20043 #igtiea
polycentric system of governance allows for a greater amoumviofspace that enables

a variety of opportunities for participation by non-governmental golayn the area.



Allowing such interaction between government and citizens cahttea much more
productive approach to problem solving and produce general benefits to the community.
Frederickson (1999) notes that in the absence of a central authadtynader
conditions of the high interdependence that is often found in metropaliéas today,
there exist highly developed systems of cooperation that sereatiafly the same

purpose as the practices of diplomacy between nation-states.

Administrative Conjunction

In order for local governmental actors to balance competing denfandiscal
autonomy created by fragmentation with expectations that intedictional problems
be confronted effectively, Frederickson argues that local govermsnraust practice
“administrative conjunction.” Frederickson’s definition of such actiistythe array and
character of horizontal formal and informal association betwetmsarepresenting units
in a networked public and the administrative behavior of those actarsddifickson
1999, p. 708). Administrative conjunction is one way in which the costs of mae
action can be kept low. These costs, which include those associttiesstablishing and
maintaining the trust of partners, monitoring performance and endpagireements, are
often reduced because the actors know one another and have repatdets. Repeated
voluntary cooperation takes the place of a centralized authority inrrgogethe
collective activities of a metropolitan area. Frederickson (1989)es that the key to
understanding why much of this cooperation occurs is the interdependénceal
jurisdictions within metropolitan areas. He asserts that no jatisdi is more

interdependent than those making up metropolitan areas. Cooperatiorerbdoeal
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governments is often driven by recognition of such interdependency andhtinel

desire of elected public officials and administrators to reducertamcty. Frederickson
concludes that effective public administration practiced by localemgment
administrators is the key to cooperation within metropolitan atesipting to deal with

the disarticulation of the state.

The Roles Played by Elected and Administrative Officials

This is an aspect of interlocal collaboration that is still undeidped. Dealing
with problems on a metropolitan-wide basis to achieve economiesatd sc other
benefits is thought to be an unpopular choice for elected offidraésiérickson 1999;
Clingermayer and Feiock 2001). Prior research dealing with intdrlogoperation
examined by Zeemering (2007) concluded that elected officials glbsser role in
facilitating collaboration. It was argued that it is effoofsa professional city manager
that are more significant. Elected officials are seen amfpa more parochial outlook
and less concerned with the environment outside their community. areerelatively
unconcerned with activities that they cannot clearly take tcfediat election time.
Zeemering’s own research however concludes that electedalsffiglay a far more
important role in cooperation decisions than was previously thought.

Frederickson and Matkin (2009) surveyed elected and administrativealsfiic
the metropolitan Kansas City area to measure differences waye that local elected
and administrative officials made decisions about interlocal mmiddion. The findings
of this study were that “contrary to common views that metropotiteperation is more
likely to be supported by the norms of administration and opposed by the drm

elected office, we did not find a difference . . . in theiringhess to participate in the
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proposed project” (Frederickson and Matkin 2009, p. 60). The findings of thig stud
suggest that elected officials may be more inclined to supptatiocal collaboration
than was previously believed.

LeRoux and Carr (2010) examined networks of interlocal agreementisei
metropolitan Detroit area, in part, to test the Frederickson (1999)imnstmtive
Conjunction theory and Williams (1971) Lifestyle Model. The findingstho$ study
“suggest that interpersonal networks may be more important to niagiv@ioperative
behavior in elected officials than for public managers” (LeRoux aard 2010, p. 19).
This study found that relationships between elected officialeased the likelihood that
local governments would cooperate through the use of interlocal agmeenthus

indicating that elected officials may play a larger role than was preyithmight.

Factors that Motivate or Inhibit Collaboration

Much of the literature on public service cooperation examinesditters that
make communities more or less likely to engage in collaboratitreitids. There are
many common issues faced by local governments in collaborativetiens; how to
maintain sufficient control over service quality and the political costs toibgipany, in
relinquishing local control over services. The issues of assetfisjpgcand service
measurability are also important subjects to examine when studyingaralian?

A widespread presumption in the literature is that relativedynogeneous

communities are more likely to collaborate with one another (®mgrddirlinger and

2 Asset specificity is defined as those assetsrthat be specifically devoted to a particular use @annot
be easily used elsewhere. It often becomes an tandiactor in fire service because of the expafse
purchasing items such as fire trucks which can lsestreen three hundred thousand and one million
dollars. Service measurability is the ability t@i&aor accurately measure the quality and quaiatity
services and is central to understanding the dskdividual governments from collaboration on pabl
services.
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England 1988; Rawlings 2003; Feiock 2007; Feiock 2008). What is not suffycientl
understood is what specific factors in homogeneous or heterogermeoomsinities make
them more or less likely to engage in interlocal collaboration.

Campbell and Glynn (1990) indicated that communities with a cityagemwere
no more likely to enter into collaborative arrangements with atbermunities for the
provision of services. Contrary to that finding, Morgan and Hirlinger (188ind that
the presence of a city manager did facilitate more intergovartah contracting, but
usually only in the provision of public safety services which aee ghbject of this
research. Supportive research by Brown and Potoski (2003) found thatdbegeref a
city manager in the community was positively related to whetteribcal government
would participate in collaborative service provision. Further supportiagdonclusion,
Carr and LeRoux (2005) found that the council-manager form of governsnarstrong
predictor of interlocal contracting. They found that the city mgandunction can be
viewed as a mechanism for reducing the cost of gathering infiormaVhat is still
missing in the literature is a fuller understanding of why g city manager appears to

make interlocal collaboration more or less difficult.

Demographic Characteristics of Communities

Demographic characteristics are also thought to play a signifrole in whether
or not a community will engage in collaboration and if so, what fonwillitake. Brown
and Potoski (2003) have shown that older industrialized communities subk &se
examined here are more likely than are the newer communitiéseo$outhwest to

produce public services through joint contracting or out-sourcing.
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Feiock (2007) argues that demographic homogeneity is importaniedsides the
transaction costs for officials negotiate collaboration agessnwith other communities.
There is some statistical correlation between the demogrdmpincogeneity of a
community and the homogeneity of preferences within and between cones(Réiock
2007). While demographic homogeneity between collaborating communities isithoug
reduce the cost of cooperating, homogeneity within each communigoisalimportant
factor as it may reflect homogeneity in service preferences (E2ai3).

The percentage of persons aged sixty-five and older has been asiteh
important variable for predicting collaboration. Research has shioatrtite larger the
percentage of such persons in the population, the more resistant thdipopslto any
proposed change in the existing level of services (Morgan, Hirlinger and England, 1988)

Race can also be an important factor in analyzing the likelihoadlafboration
in the production and delivery of public services. Research by Mokgamger and
England (1988) indicated that the percentage of blacks in the populapearad to
significantly reduce the likelihood of contracting out for health aodan services
activity but not necessarily for other kinds of services.

In a comprehensive review of much of the theoretical and empittiedture on
metropolitan fragmentation and interlocal cooperation, Rawlir®¥03) found that
heterogeneity, particularly racial heterogeneity, isdveld to have a negative impact on
levels of cooperation. Yet contrary to the bulk of the literatR@ylings own research
involving Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) across the amatiound that racial
variation within a metropolitan area is positively linked to gnesgeels of interlocal

collaboration. Research by Lackey, Freshwater and Rupasingha (@did&ted that
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local government officials and residents in rural areas wesn oftore suspicious of
collaboration than their urban counterparts.

Housing characteristics in a city are an important factaroitaboration on fire
and Emergency Medical Services (EMS), such as those invedtigatéhis study.
Communities with similar types, age and value of housing are thaagintake better
potential partners. Krueger and McGuire (2005) found that cities that enjoy aagketa
value and high tax revenues were among the least likely to skktkomal revenues
through interlocal collaboration. Having similar taxable valued, the potential to raise
similar levels of revenue to financially support the effog Enportant factors if two or
more communities are going to collaborate on the provision of services.

In the case of the communities examined in this study, the contideitlgne in
available revenues with which to provide public services has repotbedly a strong
incentive to search for alternative solutions. The relative openteesollaboration in
general and a more proactive approach to public policy may be fatiorgdating this
effort. “Cities that have a more proactive policy agenda and viewpbmild be more

interested in collaboration” (Krueger and McGuire 2005, p. 16).

Shared Geographic Borders and Repeat Interactions between Govefuhoest

Shared geographic borders are another factor that can infltiemaiecision to
collaborate. Past interactions between interlocal neighbors caralpsitive or negative
effect on the decision to collaborate. “Trying to negotiate witicooperative or
adversarial neighbors is likely to discourage further attempteaieration” (Nice and
Fredericksen 1995, p. 129). Foster (1997) found that the absence of battieak often

facilitates ties between local governments which find giexato collaborate across
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political boundaries. There are no natural barriers separating/éheities examined in
this dissertation. They are contiguous, tightly-packed and share comewogmnaphic
borders. Post (2002) found that the geographic density of metropoamavernments
is a significant predictor of the occurrence of interlocakagrents. Fixed geographic
borders often require repeat play among neighboring communities, waicheduce
transaction costs (Feiock 2007). Shared borders can “increase expmgwositive and
negative externalities and lock local neighbors into repeat plat provides
opportunities for mutual assurances” (Feiock 2008, p. 12).

Yet another factor that is examined in this study is the halettust plays among
collaboration partners. Lackey, et al., (2002) found that a good and loh{ststd
relationship among cooperating jurisdictions increases the chahceatinuing success.
In such circumstances, processes often run smoothly because olukatmgrievels of
trust between collaborating partners. Park and Feiock (2003) found thianger the
partners have collaborated the more likely they are to collabordter. When clustered
together and with repeated contacts, each community can bepoefitacquiring and
preserving their reputation for cooperation and commitment. Succes$iilboration in
the past could potentially create a reservoir of social andgabldapital that can be used
to encourage future efforts. Repeated contacts create sog#hl chetween the
participants which can often lead to better cooperation (Lackegl. €002). Higher
levels of social capital have a positive effect on levels efrgavernmental cooperation

across the nation as a whole (Rawlings, 2003).
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The Research Setting and Organizing Framework of Dissertation

Many scholars argue that “collaborative management is aactikgty for today’s
public manager...and that more and more governments are deeply irartiee af
managing at their borders” (Agranoff & McGuire 2003, p. 15). This destsent explores
aspects of collaboration among local governments with regard podkision of fire and
emergency medical services in a five-city area in MetrgoDetroit through a single
combined fire authority. These five contiguous cities are logatdte “Downriver” area
of Wayne County, south of Detroit. The proposed collaboration would eegiae
separate municipal fire departments with a single fire authaid establish a
mechanism for sharing the costs of the service among these cities.

This case study provides important insights into the obstaclas dogernment
officials confront in attempting interlocal collaboration. These comties are highly
similar demographically and economically. They all employ fuatietifire fighters, train
in similar ways and purchase similar fire fighting equipmétitof these communities
have a mayor-city council form of government operating undehilglam’s Home Rule
Statute. All of these communities employ a city manager or soenevhose job
description embodies traditional city manager style functions.

A good explanation of the role played by transaction costs has agppeaitee
work of others (Feiock 2009; Carr, LeRoux and Shrestha 2009). What iagnissheir
work is a clear understanding of how individual actors react to thosts and which
costs are perceived as being most important. Therefore, a ahieff dhis research is a

better understanding of the role played by the transactional tréstcs of goods, the
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characteristics of communities and regions, the importance dabitistal structures and

the characteristics of the services themselves.

The Institutional Collective Action (ICA) Framework

To better understand the processes and actors involved in collaboeatiee s
delivery arrangements, it is useful to have a framework thais el understand how
organizations and persons operate within such a system. The Instit@iolfective
Action (ICA) framework developed by Feiock provides an excelleolt tb organize an
examination of these factors. Much of our current understanding diesé terms in
context comes from the modern effort to decentralize regiona&rgarce and encourage
self-government through the use of horizontally and vertically lirdkgdnizations. The
ICA framework builds upon the logic of individual collective actiordescribe a process
whereby “local governments can act collectively to creatiwibsociety that integrates a
region across multiple jurisdictions through a web of voluntary agesmand
associations and collective choices by citizens” (Feiock 2004, p. 6).

While the ICA framework is an excellent mechanism for groughng most
commonly studied factors into a few broad categories, it al&@alethe lack of scholarly
attention to several other important factors. An advantage dCthdramework is that it
provides a means to categorize the factors expected to diadiettt the incentives for
interlocal cooperation. These factors can be grouped into four detegdr) state level
rules defining the powers and structure of local units, (2) theicseattributes or
characteristics of goods which take into consideration factors asi@sset specificity,
difficulty of measurement, production costs, scale economies, caypéakiveness and

labor intensiveness, (3) the demographic and economic charadeastommunities
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and regions, and (4) the administrative and electoral institutiortheofjovernments
themselves.

Governments are, first and foremost political institutions thaspagially bound
and legally constrained in function. What local governments can detésmined by
legislation passed by state government. Therefore, anothertanptactor to examine is
whether state laws promote or even permit collaboration betleeah governments.
Carr, LeRoux and Shrestha (2009) noted that state level factdrsasuex limitations,
mandated services, ways in which governments are formed and patestti@tions on
interlocal collaboration can affect service production decisions.

“State level rules” refer to externally imposed rules suclstate statutes and
constitutional provisions that define the legal authority of local gomngrunits and
determine the specific ability of the units to deal with ICA problems. Suek shape the
strategies available to local units and the incentives that@ayovided to encourage or
discourage collaboration. Thus, state tax and revenue restricimisas those present in
Michigan, can affect a local unit’s ability to cope.

Feiock’s second factor, the terms “service attributes” and ‘tsecharacteristics”
of goods encompass matters such as “asset specificity” artdrabsity,” the difficulty
of measuring the quality and quantity of output. If certain agtirequires that specific
investments be made, and those assets cannot easily be redegiésyehere, the local
unit may be reluctant to accept a proposed collaborative effant, CeRoux and
Shrestha (2009) have argued that asset specificity can crgaticant costs such as
monitoring activity closely to ensure that a contractor not act appstically. If the

nature of the goods establishes a dependency among the local playexskthttem into
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a long-term commitment, they may be reluctant to collaboréta. garticular service
requires a large capital expenditure, local governments mayudenthat it is better to
contract out its production to a private for-profit entity or in samséances, a non-profit
agency. If the quantity and/or quality of the service provided fgudlif to measure or
guantify, local governments may decide that it is better to keep that function &-hous

A third factor identified by Feiock highlights the importancehef economic and
demographic characteristics of communities and regions. How dodsharders and
repeated interaction among neighboring units affect how localriganvamt views any
potential collaboration? Moreover, demographic homogeneity withimisdjction, and
among collaborating jurisdictions, may make collective effortegatm establish and
maintain. Successful collaboration is more likely when potentighge share similar
political and economic interests (Feiock 2004).

Finally, Feiock argues that administrative and electoralituisins of the
governments themselves will impact their ability to collabordf@ether city council
members are elected by district or at-large may affeat they view various proposals
involving collaboration. Whether or not a city manager is present nilagnce whether
or not a unit will collaborate with its neighbors. The presenceagrpssively ambitious
politicians who harbor plans for higher office and desire to tagditcfor collaborative
efficiencies may enhance the likelihood of collaborative adatwitbeing undertaken
(Feiock 2008).

Another aspect of the ICA framework is the concept that repeadathcts

between local government actors over time can play a signiffmtin determining
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whether interlocal collaboration will occur. It is thought that fibwen that such repeat
play takes can also affect if and how local jurisdictions chose to collaborate

The relationships that may or may not exist between local govatrantors can
also play an important role in collaboration decisions. “Local govemrofficials may
be linked through personal relationships, professional associatiormakgouncils, and
other forms of networks that present opportunities for informationinghanat may
increase the likelihood of interlocal service cooperation” (CaeRdux and Shrestha
2009, p. 404). This dissertation will examine the relationships and retloat exist
among the participants interviewed to determine whether suchdgatyr a significant
role in collaboration decisions.

Frederickson (1999) has argued that professional city admitoistrahare a
common professional perspective on issues of cooperation due to theiricedacet
membership in local professional networks and national organizatieis @& the
International City County Management Association (ICMA). Profesdi@ssociations
may be a factor in promoting interlocal collaboration (Carr,dieRand Shrestha 2009).
Brown and Potoski (2003) have argued that such professional affiliattonseatp in
developing common understandings and practices among city mandgsmdis$ertation
will examine whether or not such factors are relevant to the collaboratanote

The framework developed by Zeemering (2007) is also used to abtiaatter
understanding of how collaboration actually occurs at the local . |leZe¢mering
developed and uses this framework to measure the conjunction of tilnayli,
perceptions of intergovernmental partners and social capitalhanactual terms of the

proposed collaboration. Zeemering argues that “decisions in favor Ebadtion
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depend on the officials perceptions of an agenda for collaborationasisessment of the
terms of collaboration, and their opinion of potential government parti&smering
2007, p. ix). Zeemering ultimately concludes that collaboration ig fikety to occur
when all three causal conditions are present.

This research uses the case of five communities to describectbes needed for
intergovernmental cooperation to occur and be successful, idehgefyelected and
administrative actors who usually drive this activity, and erphaiw they overcome the
sometimes significant transaction costs associated withyjurtsdictional cooperation.
This research also explores the role that trust between gaoysin collaborative
activity. A better understanding of the role of trust, what iansein this context, and
how it is gained or lost, is a significant contribution to the litee on municipal
collaboration activities.

Some of the broad questions asked in this research include the folldywingat
kinds of conditions and events trigger collaboration, 2) are policy entrepreneurs ithporta
to the collaboration process and if so, what kinds of activities doghgage in, 3) are
fire services easier to collaborate on than other types ofcpsiéitvices, 4) is retaining
control over services important to local governments, 5) is trust tamgorto
collaboration and if so, how is it developed, maintained or damaged, 6) how do
collaborating communities choose one another, 7) what kinds of activérelected
officials engage in to facilitate collaboration, and 8) what kimdsactivities can

administrative officials engage in to facilitate collaboration.
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Conclusion

The balance of this dissertation examines the questions raiffegl imroduction.
Chapter Two reviews the extant literature on this topic and ieesndifferent aspects of
interlocal cooperation. It is organized around the Institutional GoléecAction
framework developed by Feiock as well as that developed by Zisgm€hapter Three
describes the methodology used for this research and gives adedlenption of the
characteristics of the area that is the focus of this study.

Chapters Four through Eight discuss a case study of a rdtmmtt@ form the
“Downriver Fire Authority” among the Metropolitan Detroit citieEAllen Park, Lincoln
Park, Melvindale, Southgate and Wyandotte. The discussion and analysiesm
chapters is based on information about the effort obtained through inidegthews
with participants directly involved in the effort to create time &uthority as well as a
follow up interview done in 2009.

Chapter Four examines the factors motivating five local govermnterdonsider
collaborating with one another in the provision of fire services. Ch&pe examines
what these local governments sought in the operating terms otdlteboration
agreement. Chapter Six examines what is important to theséd&akegovernments in
terms of their partners in the collaboration. Chapter Seven exathendgferences in the
roles played by elected and administrative officials in them®munities when they
attempt to engage in interlocal collaboration. Chapter Eightasidifrom a separate
follow-up interview done with the local government participants.

Chapter Nine is the Summary and Implications of Research. Inythebof these

communities should make good collaboration partners. The existingureesaould lead
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to the conclusion that these communities should be able to successfiaborate on the
merging of their five fire departments into a single cowsdéd fire authority.

Requirements necessary for communities to collaborate on this ksehate provision

is the central focus of this research.
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CHAPTER 2
RESEARCH AND THEORY RELATIVE TO INTERLOCAL

PUBLIC SERVICE COLLABORATION

There are many reasons why communities may choose to collabotlatene
another. Demographic differences among communities, real acdiyezt, can be an
important factor. More homogeneous cities collaborate less intgnghan cities in
more heterogeneous markets (Krueger and McGuire 2005). The U. SusCehs
Governments shows that nationwide, there is collaboration occurringC&hsus of
Governments indicated that approximately 68 percent of the diiethe study
collaborate with each other and the average value of theirseffiag one million dollars
each. The total value of interlocal collaboration was 3.9 billion dol{ar.S. Census
Bureau 1997). “That figure represented 3.4 percent of the total muriciggets for all
cities that participated in some form of collaboration” (Kruegied McGuire 2005, p.
21).

This examination of the relevant literature will reveal what is cugrdmibwn and
what is not known about how and why local governments collabor#ite iprovision of
public services. There is a significant amount of collaborationraog in a variety of
settings across the nation. There is some understanding of why collaboratianiotoar
provision of certain services but why it doesn’t occur in others perceived as difficult
to accomplish in certain service areas is less clear.

Using the Institutional Collective Action (ICA) framework ofiéek (2004), this

chapter examines the factors that make collaboration more ®rlikedy to occur.
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Examining state level rules reveals that the part playethtbylocal agreements is not
fully understood. When examining the transaction and production cost tenestéss of
public services, a better understanding of the various nuances aictransand political
costs is needed.

The extant literature reveals conflicts or gaps in our uraleistg of the role
played by fiscal stress in a community on the decision to collebdtas unclear at this
time what collaborating communities are specifically looking iforterms of their
partners. A better understanding of the role of demographicsistad tapacity in the
decision-making process is needed. There is a lack of consenbaditeraiture as to the
importance of having a professional city manager present andspaaftically it is about
that presence or absence that makes collaboration more orkidgs Tihere is also no
consensus in the literature on the importance of the roles playeéelebted and
administrative officials, which group drives the decision to collabaxate specifically
how is it done.

This chapter endeavors to sort out some of the conflicting theoorteso identify
the gaps in our understanding that currently exist. The balance sofdi$sertation
analyzes research done in an effort to fill in some of thegs gnd obtain a clearer

understanding of the process of interlocal collaboration.

Which is Better? Polycentric or Consolidated Regions
Much has been written about the disarticulation of the modern stateoand
makes administering governments more difficult. There is isegkattention being paid

to related topics such as the difference between government ancgayomerNo matter
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what term is used to describe it, “the hollow state” (MilwardP&van, 1993, 2000)
“third party government” (Salamon, 1981) or “the market state” (Bol®002) there is
little doubt that government and governance have changed draltyaic the United
States over the past fifty years. Whether it is called catiper collaboration (Agranoff
and McGuire 2003) or administrative conjunction (H. George Frederickson, 1i6@9)
public sector is slowly changing to accommodate Americaastormation from an
industrial to an information or knowledge-based society.

One of the ways that local governments are coping with thesgeha@through
collaboration in the production and provision of public goods and services. Qhe of
clearest findings coming out of research in this area is {h@etropolitan governance
does not require a metropolitan government able to provide or produceeséfHarks
and Oakerson 1989, p. 24). While there are costs and conflicts asdowrdh
fragmented authority spread horizontally between competing locatrgoeats, “urban
metropolitan regions are where the inevitable tradeoffs requireddalinate policies
can potentially optimize the public value of collaboration by takohgaatage of specific
local conditions” (Feiock 2008, p. 1).

Critics however, look at the relatively low level of collaboratems proof that
voluntary efforts are insufficient. They argue that there tace many separate local
governments but not enough governance in metropolitan areas. Whatyisieealéd is a
reduction in the number of governing units through consolidation. Some re$earch
indicated that the costs of fragmented local government far mtvieenefits. “Those
arguing in favor of fragmented metropolitan area governance cortteatd such

fragmentation generates competition and leads to more efficiealt ¢mvernments.
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Those calling for more consolidated metropolitan governance contenteweat local
governments generate economies of scale, minimize externafiidessen inequalities
between localities” (Post 2000, p. 3). There is research indicdisugeixternalities,
asymmetries of information and the lack of economies of scale mhan offset the
efficiency gains that may be generated by local government ¢itimpén a fragmented
metropolitan area. It is also argued that consolidation in metrap@itas reduces the
service inequalities often present in such areas (Hill 1974).

A second school of thought, anchored in the seminal work of Ostrom, Tiebout and
Warren (1961), contends that the plethora of governmental units consifpbdgcentric
system of metropolitan governance that may, nonetheless, functiortaheaent and
successful manner. Post (2002) argues that both proponents and oppondms of t
polycentric model are, in part, correct. She contends that both growpe idpat certain
factors can and do cause local governments in a fragmented a@zpeyate when it is
in their best interest to do so, but that such cooperation is neither easy not automatic.

There are local factors that must be taken into consideration wivetopiag
informal organizations for dealing with metropolitan problems. Theddnbtates has a
strong tradition of local self-determination and local autonomy. garhiis an excellent
example of a state with a strong home rule tradition, and sueldiadn can complicate
organizational and collaborative efforts. It would seem to natuledig to a preference
for a polycentric system of metropolitan governance. A polyeesystem of governance
should be easy to adopt when cooperative ventures produce a greater aet

investment for all concerned.
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Agency costs can be yet another problem associated with collabaeativiéies
by governments. Principal-agent theory suggests that problemsams®& when
collaborating governments have officials negotiating and operatirgghalf of the entire
community. The government agents that negotiate collaboration agrseomebehalf of
the local community may have different preferences than #jerity of the citizens of
that community. “The conditions for successful regional governancbecéound in the
types of policies, the characteristics of the community, pdlitigstitutions and the
formal and informal network structures in which local actors anbeelded” (Feiock
2007, p. 10).

Some scholars have argued that regionalism, dealing with probke@mpart of a
larger group as opposed to operating solely as individual communitresemserging as
a preferred solution for localities (Dodge 1990; Gage, 1992). Negatiteenalities that
can be resolved to the mutual benefit of all (Pareto critermarst be distinguished from
those whose resolution entail costs for some localities and Isefafibthers. “Mutual
benefit issues will generally support interlocal or regional dioation while those with
negative externalities will frequently frustrate efforts tdlaborate” (Julnes and Pindur
1994, p. 423). The latter may be candidates for more coercive “metro-wide” salutions

Much of the literature has questioned the wisdom of the ways irchwnhi
governmental power in metropolitan area governments is organizedcdrsolidation”
perspective calls for broader governance, perhaps imposedtmsr evel governments.
Parks and Oakerson (1989) counter that there is no one best way twergani
metropolis but that rather “metropolitan areas require patterrgowdrnance that are

sufficiently open to allow for diverse solutions that respond to bigrieonditions.” They



29

argue for alocal public economy approachthat views the metropolitan area as
“‘complexly organized by a variety of both small and large prowisunits linked in
numerous ways to a variety of production units. Jurisdictional fratatien is
augmented by organizational overlays that may provide and/or proeugees” (Parks
and Oakerson 1989, p. 23).

Fragmentation is generally “measured as a ratio of the number of jtidedit a
metropolitan area to population” (Parks and Oakerson 1989, p. 20). Although a
fragmented metropolitan area is diverse and complex, this doasecessarily signal
failure. Some research has argued that more fragmentation tendgual more
efficiency. One study found that the growth in local expendituras slower in a
fragmented metropolitan area than it was in a more consolidated area ¢8ciisé€6).

Parks and Oakerson found that the metropolitan areas they studied tended
develop multi-level and multi-scale mechanisms for dealing with diversity of
preferences of their residents and the economies and diseconomiesleftiey
encountered. Using their local public economy theory, these arrantgearenseen as
rational accommodations to the diversity found in modern metropolitas.aRather
than seeing the metropolitan area as a group of isolated, indicoumahunities research
found that “(l)ocal economies . . . are linked organizationally bipswef interlocal
agreements and overlaid by larger scale arrangements forispeciioses” (Parks and
Oakerson 1989, p. 23).

Richard C. Feiock points out that much of the literature assurnat t
governmental fragmentation precludes a concerted response tourigdicfional

problems. Rational choice theories primarily conclude that competiigonthe
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coordinating mechanism of local public economies. Feiock argueésmtbst of the
literature deals with local government service networks and feauséhe consequences
of collaboration rather than on how they are born and begin to grolkeifirst place

(Feiock 2007).

Overcoming Obstacles to Interjurisdictional Collaboration: The Institutional
Collective Action Framework

Given that inter-jurisdictional collaboration imposed by a legallypesior
government is not common, the work of Feiock provides a useful lens arexhis
topic. His work combines transaction cost and social exchangeighewithin the
Institutional Collective Action framework to explain how collaboratiarrangements
arise, and how they evolve over time. He finds that collaborationmsilated when it
generates “collective benefits by producing efficiencies and varamreies of scale in
the provision and production of services and by internalizing spillovergana3l(Feiock
2007, p. 3). Feiock contends that the more serious the underlying sefdenprthe
larger the aggregate gains from resolving it and the mkeéyla local government unit
might be to use a form of collaboration to solve its problem.

Feiock’s Institutional Collective Action (ICA) framework idengéifi four factors
affecting the costs and benefits of collective action by Igoakernment. As discussed in
Chapter One, the four main categories examined by the ICA frarkenclude the state
rules that establish the institutional framework within which llogavernment
collaboration operates, the incentives for cooperation arising fromtttiteuges of the
public services that are the object of the cooperative effémrscharacteristics of the

cities and their regions that affect the incentives for collecction on public services
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and the institutions of local government. Variations in the powers pbwvioldocal
elected officials and to public administrators affect the ingestiof these actors to

pursue and maintain collaborative service arrangements.

State Level Rules

State level rules are collective choice rules that delirtbatkinds of local actions
that are permitted, forbidden or required (Ostrom 1990). Verticatgmiernmental
relations and state level rules that authorize or restricc¢tiens of general purpose local
governments, establish the tone and ground rules under which horizontal etidabor
may occur within the state (McCabe 2000). State level rulestattie ability of local
government actors to organize and act collectively to addreggdhkems facing them.
Imposed upon local governments they dictate the authority avaitabhern and the set
of strategies that they might employ. Some state statutes encoutlageradion between
local governments while others hinder it. Feiock and Carr (2001) cotitendtate laws
relative to incorporation and annexation can give cities importagaimeng power with
neighboring communities. In Michigan, incorporation is relativelyyesasd annexation
relatively hard. Faced with the difficulty of annexing surroundin@lbfjurisdictions,
local municipalities may view inter-jurisdictional collaboratieafunctional equivalent
of and alternative to actual annexation.

Research by Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) found that the presmnalsence of
legal constraints was often a reason governments look at aitersatvice provision
sources. State laws can be restrictive to a local govertrsrability to collaborate across

jurisdictional lines, raise and allocate revenues, or use intersgoeatal agreements.
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“Political institutions are linked to successful interlocal coopenabecause they shape
the information available and the structure of incentives facegblgrnment officials”
(Feiock 2007, p. 15).

Rawlings (2003) found that state incentives play a significantinofestering
cooperation. “States can either frustrate or facilitate tharaladesire to cooperate”
(Rawlings 2003, p. 53). Incentives might take the form of monetarysyoarassistance
from one or more state agency. A state might require that jgdanning or service
provision occurs on a multi-jurisdictional or regional basis whichhinemncourage and
act as an incentive to collaboration. Thus a state “might cspat®al districts, authorize
joint action or authorize interlocal agreements to help fa@litatlaboration” (Rawlings
2003, p. 131). Similarly, Morgan, Hirlinger and England (1988, p. 367) concludedl(l)oc
communities operating under tax revolt era tax limitationsraree inclined to engage in
contracting arrangements.” The Headlee Amendment to the Mch@anstitution
passed in the late 1970s is just such a tax revolt era liomt#tiat might encourage

collaboration since it makes local revenue increases difficult.

Tax Limitation

Tax limitations imposed by state law can impact the useowofracting or other
forms of collaboration. Morgan, Hirlinger and England (1988) looked spaltyfi at
cities operating under pre and post-1978 tax limitations. The reasaelineating that
year was to test whether the tax revolt era limitatiorgosed in the late 1970’s had a
different effect than other types of legal limitations. They fotihvad the presence of tax

limitations was statistically significant to the decisionctmtract for service provision
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(Morgan, Hirlinger and England 1988). Such external service provisightrtake the
form of collaboration with a nonprofit organization, a for-profit fiomanother unit of
government. Brown and Potoski (2003) examined the role of tax limitahooreating
fiscal pressures for local government units. While pointing out dingt type of tax
limitation might create fiscal pressure, the results of the @83 tax limitations had the
express purpose of reducing the role of government in society amdoaesequently
highly restrictive. Such restrictions forced local governments to fooknore efficient
ways to produce public services. Those factors are important dostihdy because

Michigan operates under just such a late 1970s era tax limitation.

Special Districts as an Alternative to Consolidation or Collaboration

While formal efforts to consolidate governments are relativatg (Feiock and
Carr 2000), special distrittformation is a more common reaction when local
governments seek to efficiently provide services. McCabe (2004esartpat special
districts are more often used because they have lower polit@asaction costs
associated with them than does the consolidation of governments. Wiate engtoses
fiscal limits on local government, such as assessment and prtgefimits, it can lead

to reductions in a local governing unit’s ability to raise revenues, spend or borrowtto mee

3 Organized local entities other than county, mumitippwnship or school district governments. Specia
districts are authorized by state law to provid @me or a limited number of designated functicars]
with sufficient administrative and fiscal autonotoyqualify as separate governments; includes @tyeoif
titles; such as, districts, authorities, boardsneissions, etc., as specified in the enabling $¢éafislation
(U.S. Census Bureau website 2010, List & Structifir@overnments, govs.org@census)jov
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the demands they face for services. Such restrictions may iteadro the creation of
more special districts (McCabe 2000).

Increasingly, special districts are coming to provide the tygnes kinds of
services that were once provided by cities (McCabe 2000). McUsb@ated that state
level rules had a definite influence on the creation of spdatricts. Special districts
perform fire protection, water supply, housing and community developmdrdrainage
which are often provided by general purpose local governments (Mc@Déld¢. When
state level rules prompt the formation of special districtalloiv for the creation of an

authority, that should encourage, rather than hamper, their organization.

Interlocal Agreements as a Form of Collaboration

Frederickson (1999) describes the “disarticulation of the statéfia following
way. “As the borders and the sovereignty of jurisdictions declimaportance, there is a
corresponding decline in the capacity of jurisdictions to signifiganantain some public
policy issues and, therefore, in the jurisdictions ability to manlagen” (Frederickson
1999, p. 703). Because of the conditions described by Frederickson, many local
jurisdictions have turned to interlocal agreements as one way labaa@ite in dealing
with various social and economic issues (Thurmaier and Wood 2004).

Interlocal agreements entered into by local governments ae ofeéated at the
administrative level. Much of the interlocal agreement actifityerved appears to be the
result of actions of the local manager as opposed to elected aeghetith as a city
council (Thurmaier and Wood 2004). As suggested by the work of Friest@ni¢1999),

local administrators more often seem to be engaged in collaboraitibn their
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metropolitan area counterparts than are the local elected Istfilartle and Swayze
(1997) concluded that interlocal agreement activity is typicallyven by the

administrative staff of local governments as opposed to callshiamge by the media,
citizens or any interest groups.

Attempts to capture some economies of scale are often citdx asason why
local jurisdictions enter into interlocal collaborations (ACIR 198%)e TBartle and
Swayze (1997) study indicated that fiscal pressure wasgaeindy cited reason for
developing interlocal agreements to collaborate. Thurmaier and Wood @8@zided
however, that cost saving and the presence of local fiscad stexe not major causes of
cities and counties collaborating. Instead, respondents in that siddbated that
providing a better level of service and being good neighbors wasdteation behind
interlocal agreements.

There are other reasons why local governments may enterintddocal
agreements. “Interlocal agreements have lower political costshave the ability to
increase effectiveness, equity, and allocative technicalesfty” (Thurmaier and Wood
2004, p. 124). Interlocal agreements have the potential to improve or eqtladiz
distribution of social resources across a metropolitan area. ddreyalso be useful in
reducing duplication of services and potentially reduce the costhiosk tservices
(Thurmaier and Wood 2004). Respondents in the Kansas City study intheate
interlocal agreements required a level of trust betweenafficRecent work examining
interlocal agreements by Andrew (2009) found that in transactionsahdor high asset

specificity, local governments will generally work with only “higtatus” actors. In
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transactions which have measurement of service difficulties, lgoaérnments will

generally hedge their bets by working with partners of their existirigeyar

Annexation Laws

State level rules impact the prospects of interlocal collalborati yet another
way. They dictate the possibility, and difficulty, of incorporatecdaar annexing
surrounding unincorporated areas. “State rules influence annexati@®tdgnining the
range of powers available to local governments and by shapingdbetives of local
actors to pursue this option” (Carr and Feiock 2001, p. 459). In states witly ove
restrictive annexation rules, special districts may bebbksted to provide services
(McCabe 2000).

The annexation of surrounding unincorporated areas in order to extend local
government boundaries may often benefit municipal residents hygtaldvantage of
various economies of scale. Yet surrounding areas may oppose @améeaause they
would rather pay a higher price for some services than assurberthen of paying for
redistributive policies that benefit mostly central city desits (Carr and Feiock 2001).
Examining annexations in all fifty states between 1990 and 1999, abdrrFeiock
(2001), found that state level rules attempting to restrict anoexatitivity actually had
the opposite affect and stimulated annexations. “Ironically, whtate laws attempt to
make annexing land or populations more difficult, municipal officiadkisg to increase
their populations and tax base have incentives to circumvent theseatusstry
engaging in more frequent, but smaller, annexations” (Carr andkF2@f1, p. 468).

Carr and Feiock found that those advocating annexation were ablenégenthe “scope
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of conflict” (Schattschneider 1960) by the procedures theytsdlemd therefore, state
level rules governing annexation play an important role in the process.

Some researchers have argued that governments in states likigavljcwith
extensive property tax limitation combined with provisions that makaexation
difficult, may be inclined to seek outside service production (BromehRotoski 2003).
“Cities with strict limits on annexation authority are moreely to produce services
externally, through either complete or joint contracting, tharesciwith extensive
annexation authority are” (Brown and Potoski 2003, p. 448).

Because annexation of surrounding communities in order to captureatapbke
economies of scale does not appear to be a reasonably availatriataie in states like
Michigan, communities may be more inclined to actively pursue dpgon of
collaborating across jurisdictional lines. Rather than deal viigh ihherent political
conflict involved in annexation, larger jurisdictions may be inclinedttempt to lead

their neighbors toward the joint provision of public services.

Transaction and Production Cost Characteristics of Public Services

Feiock’'s ICA framework strongly emphasizes the role playedifigrent types
of costs which affect collective action. The first set deaith transaction costs of
collective action. Consistent with this framework, but given lessibn, is a second set,
the production costs of public services. Largely ignored by the t@#Adwork, is a third
set of costs facing local government officials, the politicabte which create a

disincentive for local cooperative ventures.
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Production Costs and Economies of Scale

The characteristics involved in the provision of public goods mustKkes tato
account before attempting collaborative activities. For collalwratd occur, public
services must first be packaged so that those who do not ptnefeervice are excluded
from its use. Thus “pure” public goods that are both non-rivalrous and non-excludable are
poor candidates for collaborative production or provision. Private goods téedmoch
more easily packaged and differentiated than are public gooféxtits standards of
measurement must be developed so that production and provision can beedylequat
monitored. Such production costs potentially make interjurisdictionabmmihtion more
difficult.

Some communities dealing with problems of production have achievetérgrea
economies of scale through collaboration. Economies of scale occur when aidetifne
average cost of production occurs as output increases. Local governrfieiadsof
frequently give that as the reason for engaging in inter-localeagmets. Local
governments can often capture the benefits of spillovers or positteenalities made
possible by cooperation. Positive externalities can produce stroagtives for local
government leaders to pursue joint efforts and goals (Feiock 2007).

Julnes and Pindur (1994) found that local officials in Virginia suppdekihg
advantage of economies of scale achieved through service provisiegitial councils.
This support was primarily a result of previous council actiatd the technical
assistance provided. Such support “is associated more with serious problemegicime

such as transportation and housing” (Julnes and Pindur 1994, p. 411).
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It may be easier for a small number of local governments to cooperate biwause
transaction costs are relatively small when compared to siisatvhere there are a large
number of governments. Having a smaller number of participants hadde® to be

conducive to success (Lackey, Freshwater and Rupasingha 2002).

Transaction Costs

Brown and Potoski (2003) define transaction costs as “essentially the
management costs associated with either internally produeengédrvice or buying it
through contracting . . . (t)he factors that give rise to tralmsacosts result from limited
information and uncertainty” (Brown and Potoski 2003, p. 443). Difficulty in rodng
an intergovernmental agreement is one of the important transacist® iavolved in
collaboration (Agranoff and McGuire 1998 and 2003). Research suggediatisaiction
costs affect decisions in that “if they are lower then collahbmras easier but if they are
higher such agreements are more difficult” (Krueger and McQ@0i@8, p. 8). Feiock has
made a similar argument in his discussion of the Coase Thg@ease 1960), which
states “if transaction costs are sufficiently low, ratiopatties will achieve a Pareto-
efficient allocation through voluntary bargaining” (Feiock 2007, p. 6). This theory states
that collaborative actions are expected when benefits are gnebtransaction costs such
as negotiating, monitoring and enforcing the agreement are relatively low.

Brown and Potoski use a transactional costs framework to argugotreanments
are often motivated by an aversion to risk that is associatbccertain types of service

production. They build on previous transaction cost scholarship by lookirigyest
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specific risk factors: (1) service specific charactarsst(2) the service marketplace and
(3) goal incongruence.

Under the heading of service specific characteristics, the suttescribe two
common factors appearing in much of the literature: asset sgcidnd service
measurability. “Asset specificity refers to whether spemdl investments are required to
produce the service . . . (s)ervice measurability refers to hdicutlifit is for the
contracting organization to measure the outcomes of the servioenitor the activities
required to deliver the service, or both” (Brown and Potoski 2003, p. 444). Wéets as
become very specific to a particular production method, governmentsotdmohg that
service production in-house as opposed to contracting it out. Howelven, such asset
specificity becomes extreme and requires a large up-frontnditpee of resources,
governments may decide to employ outside resources rather than incur thase costs

The proper measurement of service production is another importaet Iasthe
case of some services, the outcomes, or even the activitf; ikseinot be easily
identified. Thus, the outputs of social services such as housing coungeaireyty
advocacy or the national D.A.R.E. (Drug Awareness Resistanceafimhjcprogram are
much more difficult to measure than are garbage removal or the&ahits of water.
When a government finds itself with a service that is diffituineasure, it may turn to a
joint production mechanism, whereby, it produces one part of thecseamid another
entity produces another. Through this method, the government often ffiedsier to
monitor the activity and the quality/quantity of the service. Brawd Potoski speculate
that when “services become more difficult to measure, governnpgntiice more

services through joint contracting and . . . governments internatjupe services that
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are extremely difficult to measure” (Brown and Potoski 2003, p. 44Bgrvgervices are
difficult to measure, governments turn to joint-contracting becthetemethod allows
them to be more directly involved in the provision of services and @alpf®hitor it more
closely. When services become extremely difficult to measure, goeatarare unable to
properly control for potential vendor opportunism and hence often degievidle such
services internally instead. Brown and Potoski conclude that

when governments contract for highly asset-specific services,

those that tend toward monopoly provision, they choose

mechanisms that lower the risk of vendor opportunism . . .

When services are more difficult to monitor and measure,

governments increase their use of joint contracting and internal

service production . . . government’s contract less when service

marketplaces contain fewer vendors, because the risk of vendor

opportunism is enhanced (Brown and Potoski 2003, p. 442).
This finding is supported by other work. Krueger and McGuire (2005) sugigats
collaboration is a function of transaction costs that vary with reifle institutional
arrangements utilized in cities, as well as the degree opetition between cities. The
belief is that cities facing high transaction costs and highpetitton are less likely to
participate in collaboration or may participate less deeplypd@yicipating less deeply,

Krueger and McGuire mean the degree of participation on the patboél government,

measured in terms of the number of dollars transferred from one city to another.

Political Costs

In 1971 Oliver P. Williams proposed an alternative methodology folyzing
urban areas which he called the “Social Access Approach”. flEmsework emphasizes
distinctions in the political saliency of public services and thpligations of these

distinctions for the prospects of centralizing service production in urban areas.
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Williams distinguishes between two types of urban policiégestyl€’ policies
and ‘system maintenant@olicies. Lifestyle policies are those “which involve a direct
expression of preferred interactions” and system maintenanceepadice those “which
generally facilitate the choice of interactions” (Williarh871, p. 88). Lifestyle policies
are those dealing with education, zoning, land use and in some isstdmmaees and
police services. Such policies reflect the preferences and ie swags regulate the
interactions of those persons living in a particular area. ®ystaintenance policies deal
with less value-laden issues: water, sewer, transportatazhyusts and utilities. Williams
argues that lifestyle policies are less likely to be joiptigvided because they are closely
identified with the unique character or identity of a specific communidyaae so closely
aligned with what is perceived to make one community diffédrent another. Williams
concluded that such decentralization is made possible by “setseofjanernmental
collaboration arrangements for specific functional areas” li@giis 1970, p. 79).
Ultimately, he concludes that “policy areas which are perdemageneutral with respect to
controlling social access may be centralized but those whigheaceived as controlling
social access will remain decentralized” (p. 93).

Another characteristic of public service provision are the palitonsequences
of the decisions made relative to collaboration with neighboringdjatiens. Bickers
(2005) suggests that collaborative efforts might result from areelefficials desire to
prevent the dilution of voter group strength, groups that the electeuialsffimay rely
upon for future electoral support. Elected officials may be foregpve up some amount
of control or authority in order to achieve collaborative benefits,ifyelected public

officials voluntarily relinquish control that may have politicahsequences detrimental
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to their electoral aspirations. Although collaborative activitiey tme highly beneficial to
the local community, some local voters may oppose them and shovdidegproval at
the polls. This may be one of the reasons why research hasteothgishown that city
managers are far more supportive of collaboration than localtyedlenayors and city
council members (Feiock 2007).

A local politician with progressive ambition, who has regionalstatewide
political aspirations or future job hopes, may be more supportive aboodition than an
elected official simply hoping to continue serving his or heall@ommunity. Gillette
(2000) has argued that such electoral ambitions can sometimesdehdfficials to
address interlocal needs even in the face of weak internal denoarsdgih collaborative

activity.

Characteristics of Regions and Communities

The following two sections look at the effects that charatiesisf regions have
on collaborative activity. The ICA framework focuses on the incentivies
characteristics have for interlocal cooperation. Regional ctearstics include the
number and proximity of other local governments that are suitatiedorators. These
characteristics are expected to make collaboration more or less likelyuto occ

A second set of factors that may impact collaboration is the deplugr
economic, and fiscal characteristics of individual local commuiNany studies focus
on the incentives for local public officials to collaborate becanfsdiscal stress,

population loss, and other factors.
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Characteristics of Regions

Regional institutional homogeneity, defined as the similarity political
institutions across government units in a given region, can servellitafa collaborative
exchanges because relevant actors tend to cluster with othes attorshare similar
values, norms and beliefs. Such similar attitudes toward collab®rattivity should
facilitate greater amounts of such activity (Carley 1991 amatga 1999). This could be
the result of greater levels of trust, but it may be jusikasylthat such actors view issues
in much the same way, which makes collaboration easier to arrange.

The geographic location of potential collaboration partners is angtilamt
factor. Fixed geographic borders often require repeated interaemmomsg neighboring
communities. This can reduce transaction costs by creatingdepwmndencies and
providing opportunities for key players to become familiar with, arate trusting of,
each other. Efforts at collaboration between players not as damwilih one another can
be much more costly. These players take time to get to know one raathéevelop the
trust necessary to successful collaborative efforts (Feiock 2007).

Richard Campbell and Patty Glynn investigated interlocal coaperat Georgia
and tested the extent to which general purpose local governmentsateapén the state
and other local governments in the provision of local public servicesy dund that
counties spend more than cities to purchase services from othenmewal units and
that intergovernmental cooperation is related to population size, dregmr of
metropolitan status or form of government. While both metropolitan and non-
metropolitan counties engaged in interlocal service provision agnegnraetropolitan

cities like the ones examined in the following chapters, \séghtly more likely than
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non-metropolitan cities to do so (Campbell and Glynn 1990). Morgan anuhgdirl
(1991) found that if the community is located within a metropolitan, #reamuch more
likely to find other jurisdictions to contract with, but the desire rétain local

independence of action induces local officials to steer cleagmfements with other
political entities.

Research by various scholars suggests that geographic densitytrumay
fragmentation. Post’s (2002) research found that the geographic caticentf local
governments can lead them to cooperate and confirmed that theagaogdensity of
metropolitan area governments is a significant predictor of theuremce of
intergovernmental agreements. Likewise, geographic remotemesd lkead to non-
cooperation because those communities had no previous interaction wimeigkbors
and had no built-up levels of trust and reciprocity (Lackey, et al. 2002).

Location is another characteristic of a community whichcsgfés’ decision to
collaborate. Central cities and suburbs react differently, azity autside an MSA acts
differently than the other two (Agranoff and McGuire 1998 and 2003). Gitiesde of
metropolitan areas are least likely to enter into serviceraxst with another unit of
government, which may indicate that the lack of available supp$ieascritical factor
(Morgan and Hirlinger 1991). Beverly Cigler (1999) found collaboration amara r
governments to be rare.

Another characteristic that was found to discourage cooperation was fignjawi
many chiefs involved in the process made it extremely diffitulsatisfy everyone”
(Lackey, et al. 2002, p. 146). If everyone involved is expecting to be ngelud the

collaboration and making the important decisions, such a charactexstld make
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interjurisdictional collaboration more difficult to achieve. It isteof assumed that
adjoining local jurisdictions will have a history of past inta@wt and that those
interactions might influence current decisions relative to caoipgr Hostile past
confrontations between regional actors were found to hinder effodsoperation. A
mismatch in fiscal capacity of the jurisdictions was a hibgerier to successful
collaboration. “Shortsightedness, greed and the lack of political defoactange were
also factors that inhibited cooperation” (Lackey, et al. 2002, p. 14&)ndf of the
jurisdictions considered itself the “big dog” that fact could hinder cooperatimgsef
Rather than simply turning to the costly and politically sigaific activity
involved in formal consolidation of governmental units, Post contends tlaaménted
metropolitan area governments may often be able to realizectmomies of scale and
other savings usually attributed to consolidated governments by chdositegd to
collaborate” (Post 2002, pp. 3-4). Post found that repeated contacts rbdtwaé
government actors led to greater levels of trust and performapeeence which often
led to increased levels of cooperation between government units in a metropebtan a
Summing up, the close geographic location of potential partnershavidg
adjacent geographic borders can lead to repeated interactiorebdbwal actors that in
turn leads to the building of trust and performance expectations drettvem. In areas
that are densely populated with local governments, the availabiligtential partners is
increased and enhances collaborative opportunities. We also discoveishiatportant
that potential partners have similar political institutions, fis@pacity and view one

another as relative equals.
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Incentives for Regional Action

The Regional Impulses Framework developed by Kathryn A. Foster (1997)
provides additional insight into the factors that determine whettal lgovernments
within a metropolitan area will collaborate in the delivery of pulskervices. Foster
describes regional impulse€sas factors that motivate local governments to engage in
cooperative activity. The absence of natural barriers oftentédesi regional ties as local
governments find it easier to collaborate across jurisdictional baesda Local
jurisdictions with similar macroeconomics are more likely twkacooperatively than are
jurisdictions that are dissimilar economically, politically swcially. Jurisdictions that
have had uneven growth experiences that led to increased compeiigioinb®a less
inclined to cooperate. Fiscal impulses can contribute to cooperatiwvedre local
jurisdictions when there are economies of scale to be captured. dayoanunities are
concerned with the relative fiscal capacity of any jurisoiictthey may consider
cooperating with. If a community is concerned that it is bringmage resources to the
table than a neighbor or is concerned that the neighbor may not have the fiscgy itategr
carry-out long-term projects, they are much less likely to cotpéfaster 1997). If one
community believes that it is being fiscally exploited by aentht is unlikely to
cooperate. Collaboration may be easier when adjacent jurisdicsioaie political
leanings or party affiliation. Every area has its own unique comton of leaders,
interest groups, institutions, power relationships and policies that sisapeitlook on

cooperation. (Foster 1997).
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Availability of Potential Partners

It is important that potential collaboration partners have sufficrdatmation to
make an informed decision as to whether or not a particular joort &ffll prove to be
mutually profitable. According to Feiock (2007) actors need to know whar isn't a
good potential collaborative partner. With imperfect information a&oed previous
experience working together, potential collaborators face rdathigh start-up costs.
Each local collaborative partner wants joint gains from colle@ot®ities but also wants
a larger relative share of the benefits. With both communixipeating joint benefits and
perhaps a little more of the total, it would seem likely thalaborating communities
must be similar to one another and approach the bargaining situatioredually strong
positions. Such factors further limit the potential pool of collaborgpiaeners that a
local government can choose from.

In addition, the circumstances of each community may change awer What
seems to be a very good bargain today may not seem so in the 8itadnechanges may
prompt some collaborative partners to default on their initial aggae (Keohane and
Martin 1995). Feiock (2007) concludes that the higher the probabilityréisaective
partners interests may drift apart, the less likely comnasm#re to form a contractual
relationship. Enforcement of collaboration responsibilities can becomeostly
transaction feature under such circumstances.

Finally, existing research has shown that it is importaat there be competition
between service providers in order to maintain an equal bargdieidg It is also

important that local government maintain the ability to provide spaoi#ic services
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internally in order not to become a “hollow state” that is no lomgeable of producing
and providing certain public goods and services (Milward and Provan 2000).

It is argued that competitive markets have a tendency to nwakeacting more
effective and less risky because transaction costs are ddwér the absence of a
competitive market some would argue that cost savings may neterialize because
outside providers cannot be compared, and without competition they ndlkdecharge
more for the goods and services and/or work to cut corners relatilveit@osts. Urban
areas are more likely to contract for services becauseeoéxistence of a competitive
market with a larger number of entities that can provide a gsemice. In those
situations, governments may be more likely to produce public serticasggh complete

or joint contracting because competition lowers the risk of doing so.

Presence of Networks Linking Local Government Officials

The work of Robert Putnam has demonstrated that norms of reciptecéls of
trust and networks of civic engagement can help promote cooperatioranPatgues
that voluntary cooperation is easier to accomplish when substamckis sof social
capital are available (Putnam 1993). Racial and ethnic dispacdiesresult in less
trusting societies and lessen the ability of people and groups &ithamea to cooperate
(Dodge 1992). A good, long-established relationship among cooperatisdigtians
increases the chances for continuing success. Processes oathlgnbecause of
accumulated levels of trust among the participants (Lackey, et al. 2002).

Local government actors who are linked with other local governméottsacot

currently collaborating, can be particularly important in buildinghsaetworks. As local
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government actors become more acquainted with one another and aostinsulated,
network members are encouraged to undertake further acti@tiel.trust is particularly
important in settings where there is high potential for shirkinglefection by some
members of the network. While there is always that potentialeased levels of trust
may reduce the likelihood of it occurring. Scholz, et al.; (200f) te this phenomenon
as the “credibility-clustering hypothesis.” Threats of shirkangree-riding impose a cost
on actors that have already invested resources in the colleftore Such a reliable
network reduces the costs of both monitoring and enforcing complianzemiportant
transaction costs.

Cooperation is more likely the longer the actors have cooperated owéh
another. In a tightly clustered network with repeated contact$y ean benefit from
acquiring and preserving a reputation for cooperation and commi{fPark and Feiock
2003). A history of positive cooperation between local government aetads ko the
development of norms of behavior that build social capital, and therahyceae
transaction costs. Declining transaction costs further encouragedovernment actors
to collaborate. Feiock’s recent work confirms the argument that dttributes of local
government actors and the relationships that develop between therto feedccounted
for in explanations of how and why they collaborate” (Scholz, Feamck Ahn 2005, p.
24).

Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) found that a lower commitment by local public
officials to retaining local control of service delivery igaator that motivates them to

look to other units of government. However, current research indi¢chtgslocal
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governmental units will generally resist giving up any autfidhey currently have to
other local units or to higher levels of government (Feiock 2008).

Through the development of informal social and policy networks, local
governmental actors can overcome many of the unwanted costs &sbagih collective
action. “Informal network structures emerge unplanned from interectiamong
institutional actors. Informal networks coordinate complex decisiottsnvihe formal
structure. They preserve full local autonomy and require no foaondority” (Feiock

2008, p. 7).

Presence of Councils of Government

The research discussed in the following chapters examinempogtance of an
area-wide council of government (COG) in a region. It is relet@nhe discussion of
interlocal collaboration to discuss the impact on cooperation that highels of
government and area-wide COGs might have. Results of reseaiicted in the 1980s
indicated that interlocal cooperation is an ineffective substitute for fedegevention. In
the absence of sanctions or incentives from a higher authority, cotreauran often
cooperate well if benefits are shared and/or the costs of coltelvorare hidden.
Otherwise, they do not collaborate well (Wrightson 1986, p. 261). Acaptd Peterson
(1981), distributive policies can be implemented effectively withodéra& intervention
because the costs are hidden or diffused. Wrightson (1986) noted thatyncases it
was found that the presence of a COG made the process smoother aneffeative.
Because COGs are voluntary associations of local electedialdffiof member

governments they are well-suited to cooperate.
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More recent research by LeRoux (2008) suggests that COGsentegsheffective
in facilitating interlocal collaboration than previously thought, budt tthe smaller
nonprofit community conferences found in many metropolitan areas maguibe
effective in doing so. LeRoux analyzed the role played by the Socagh Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG), the Downriver Community Conferencethend
Conference of Western Wayne in increasing or decreasingkiléndiod of interlocal
cooperation in the service areas of police, fire, roads and bridgesiesuténd
environmental management. LeRoux found that “nonprofit community conferences
examined here had a positive and fairly consistent effect orkéigntiod of engaging in
interlocal service delivery and the extent to which jurisdictiomstract with other local
governments for additional components of a service” (LeRoux 2008, p. 170).

However, LeRoux found that membership in a COG had no effect otoaaker
service delivery. The data gathered in this research stgygfeat “networks are not
equally effective in producing this outcome. Belonging to a sorgknization made up
of similar members appears to be more important than belongendptge organization
whose members are more likely to have diverse interests”ofeR008, p. 170).
LeRoux further suggests that it may not be the voluntary nature of COGs thabléads
inability, but rather its large membership and diversity of interests.

Characteristics of Individual Communities

Feiock (2007) argues that specific characteristics of the conynaong with
both formal and informal institutional arrangements, act to redacesdction costs in
terms of information, coordination, negotiation, enforcement and agency égsncy

costs can arise when a public official, as a bargaining agehtsf@r her community, is
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supposed to represent the interests of that community, but fad® tso. Also, in

situations where the preferences of different constituencidtgnwihe community are
unknown, unclear, or vary a great deal, a public official may simptyknow what the
community wants and what he or she should do. The public officials mawadngursue
their interests. When such problems are encountered, it ishedidrt agency problem
exists (Feiock 2007).

As noted earlier, shared borders can “increase exposure to pasitiveegative
externalities and lock neighbors into repeat play that provides tojtaes for mutual
assurances . . .” (Feiock 2008, p. 12). Other important factors exatmndte ICA
framework include the homogeneity of preferences within comnesnand across all
communities in a region. Demographic homogeneity between collalgprammunities
is thought to reduce the costs of cooperating (Feiock 2008).

The fear of losing local control over service production is strondgtaardfore the
net gains of turning to external sources must be substantials(E886). Some research
shows that when local officials fear the loss of local contesds lintergovernmental
contracting tends to occur (Morgan & Hirlinger 1991).

In general, Morgan, Hirlinger and England reached the same ¢@situsions
that Ferris did earlier in regards to the forces influendiegcontracting decision. Local
officials will more likely choose external service provision oweternal when: (1)
suppliers are readily available and cost savings likely, $2afipressures are prominent,
especially when created by tax limitation measures ana (8er percentage of the
community’s population is composed of dependent persons, those of low to low/moderate

income (Morgan, Hirlinger and England 1988).
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Research by Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) indicated that fistedss in a
community is not a major incentive for outsourcing. Fiscal pressutecost savings can
be inducements to local governments in contracting out, but political dippasi still a
significant factor in the final decision. As Shulman (1982) argued, umietisnunicipal
employees often fight hard against it.

Several factors do, however, appear to positively influence the dedtgitocal
officials to use non-traditional service delivery options. Amongréasons most often
given by respondents, expected cost savings appear to be mosamhpavailability of
alternative sources of delivery was a consideration often citexffectual political
opposition was another inducement (Morgan and Hirlinger 1991). Other dledeas
shown that those communities more dependent on outside funding sourcesrare m
likely to suffer fiscal stress (Bowman 1981). Morgan and Hirlifd®®1) hypothesized
that the percentage of city revenues derived from federal atel sturces would be

positively related to the decision to use outside service providers.

Fiscal Capacity of the Community

The fiscal capacity of a community and the fiscal stresenfronts are factors
that have been examined by many researchers. As noted eaes JFerris (1986)
argued that municipalities may not be eager to outsource sepuitesther would prefer
to maintain direct local control. Noticeable fiscal pressure av&sof the conditions that
Ferris concluded was necessary in order to explain any in@dehooutsourcing.

Contrary to her own predictions and reaching a seemingly countévatconclusion,
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Foster (1997) argues that empirical evidence shows that widesfiseal stress appears
to hamper rather than encourage regional consolidation.

Cities are thought to compete in a market-like fashion to providgpamal mix
of goods and services at the lowest possible overall tax regieo{it 1956). One way to
accomplish this is by “creating slack resources made availdintugh the joint
implementation of services with another city” (Krueger and Mo& 2005, p. 7).
Another potential problem in interlocal collaboration is the properesitcities to act
opportunistically when competition is high and transaction costs areQdies with
more severe needs are even more motivated to generate slackegesouticat they can
be used to help alleviate various problems (Krueger and McGuire.2Rfifeger and
McGuire found that cities already enjoying high taxable valunek lagh tax revenues

among the least likely to seek additional revenues through interlocal anamige

Demographic/Socioeconomic Composition

Lackey, Freshwater and Rupasingha (2002) found that many rurdl loca
government officials and residents are suspicious of collabordfiodse The authors
investigated the effects of several independent variables on cotiabogéforts. They
found that higher education levels had a strong positive correlatidn trist and
cooperation.

Brown and Potoski (2003) elaborate on the differences between older isddustr
cities such as those found in the northeast and Midwest Unitexs Stad the newer post-
industrial cities found in the southwest and western states. The abipmthesized that

“older industrial cities are more likely to produce servieasernally, through either
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complete or joint contracting, than younger postindustrial citi€s(Brewn and Potoski
2003, p. 448). Those cities providing a larger proportion of public servicesgthr
intergovernmental contracting tended to have lower labor costggéaand Hirlinger
1991).

Generally the literature argues that the larger the grouphdnder it is to
organize. There are mixed opinions regarding the effect of agstremtral city such as
Detroit in the metro area. There is disagreement regardingffinets of political culture
on governmental cooperation. Social capital can often lead r loetbperation. Higher
levels of social capital were found to have a positive effect on levels agjontsnmental
cooperation across the nation as a whole (Rawlings 2003).

The economic, social and political characteristics of a comgisirpbpulation
can help shape their preferences for public goods and also help ideténm potential
gains from collaboration and the transaction costs associateditwi@eiock 2007).
Communication costs will be greater in a heterogeneous community as opposeat¢éo a m
homogeneous one and hence, increase the cost of collaboration.

One of the political indicators of whether a community will cactrout or
collaborate on service provision is the percentage of elderly parséms community’s
population. Measuring the number of persons in the population that whré\we years
or older, Morgan, Hirlinger and England (1988) found that a largereptage of such
persons in the population correlated with that community being mergtamit to any
proposed change in the existing level of services. These reseanharacterized elderly
persons as that part of the community that is more dependent on publeseand

hence more resistant to any proposed changes in services.
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Examining data from a 1983 ACIR/ICMA survey combined with other data
related to social, economic and fiscal data for cities, Morgan ahdder confirmed the
earlier conclusion and argued that “cities with larger proportionslaérly are less
inclined to use IG service arrangements” (Morgan and Hirlinger 189138). The
researchers hypothesized it may be that elderly residenta@e politically aware and
likely to monitor service levels more closely than other groups in the comymunit

Analyzing the literature on interlocal cooperation Lynette Raysl (2003) noted
that some studies have found that “individuals in racially fragmeateds are less
willing to pool their fiscal resources to provide public goods” (Reys 2003, p. 5).
Rawlings noted that most of the empirical literature she wedehad concluded that
heterogeneity, particularly racial heterogeneity, has atiweganpact on cooperation.
Contrary to that literature however, she concluded that, “Metropoktgea racial
variation was found to be positively associated with interlocal catpaf (Rawlings
2003, p. 19).

The percentage of lower income households has been found in somehrésearc
be a negative indicator of a community’s propensity to considerreattservice delivery.
Using the percentage of households with annual incomes of $30,000 or less) kiwiga
Hirlinger (1988) found that “the higher the percentage of the city ptpualin the lower
and middle income brackets . . . the less likely a municipalityenter into agreements
with external service providers” (p. 367). However, their subsequerdrces@Morgan
and Hirlinger 1991) found that both poorer and wealthier communities teadestdr
intergovernmental contracting. Other research has concluded theaubal link is not

clear between area economic health and levels of cooperation (Rawlings 2003).
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Political Structures

Finally, the ICA framework highlights the role played by thestitutional
structure of the local government in structuring incentives farlodal collaboration.
“Electoral institutions shape the information available and the invesntfaced by
government officials. Administrators and elected officials eacticgzate in networks
and contractual relationships, but they differ in bargaining resewand institutional
position” (Feiock 2008, p. 13). The political structure of a communitynigrgortant
variable in understanding why some communities collaborate and othect.do also
may explain why some collaboration efforts undertaken fail wbileers are more
successful. Local government sophistication in the monitoring of suahgements is
another indicator of a city’s likelihood to participate in collaborat(Krueger and
McGuire 2005).

One of the reasons that local governments have not engaged in nfeverabion
is the belief that it requires substantial incentives to overdatmenherent difficulties
involved and the loss of policy/political autonomy. Krueger and McGuire (2005)
concluded that three institutional factors seemed to mattérese situations: first, city
manager versus other forms of government; second, at-large venglesrsember or
ward/district representation, and third, partisan versus nongrarégections. Single-
member districts motivate politicians to focus on narrow inter@&ettl 2002), whereas
at-large districts curb such parochialism by creating rasentive structure which
motivates politicians to focus on services to the majority. “Ralitparties help reduce
the information gathering costs for voters but non-partisani@hschave little impact on

the choice to collaborate or not” (Krueger and McGuire 2005, p. 5).
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The Presence of a Professional City Manager

The public administration literature maintains that professiortsl raanagers
share a common type of training, orientation and in-service erpesavhich can lead to
a common set of values emphasizing efficiency and professionalral leaders may
also pursue collaborative activities because of political and rcareentives that they
wish to pursue as a result of joint action. Such political incenthagsinclude the desire
to run for higher office. Other research (Feiock, et al. 2004) ahelc that the
professional standing and future employment opportunities of city raemagn be
enhanced by their engaging in collaborative service innovations.

The empirical literature is contradictory regarding the impéthe presence of a
professional city manager on the likelihood of collaboration. Dateegadhin Georgia
indicated that, “local government units with city managers wetanore likely to enter
into agreements with other local governments for service proviqi@aipbell and
Glynn 1990, pp. 126). Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) found that the presence of a city
manager did facilitate more intergovernmental contracting in the aredlo¢ pafety.

Brown and Potoski (2003) argue that there are institutional explan&biondy
governments choose one production method over another. Council-manageroforms
government often produce services externally because of the gioofds norm of
running government more like a business. Being a member of the I@Vgmilar
professional organizations may lead to the use of industry standaetls ethoosing
between production methods. The presence of a city manager workinglocala
community can be an important source of policy innovation, particulartii@ruse of

intergovernmental or collaborative contracts (Morgan & Hirlinger 1991).
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Carr and LeRoux (2005) and Krueger and McGuire (2005) have reportatig¢ha
council-manager form of government is a strong predictor of im@ricontracting and
that the city manager function can be viewed as a mechaarsreducing information
costs associated with policy-making in a complex environmentntatso reduce the
transaction cost of rent-seeking that potentially exist in netwofksollaborators. A
similar role played by professional administrators is desgrib& hurmaier and Wood’s
(2002) account of interlocal agreements among governments in theasK&isy
metropolitan area. Finally, Brown and Potoski (2003) found that theepce of a city
manager was positively related to whether the government wouidjemg collaborative

activities.

Organization and Election of City Councils

The literature also indicates that how a city council is omgmhand elected can
have an impact on the success or failure of collaborative ®ffG#rber and Gibson
(2005) note that there is a political dilemma in that collabmmatequires local officials
to give up a certain amount of authority to achieve regional daatal officials who are
elected on a city-wide or at-large basis may share thenagviewpoint of the chief
elected officer and be more willing to relinquish authority than@sal officials elected
on a district basis. Such officials may be more concerned nvagfative repercussions
from voters who hold them accountable for collaborative activitigh which they
disagree or that go awry (Gerber and Gibson 2005). The relashely-term focus of
local elected officials caused by frequent turnover and stemti@h cycles of two to four

years may make cooperation more difficult (Clingermayer and Feiock 2001).
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Differences in Elected and Administrative Officials

While much of the previous literature examined the role of adtratige
officials, Zeemering (2007) argues that elected officials playehrmore significant role
than was previously thought. Zeemering argues that “decisionsan ¢ collaboration
depend on officials perceptions of an agenda for collaboration, absegrssment of the
terms of collaboration, and their opinion of potential government part&egmering
2007, p. ix).

Zeemering developed a three-part framework measuring the caajuntipolicy
stimuli, perceptions of intergovernmental partners and socialataoid the actual terms
of the proposed collaboration (Zeemering 2007). Zeemering conductearalesn a
number of communities in western Michigan and conducted interviews ehattted
officials throughout that region. Zeemering concluded that a pestimulus or agenda
status is a necessary condition for collaboration. Additionally,onéends that positive
terms of collaboration and a positive stimulus or positive perceptiongsotantial
collaboration partners and a collaborative stimulus together afécient for
collaboration to be undertaken.

Zeemering ultimately concludes that collaboration is most likely taroehen all
three causal conditions are present. Contrary to existing thecgymefimg argues that
such positive perceptions of potential partners can develop during tocesgr of
negotiating a collaboration agreement as opposed to being a argcessmdition

preceding collaboration (Zeemering 2007).
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Research Gaps

There is contradictory evidence in the literature concerning miost/ates local
jurisdictions to collaboration on public services. As this review ofetktant literature
concludes, there are far more questions than answers. The chstiastefi individual
communities and regions have an influence on whether or not they catkbo
Communities subject to state level rules can be encouragedhibited relative to
collaboration. Transaction costs associated with collaborating tsm iafluence
communities to engage in or forego collaborative activity. Fin#tlly political structures
present in an area will frequently influence whether or not lwot&tion is attempted.
This review of prior research reveals research gaps andtionis in understanding. The

balance of this dissertation will address the following research gaps:

e A clear understanding of the role played by fiscal stresserdécision of

whether or not to collaborate.

e Why having a city manager present makes interlocal collabaratsier
and what is present in the training and experience of those al#irs t
make them central players. How important is their professioamling?
How important is their participation in professional associationsiand

area networks?
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What roles in collaboration do elected and administrative offipialg in
the collaboration process and what specific activities do they ukdernta

furtherance of their goals.

What factors lead communities to collaborate and specificallyt ate
they expecting to gain from their participation, what specifimgeare

they looking for in the collaboration agreement?

Is the loss of control over individual community service provision a

serious issue that may inhibit collaboration?

What kinds of communities make good or bad potential partners for one
another? What specific characteristics are decision-makersonie
community looking for in other communities they hope to collaborate

with? Specifically, how are collaboration partners selected?

What role does trust play in the collaboration decision-making preceks
how is trust gained, damaged or lost? Can written agreementshake
place of trust in some circumstances?

What role is played by prior contacts and experiences that caladgpr

communities have had with one another?
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e What role, if any, is played by the formal networks and organizations
present in the metropolitan area? How important are they imngett

collaborations started and maintaining such activity?

e What role, if any, is played by the informal networks of ek:chmd

administrative actors in the metropolitan area?

e [s it important to have a political constituency for collaboratiothiwvi
communities or will decision-makers act in the absence of on@arr e

against public opinion?

e Is collaboration in the provision of fire services easier or hmatde

undertake and why?

e How important is the role played by area community conferences?

This dissertation attempts to address these gaps, using dat@ddtber surveys
and long interviews conducted with elected and administrativaad$f in five suburban
cities in the metropolitan Detroit area attempting to forfimeaauthority to replace their
five separate fire departments.

The ICA framework of Feiock is useful in determining some ofldéinger factors
that go into the interjurisdictional collaboration process. Howevert ishaissing from

this rational choice based argument is a clear understandingoofnakes the ultimate
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decision to collaborate or not and what factors play an importantnptaeéir decision-
making.

The following chapters examine all of these factors agdegan attempt by five
separate communities to pool their resources to form an authorgyowde fire and

emergency services on an area-wide basis.
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CHAPTER 3

CASE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION

In the preceding chapter, | examined the theoretical and ealpliierature
concerning the factors that either encourage or impede coltelmoramong local
governments. The next five chapters explore the dynamics of otieufzar effort at
interlocal collaboration, the efforts of five suburban communitiestédcan the
“Downriver” area of Metropolitan Detroit, to create a joint fire authority.

In 2006, five Downriver communities began discussions centered on thefidea
creating a single fire and emergency medical servicereipafter fire/EMS) authority
that would serve all of the communities. The Downriver areacatéd just down river or
south of Detroit, Michigan in the southeastern portion of Wayne County.

Figure 3.1 shows a map of Wayne County, Michigan indicating thatywe
member communities of the Downriver Community Conference outkseal group and
the five communities that are the subject of this researcler(Adark, Lincoln Park,
Melvindale, Southgate and Wyandotte), more heavily outlined within tbapgrg. The
Downriver Community Conference (DCC) member communities had beenratinge
on a variety of fronts for many years and have had numerous opgegudaitinteraction

prior to undertaking this fire/EMS collaboration effort.
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Figure 3.1: Map of Wayne County, MI. and Collaborating Communities.
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In-depth interviews were conducted in 2007-2008 to examine the curiemnttief
form an authority and also a previous attempt in the 1990s that fahedin@ividuals
selected to participate in this study were those engaged piaheing and development
of this authority. The interviews produced important insights about tiigations of the
participants and the obstacles encountered in this effort to create the authority.

This research contributes to a better understanding of interleealice
cooperation in several ways. The study examines the factorsttimtlate interlocal
cooperation, what participants are seeking from cooperation in terms oanddtgnefits
and what characteristics they seek in a partnering commungy, tile study extends the
work of Eric Zeemering (2007) by examining differences in theswagt elected and
administrative actors perceive the factors involved in interlao@peration and

differences in the roles these two groups of officials play in the collatomatocess.
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Earlier Effort to Collaborate: History of the Downriver Mutual Aid Agresrn

Previous research has indicated that characteristics sudhagesi forders or
contiguousness of communities often leads to repeated contact beda@egolernment
neighbors and the growth of mutual assurances that make collaboratiotunjiesr
more likely (Feiock 2008). Through a collaboration effort known as DeenMutual
Aid (DMA) started in 1967, the communities of the DCC have sharsourees and
provided personnel backup to one another in the areas of police servicelugnt
activities, fire services, and much more. It was because dfutteessful experience of
the DMA that in 1977 these communities formed the DCC to undertadateg
collaborative efforts in a variety of program areas.

These communities also have a history of collaboration in the cdrg@ablic
health. For many years in the 1950s through the 1980s, the communitiée of t
Downriver area operated the People’s Community Hospital Authoi@Hf in order to
build and operate hospitals to serve the residents of the member cdm@suniis
important to understand before examining the current effort thag dmmsmunities have
a long and successful history of collaborating with one anotimehéocollective benefit
of the Downriver areé.

In 2006, the fire chiefs of the respective cities and several otlgwted and
appointed officials began to meet and discuss increasing théabadtion on fire
services. These meetings were held at the offices of the DCC. The D@@epkra forum
over many years for the discussion of a variety of issues ofeoorto the member

communities and acted as a facilitator of this particular tefifocollaboration. Each of

* The writer of this dissertation has lived moshiflife in the Downriver area and has also worf@dhe
cities of Lincoln Park, Melvindale and River Rougyguch of the background material for this disséotat
is the result of that experience over a period oferthan twenty years.
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the member communities has one voting representative and one alteprasentative
on the governing board of the DCC. The DCC has acted in many toafgilitate
cooperation between the member communities on a variety of services.

Another factor that gave rise to this effort is a grant ftbenstate of Michigan
Centers for Regional Excellence (CRE) Program in the amous2®000 to study the
feasibility of collaborating on fire services. The DCC Mutuatl &lommittee, with the
support and assistance of the Wayne County Department of Homelandtysand
Emergency Management, engaged the services of Plante-MorBnPlante-Moran) to
conduct a feasibility study of regionalized public safety sesviand to specifically
examine the Downriver Fire Authority concept. That study, knownhasDownriver
Community Conference Fire & EMS Consolidation Feasibility Studgs wompleted in
December of 2006 and concluded that the joint fire/EMS authority could be created under
state law and would result in reduced costs for services ireipective communities.
The Plante-Moran study provided a current listing of equipment, man@magohysical
locations. The report included a cost model and proposed Articleacofpbration
pursuant to the recommended use of Act 57 of the Public Acts of Michigan.

Michigan Public Act 57 of 1988, also known &ke Emergency Services Act
allows local governments to form a joint emergency servicethtaity” specifically to
jointly provide emergency services, including fire services. Sachuthority is a body
politic capable of entering into contracts and levying taxesndJshis device, each
community adopts a governing agreement by a majority vote of thkdogernment’s

legislative body. The working jurisdiction of this newly createtharity would be the

® Plante-Moran., PLLP. Downriver Community Conferetfidre and EMS Consolidation Feasibility Study,
December 2006.
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combined jurisdictions of the communities joining the authority. Comnasnjbining
can later withdraw from the authority by resolution of the Boardwouwtd remain liable
for outstanding debts incurred up until the point in time that they vethdFire service
employees are given an amount of protection in that existing ctstracst be honored
for their remaining term even if their employing community jamsuch an authority.
After their community joins an authority, the employees presumablyld negotiate a
new contract. Pension, seniority and benefit issues are handled in a similar fashion.
The Plante-Moran study recommended a transfer of assetshititids from the
individual communities to the Authority. The study recommended the indepée
funding of the Authority through a millage dedicated to that purplosessence, the
Authority would operate like a special district. The feasibifitydy developed a cost
model which indicated the potential for long-term savings. Undar ¢heently separate
circumstances, residents of the five communities in the studyparean average of $109
per person per year for fire and emergency medical servitesstudy concluded that
the Authority, if formed, would ultimately provide a better lewdlservice and also
achieve National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1710 complidoce cost of
about $88 per person per year, a 20 percent cost savings. Currenihe tbenimunities
in the study area provide slightly different services, with sprogiding transportation to
the hospital while others do not. According to many of the fireqrerel interviewed for
this research, most of the five communities in the study asaad completely NFPA
1710 compliant. The cost model developed in the Plante-Moran study assahes t

eventually all of the communities in the Downriver area wilh jtie Authority and it will
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be able to capture the economies of scale that are potentiailgtde under the new

arrangement.

Comparison of the Participating Communities

According to the elected and administrative officials intere@or this research,
it became apparent to them at a fairly early stage tteahpting to consolidate all twenty
DCC member community fire departments at once would be too diffithis view is
supported by the research of Lackey, Freshwater and Rupasingha (2002)feund
that it may be easier for a small number of governments to @tepbecause the
transaction costs are lower. The findings of this research supportgults of Rawlings
(2003) study, which theorized that the larger the group, the hamtaryibe to organize.
Adding to the difficulty of merging all twenty fire departmenmishe Downriver area is
the fact that some are full-time paid professional departnvemite others are part-time,
or volunteer, fire departments.

There are some other important distinctions in these communitiee 8bthe
communities are urban and densely populated, while others are mdreandréess
densely populated. Some of the communities are home rule cities and atke
townships with very different methods of organization and electordlgsolMany of the
communities are predominantly bedroom communities with mostly sfiagldy homes.
A few of the communities contain heavy industry, chemical plants automotive
manufacturing plants that require different fire fighting skdhd equipment. One of the

communities, Grosse lle, is an island in the Detroit River andoody be accessed by



72

Table 3.1:
City Population, Size, Budget and Fire Department Characteristics
one of two bridges, one of which had previously been disabled foniéicagt period of

time and the other is quite old and out of service periodically for maintenance.

As a result of real or perceived problems, many of the commsindak a wait
and see attitude and ceased to actively participate in the calimpoeffort. However, a
core group of five communities decided to continue planning for an Authdhty five
cities of Allen Park, Lincoln Park, Melvindale, Southgate and Wyaeadticted to move
forward together in planning for the fire/EMS authority. Theise tommunities are
geographically contiguous and located on the northern tier of the D@wnraiea. The
five are located near the city of Detroit and are amongpttiest communities in the
Downriver area. These five communities have a combined population of 138,300 and
cover 28.4 square miles. Their fire departments have a total @ifesistations and 135
fire fighting/emergency medical personnel. Together, these cortiesuspend about
$15.1 million annually on their fire/EMS service provision (Rujan andrgsiak 2006,
p. 24). Table 3.1 compares the population, size, budgets, and fire depaitiafferg and
equipment levels for each of the potentially collaborating cifiable 3.1 also includes

activity data for each fire department.



73

COMPC'?‘.ﬁ:ESSON OF Allen Park Lincoln Pard Melvindale] Southgate Wyandottg
1990 Population 30,673 41,832 11,216 30,771 30,938
2000 Population 29,070 40,008 10,735 30,136 28,006
May 2007 SEMCOG 27,050 37,494 10,624 28,686 25,942
Total Acres in Community 4 486 3,744 1,740 4,400 3,316
General Fund Budget | ) 565 465 | 23,352,647 [10,145,000| 21,454,555 |20,615.192
(2009-10)

Fire Dept Budget

(2009-10) 3,456,590 3,276,523 11,439,000 | 3,266,526 | 3,353,490
Fire Spending per capita

(2009-10) $127.79 $87.39 $135.45 $113.87 $129.27
Number of Fire

Fighting/EMS Personnel 30 33 15 21 30

Fire Suppression/EMS o8 30 14 22 o8
Staff

Fire Runs Annually 91 112 197 329 579
Percentage of fire runstp 5 ;g4 2.96% 11.93% 10.32% 19.219
total runs ’ ) ’ ) )
EMS Runs Annually 2,318 3,678 1,453 2860 2,435
é\l\//?s Response Time 4 min./less 3.21 minutep3-4 minute§ 4-5 minutes| 6.00 minutgs
A,‘:\Il?e Response Time 4.00 minutes | 3.96 minutd2-4 minuteg 4-5 minutes| 5.00 minutgs
Current Number of Fire

Stations 1 1 1 1 2
Current Number of

Pumper Trucks 2 2 2 2 2
Current Number ofadde

Trucks 1 1 0 1 1
Current Number of

Rescue Units 3 2 1 1 2

Source: City web sites and individual Fire Department Annual Reports

Much of the literature on public service cooperation examines thtergathat
make communities more or less likely to engage in collaborattreities. A widespread
presumption in the literature is that relatively homogeneous comesiaite more likely
to collaborate with one another (Morgan, Hirlinger and England 1988;ifmA2003;
Feiock 2007; Feiock 2008). The next several sections examine the hwitpgd the

five communities in terms of type of government, type and siz@refdepartment,
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demographic characteristics, land use patterns, and the sinilairittheir built

environment. The five cities that are participating in this Ek$S collaboration have

very similar forms of government and very similar types @ @lepartments. Table 3.2

details the characteristics of the government and fire department ofitleesiies.

Table 3.2
Community Governmental and Fire Service Characteristics
Allen Park L'S;?kln Melvindale Southgate | Wyandotte
Mayor- Mayor- Mayor- Mayor- Mayor-

Type of Government Council Council Council Council Council
City Manager Present? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year City Founded 1957 1925 1932 1958 1854
Class of City Home Rule| Home Rule Home Rule Home R Home Rule
Full-Time Unionized
Fire Fighters? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Budget et 3456590 | 3276523 1439000  $3266.526  $3.353,490
Taxable Value in City $595 M $781 M $672 M $941 M $707 M
Equivalent Millage/Fire| 5 5g 428 2.1 2.87 3.42
Services

Sources: City Websites, Fire Department Annual Rs@nd Plante-Moran December 2006 Feasibility ytud

Government Structure

All of the communities studied here are “home rule cities” which means tlyat the

are organized and governed in such a way as to give them the maximum governing

flexibility allowed under state law. Michigan’s Home Rule City Aetblic Act 279 of

1909, was designed to give power to local communities to govern themselves through

their citizens, under the framework provided by Michigan’s constitutional andsta

provisions. The 1963 Michigan Constitution gave local units of government a broad

framework by which to operate and directed Michigan courts to give alliwebroad
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construction to provisions dealing with local government (Michigan Municipal League
2010).

All of the cities have similar size fire departmentstreéato their population. All
of the fire departments experience a far greater perceonfagaergency medical/rescue
runs than they do fire fighting runs. All of these cities havelamypes and numbers of
fire fighting equipment relative to their population. Four of the &ies operate out of a
single, centrally located fire station.

All of the fire fighters working in these cities are unionizegpiyees. Michigan
is considered by some to have a heavily unionized public sector waki®ublic Act
312 was passed by the state legislature in order to dealheitirdblem of “blue flu” that
plagued cities like Detroit in the 1960s and 1970s. This legslagi argued by some to
restrict the ability of municipal managers to respond to thersefiscal stress they are
currently experiencing. Public sector unions contend that the d#agislis necessary
since they do not have the right to strike like private sector gmgdodo (Michigan

Municipal League 2009).

Demographic Characteristics

Previous research has indicated that demographic characsepisty a significant
role in whether a community will engage in collaboration and if sofaitme it will take.
It is significant that these communities are located in théwdst, are predominantly
residential with some industrial uses, and have housing and infraséruittat is

relatively the same age. Brown and Potoski (2003) have shown thatradstrialized
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communities such as these five are more likely to produce publice® through joint
contracting or out-sourcing than are the newer communities of the southwest.

Richard C. Feiock (2007) argues that demographic homogeneity is amport
because it reduces the transaction costs for officials who bawegbtiate collaboration
agreements with other communities. Demographic homogeneity betwdahorating
communities is thought to reduce the cost of cooperating; howsw@ogeneity within
each community is also an important factor because it magtraflenogeneity in service
preferences (Feiock 2008).

In many ways, these five communities are highly homogeneous and have
developed in very similar ways. If previous research isectrtheir homogeneity should

make them more willing and able to collaborate than less homogeneous communities.
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Table 3.3:
Demographic Characteristics of the Five Communities in the Study ¥ea
DEMOGRAPHIC Allen Lincoln .
FACTORS Park Park Melvindale Southgate Wyandotte
1990 Population 30,673 41,832 11,216 30,771 30,938
2000 Population 29,070 40,008 10,735 30,136 28,006
May 2007 SEMCOG 27,050 37,494 10,624 28,686 25,942
20320?3\;;06 24318 | 33,553 9,733 25,714 22,461
Percentage of
population over 65 years 21% 14% 13% 33% 29%
of age in 2000
Percentage Black 1% 2% >% 2% 1%
Percentage Hispanic 3% 6% 9% 4% 3%
'”d'v";‘:f\‘/';k;"tré%e?e'ow 3.2% 7.7% 11.4% 4.6% 6.2%
Perce”tggrzgon H.S. 13% 25% 28% 19% 20%
Percenta?_'eSGraduated 3506 41% 1% 39% 37%
Perce&t)";‘lggesome 26% 22% 21% 22% 24%
Percengggr,:\:somate 7% 50 4% 7% 6%
Percentggezrlgzchelor s 14% 5% 5% 9% 9%

Source: 2000 United States Census and SEMCOG CoityniRmofiles, 2008.

Table 3.3 compares the five communities in terms of demographicurasas
Demographically, the five communities of the proposed DFA aravellahomogeneous
in terms of race, age, religion, education and socioeconomic faPtypsilations in the
cities range from 10,624 persons to 37,494. The percentage of personsxagédesi
years and older has been cited as an important variable for prgdoctilaboration.
Previous research has shown that the larger the percentagehopesons in the

population, the more resistant to any proposed change in the existahgpleservices
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(Morgan, Hirlinger and England, 1988). In terms of the percentadgkeaf population
aged 65 years or older, the five cities display some variaitbetlve lowest percentage
being thirteen and the highest being two and one half times that at thirty-three.

In a comprehensive review of much of the theoretical and empittiedture on
metropolitan fragmentation and interlocal cooperation, Rawlings (2008nd that
heterogeneity and particularly racial heterogeneity isebedl to have a negative impact
on levels of cooperation. Yet contrary to the bulk of the literature, Rawdwgsesearch
involving MSAs across the nation found that racial variation withirearapolitan area is
positively linked to greater levels of interlocal collaboration.

Education levels in these communities are also relatively homogeiasotise
percentage of non-high school graduates, high school graduates)eheses with some
college education and those with a four year college degree digiidayariance across
the five cities. The percentage of persons with post-graduateof@sgional degrees is

relatively low in the study area.

Land Use Characteristics

Another important variable in predicting collaboration activiteshe urban or
rural character of a community and the land uses present inyheg#earch by Lackey,
Freshwater and Rupasingha (2002) indicated that local governmerdlsféiod residents
in rural areas were often more suspicious of collaboration aesivithan their
counterparts in urban areas. The five communities involved in this atedsil urban in
character and a part of the Detroit Metropolitan MSA. Alefof these communities are

nearly fully developed. Table 3.4 shows the greatest single ussmafin all of these
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communities is for the construction of single-family homes. The howngity of the
neighborhoods in these five cities is relatively high, ranging dhunits per acre to 7.0

units per acre.

Table 3.4:
Land Use Characteristics of the Study Group Communities.

Allen Lincoln

Melvindale | Southgate | Wyandotte

Community Characteristics Park Park

Percgntage used for Single- 51% 65% 37% 48% 57%
Family

Percent_age used for Commercial 6% 11% 8% 15% 8%
and Office

Percentage used for Institutional 7% 7% 6% 8% 5%
Percentage used for Industrial 11% 3% 13% 2% 8%

Percentage used for

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Transp./Comm./Utility 14% 6% 20% 3% 7%
Percentage used for o 0 0 0 0
Cultural/Recreation/Cemetery 3% 3% 4% 3% 7%
Grassland and Shrub 2% 2% 8% 7 5%
Total Acres in Community 4,486 3,744 1,740 4,400 3,316
nge";e”“a' Density (Units per 520 | 6.65 7.00 5.66 6.32
Land in Community Developed 93.30% | 96.80% | 89.60% 84.50% 93.90%

Source: SEMCOG Community Profiles, 2008

Very little of the land within these communities is used fwmtustrial purposes,
which gives them similar requirements for their fire servidéss commonality should
make cooperation easier to achieve. If one of the communitiesesady industrialized,
that city could have very different fire fighting requiremeatsl costs than the other
predominantly residential communities. Those communities might ndte ng@od
collaboration partners because of different levels of staffirggnihg and equipment
needs. Given that these five communities have very similar fipartteent staffing,
training and equipment needs, they are seemingly good potentiakensafor this

proposed collaboration.
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Housing and Taxable Value Characteristics

Prior research predicts that the land use and housing chatagesfsa city are
also important factors in collaboration on fire fighting and EMS sesviCommunities
with similar types, age and value of housing make better potentilepa for one
another. Skip Krueger and Michael McGuire (2005) found that citiesetijay a high
taxable value and high tax revenues were among the least tikedgek additional
revenues through interlocal collaboration. Having similar taxeblees and having the
potential to raise similar levels of revenue are importantofacif two or more

communities are going to collaborate on the provision of services.

Table 3.5:
Housing and Householder Characteristics
Allen Lincoln :
Housing Characteristics Park Park Melvindale | Southgate Wyandotte
Number of Households/2000 11,974 16,203 4,500 12,836 11,817
Percentage with Children 30% 34% 32% 29% 24%
Median Households Income
(in 1999 dollars) $51,992 $42,515 $37,954 $46,927 $43,740
Percentage of Persons in 3.2% 7.7% 11.4% 4.6% 6.2%
Poverty
Percgntage .Owner Occupied 86% 76% 64% 63% 70%
Housing Units
Median Housing Value
(in 2000 dollars) $118,700 $84,100 $78,500 $109,200 $101,700
Percentage of Housing Units 204 4% 50 4% 4%
Vacant
Eﬁ?tcsentage of Single-Family 91% 83% 7204 7204 779
Percentage of Two- o o o o o
Family/Duplex Units <1% 4% 5% 0% 8%
Percentage Multi-Units 9% 1206 21% 2704 15%
Apartments
Percentage Mobile Homes <1% 1% 3% 1% < 1%
Avg. Annual Res. Bldg.
Permits/1996-2000 3 8 4 173 29
Avg. Annual Res. Bldg.
Permits/2001-2005 3 9 9 66 48
Total Housing Units in 2000 12,254 16,821 4,760 13,361 12,303

Source: SEMCOG Community Profiles, 2008
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Fighting a residential house fire in a structure seventy passyold is different
from fighting one in a newer structure. Both are different thghtifig a fire in an
industrial structure. The equipment, staff and training needed fbhrazadifferent and it
would seem logical that a city considering collaboration would lookafgrotential
partner that fights fires similar to those usually encounteyatidir own fire department.
One city containing several high-rise apartment buildings attegpd collaborate with
another that contains only single story, single-family residefiomes can present
difficulties when establishing the staff, equipment and traimaegded by a joint fire
authority. As Tables 3.4 and 3.5 indicate, these five communities ayesweilar in
terms of the land use and housing characteristics found in eachrohtitehence in the

kinds of fires they are typically called upon to fight.

Current Fiscal Capacity

The existing literature is somewhat mixed in terms of tkel\li effect of fiscal
stress on a community when it comes to encouraging collaboration. Wkesavings
are likely, fiscal pressures are noticeable and political opposis weak, Morgan
Hirlinger and England (1988) argued that local officials areenileely to engage in
interlocal arrangements. Bartle and Swayze (1997) concludeddbal ffressure was a
frequently mentioned reason for interlocal collaboration. Agranoff anGuite (2003)
contend that financially stable jurisdictions are less likelyehgage in collaborative
activities. Krueger and McGuire (2005) argue that fiscal stofssn leads to more
collaborative activity. Zeemering’s (2007) research indicatetdfigal pressure stimulus

is consistently mentioned as a reason for communities collaborating.
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However, Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) argue that fiscal stresscomanunity is
not a major incentive for contracting out. Thurmaier and Wood (2004) atsduced
that cost savings and the presence of fiscal stress weneapmt reasons why cities and
counties in their sample collaborated. Likewise, Carr and LeRoux (200¢)uded that
fiscal constraints do not provide a universal rationale for undega&otlaborative
efforts.

In the case of the communities examined in this study, the contideitlgne in
revenues available has reportedly been a strong incentiverth $eaalternative service
provision solutions. The relative openness to collaboration in general andrea
proactive approach to public policy may be factors stimulatingefimt. “Cities that
have a more proactive policy agenda and viewpoint should be more irdenaste

collaboration” (Krueger and McGuire 2005, p. 16).

Shared Geographic Borders

Foster (1997) found that the absence of natural barriers ofteitatasi ties
between local governments who find it easier to collaborate apobsisal boundaries.
There is no natural barrier separating the five DFA collaboratibasc They are
contiguous, tightly packed together and share common geographic bdrder€ity of
Allen Park shares borders with Melvindale, Lincoln Park and Southghee City of
Lincoln Park shares borders with all four of its potentialadmiiation partners. The City
of Southgate shares borders with Lincoln Park and Allen Park. TtheoCMelvindale
shares borders with Allen Park and Lincoln Park. The City of igtde shares borders

with Lincoln Park and Southgate. Post (2002) found that the geographic catioanf
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local governments can cause them to cooperate and geographic démséiropolitan
area governments is a significant predictor of the occurrence of inteaigreaments.

Lackey, et al., (2002) found that a good and long-established relationsbiifg am
cooperating jurisdictions increases the chances of continuing sucé®ssuch
circumstances, processes often run smoothly because of accumelstésd df trust
between collaborating partners. Park and Feiock (2003) found thatrabopeas more
likely the longer the partners have collaborated. When clustegether and with
repeated contacts, each community can benefit from acquiring r@seérying their
reputation for cooperation and commitment to the effort. This rdsqaedicts that
successful past experiences are an important factor stingulaterlocal collaboration.
Successful collaboration in the past could potentially createsexvi@r of social and
political capital used to encourage future efforts. The literatise indicates that past
interactions between interlocal neighbors can have a positive otiveegéect on the
decision to collaborate. “Trying to negotiate with uncooperativadeersarial neighbors
is likely to discourage further attempts at cooperation” (Mice Fredericksen 1995, p.
129).

For many years, these five communities have cooperated with onkelanot
through a Mutual Aid System, whereby one community can call upoeighboring
community for help in fighting a fire. They have had repeatatacts with one another
and fought fires in one another’s cities. Such repeated contstesra kind of social
capital between the participants as individuals and as governnoeittal Social capital
can often lead to better cooperation (Lackey, et al. 2002). Higheds lef social capital

have a positive effect on levels of intergovernmental cooperationsaitreshation as a
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whole (Rawlings, 2003). “Strong social capital was associatedntbased cooperation
in the US as a whole and in the Midwest” (Rawlings 2003, p. 24).

The literature indicates that collaboration is more likely tauo€when officials
believe that the benefits of cooperation will probably outweigh thes.EodNice and
Fredericksen 1995, p. 129). Therefore, a series of questions were fztkack tdesigned

to elicit information about what the participants in the DFA collaboration hopedrto ga

Data Collection Strategy

In order to better understand why these communities were acinebuing
collaboration, a series of extended interviews were conducted witfatheipants in the
Downriver Fire Authority (DFA) collaboration effort. Many of the gtiens developed
for these interviews are based on the factors identified byngtgutional Collective
Action framework of Richard C. Feiock (2007) and the conceptual framkeused by
Eric Zeemering (2007) to study the roles played by electeda@amahstrative officials in
promoting and maintaining cooperation on public services. Following Zeemehe
interview gquestions were grouped into three main categoridbealpctors stimulating
interlocal cooperation, discussed in Chapter Four; b) the participmarteptions of the
terms of the collaboration, discussed in Chapter Five; and c) theigeats’ perceptions
of the partners and potential partners in the collaboration effoctystied in Chapter Six.
The questions in Chapter Seven deal with the differing roles playeelected and
administrative officials in undertaking collaboration efforts. @spof the interview

guestions and all materials provided to the interviewees are providsgpendix A. A
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follow-up or supplemental interview was conducted as well and timag\s instrument is

provided as Appendix B.

The Downriver Community Conference

The Downriver Community Conference (DCC) is a regional organizaitn
southern Wayne County. It was established in 1977 in order to feildatter
programmatic cooperation between the twenty communities in the Beeause the
DCC was the facilitating organization through which this spea@tiaboration was
begun, a listing of all of the persons that currently were or had &etively engaged in
the discussion and planning of the DFA collaboration, was obtained. Stheoifitained
the participants name, city, title, email address and telephone nuifer listed
participants were all contacted via an email message, and sisedmal purpose of this
research was explained to them. The lead investigator wadfietbrdas the person
sending the email and the person that would be conducting the eémtervihe professor
directing this dissertation research, Dr. Jered Carr, vgasi@éntified and his telephone
number supplied. The persons contacted were encouraged to discuss the rede&nch wi
Carr if they had any questions or concerns about the researdhehatd investigator
had not answered.

Of the thirty persons identified by the DCC as having participetehe planning
process, several had moved out of the area or were no longer warkiogef of the
cities. Efforts were made to contact everyone listed and ywaneed to be interviewed

and to participate in this research. | attended two of the momtégtings of the DFA
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planning group at the DCC to introduce myself and start making appeig for the
interviews with these participants.

Initial face-to-face interviews were conducted between AugfisPO07 and
January of 2008. Elected officials, administrative officialse tommand officers and
rank and file fire personnel were interviewed in order to gaflhé& on the causes and
effects of collaboration between these communities. In each tasetérviewee was
asked a series of open-ended and closed-ended questions. Althoeghdfrerariations
in the length of time of the interviews, they averaged betvé®eand 90 minutes each. In
addition to writing down the participant’'s responses to the intengaestions, their
responses were audio-taped, with their permission, and subsequenfigribed to
ensure completeness and accuracy. The interviewees were idfohaie they could
request confidentiality.

Table 3.6 lists the persons interviewed as a part of this résaadcindicate the
city they work in, time there, whether they reside in thtgt their current position, other
positions that they have held, if they have worked for other commaiaitie what they
did there. The names of the interviewees are not disclosed to protect the respondents

In order to protect the confidentiality of the respondents, ficiginames are used
for each city in the remaining chapters and the names oéfipendents themselves are
not used at all. All other information provided such as job titles ameé in the
organization is drawn from actual responses given. In place of th& aty names the
following fictitious city names will be used: Coletown, Elise¥jliDetour, Acme and
Bedford Falls. This method will protect the confidentiality of tegpondents while at the

same time permitting the analysis to focus on commonalities dfetedices in the
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responses from individuals within the same city and among thosmilarspositions in

the five governments.



88

Table 3.6:
Persons Interviewed for this Research

. T'!’”e Resides| Current HOW. Other Positions | Other Downriver PFEVIQl.!S EIe:cted
City with | . 77, - Long in . o - administrative
) in City | Position he with this City Cities worked for .
City Position experience
1 | Melvindale | 4 yrs Yes CS?QSC'I 4yrs No No No
2 | Melvindale | 11 yrs Yes Union 8 yrs Union Sec 3 No No
Pres. years
. Fire Fire Fight, Sgt. 17 years on local
3 | Melvindale | 29 yrs No Chief 3yrs &Lt No School Board
. City Manager
4 | Allen Park 3rZ Yes Mayor 4 yrs City Marr'lsager 20 No and County Road
Yrs. y Commissioner
. . Personnel
5 | Allen Park | 11 yrs Yes City 3yrs H.R. Director 8 River Rouge, MI. | Director in River
Manager yrs
Rouge, MI. 4 yrs
Howell, MI.
Lincoln Cit Corona, Ml.
6 3yrs No y 3yrs No No Marysville, Ca.
Park Manager :
& Sterling
Heights, MI.
; Requested
Confidentiality
Fire Fire Fighter, Sgt.
8 | Allen Park | 30yrs No Chief 2 yrs & Captain No No
Lt & Fire Fighter, Sgt
9 | Allen Park | 17 yrs Yes Fire 9 months ghter, Sgt. No Active in PTA
Engineer
Inspector
10 | Wyandotte | 25 yrs Yes Cl::rllrizf 3yrs Fire Fighter, Sgt No No
Lincoln City
11 Park 4 yrs Yes Council 4 yrs No No No
Fire Fire Fighter, Riverview &
12 | Wyandotte | 17 yrs Yes Captain 2 yrs Eng. & Lt. Melvindale F.D. No
13 | Southgate| 2 yrs No City Mgn. 2 yrs No Allen Parld, M ﬁlglgouncn and
. . Former Director
14 | Wyandotte | 50 yrs Yes Mayor 40+ yrg City Council No of MI. DOT
Lincoln Fire Fire Fighter, Sgt.
15 Park 29 yrs Yes Chief 6 months Eng. & Lt. No No
. Sgt. & . .
Lincoln . Fire Fighter & Ecorse FD &
16 Park Layrs No Umpn Syrs Eng. Allen Park FD No
President
17 | Wyandotte 9.5 No Sqt. 4 months _Flre F|ghte_r ’ No No
yrs Pipeman, Driver
Wayne County
18 | Allen Park | 12 yrs Yes New 5 months City Council 12 No Sheriff 31 yrs.
Mayor yrs Wayne County
Executive 4 yrs
Lincoln 25 City Asst. Dir. Parks
19 Park yrs Yes Council 2.5yrs /Rec No No
Lincoln Council .
20 Park 32 yrs Yes Pres. lyr City Treasurer No No
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CHAPTER 4

FACTORS IN THE EFFORT TO COLLABORATE

ON FIRE SERVICES

This chapter examines factors that stimulated the effonte@te a fire authority
for these five communities. The questions in the survey instrumetittoigxamine this
topic draw on the Institutional Collective Action framework developgdRichard
Feiock and are also based to a large extent on research quelsi@igped by Eric
Zeemering. Zeemering interviewed elected and administrativeiadfiin Michigan to
determine what stimulated their collaboration efforts. He spedifi examined the
factors that stimulated collaboration and the perception of theviewares regarding
both the terms of collaboration and their intergovernmental partners.

Chapters Four through Seven are drawn from interviews done wlde t
collaboration was being actively developed. Chapter Eight, the Hpilag drawn from a
second, follow-up interview.

This chapter is organized around the questions used in the survey arstriiime
tables at the end of the chapter give the reader the answdtsedpmndents and are
grouped by the role of the respondent and by the respondent’s cityptdye In order to
alleviate the need to refer to the tables at the end oftidugter, those tables have been
broken down into several smaller tables throughout the chapter tm diet readers

understanding of the data.
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The first section of the chapter deals with the responses toup @f closed-
ended scaled questions. The second section deals with the respongesuip af open-
ended narrative questions. Each section is then analyzed namoitant findings

summarized.

Factors Stimulating Interlocal Cooperation: Responses to Scale Quest®n
The first group of questions asks the respondent how open their organigaton

new ways of doing things and to collaborating with other communities.

Table 4.1:
Openness of Organization to New Ideas and Collaboration

All Respondents (n=20)

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly fap Mean of All
Respondents

(a) My organization is usually receptive to doihinggs in new ways 6.85

(b) My organization usually approaches problemsgtively 6.35

(c) My organization is usually open to possibiktier collaborating on services with 6.85

other local governments (other than the county) )

The mean response to question (a) is (6.85), indicating that mogteof t
interviewees agree that their organization is relatively openete ways to provide
public services. As can be seen by examining the standardidesiat Table 4.16, there
iIs some variation in their responses when comparing the diffexdas of the
respondents. Mayors give an average response of (8.00) to that quebiwn,jismhe
highest average response of any group. This indicates that tiveg #hat their
organization is receptive to doing things in new ways. City couneibers, as a group,

responded to that question with the lowest average response of (5.@6)ndibates a
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rather neutral opinion near the mid-point of the scale. City neaeag the sample give

the second highest response of any group with an average respofrsé0dfto the

guestion. This indicates that they agree with that statementylisglthinking much

more like the mayors group than the city council group. Fire £hésf a group, with an

average response of (6.20) and rank-and-file fire fighters withvarage response of

(6.80) gave responses relatively close to one another, but lower than thié city

manager or mayor groups.

Table 4.2
Mean Responses Grouped by City
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly AgreeDetour | Eliseville | Acme | Bedford | Coletown
(n=5) (n=6) (n=3) | Falls (n=4)
(n=2)
(a) My organization is usually receptive to doing 8.20 4.83 7.33 7.00 7.75
things in new ways
(b) My organization usually approaches problems | 7.80 4.50 6.33 6.50 7.25
proactively
(c) My organization is usually open to possibiktie 7.00 567 8.00 7.00 7.50
for collaborating on services with other local ) ' ) ) )
governments (other than the county)
Table 4.3
Mean Responses Grouped by Role of Respondent

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10+&tgly Agree | Mayor |  City City | Fire Fire

(n=4) | Council | Mgr | Chief | Fighter

(n=3) | (n=3)| (n=5) | (n=5)

(a) My organization is usually receptive to doihings in 8.00 566 | 7.006.20| 6.80
new ways
(b) My organization usually approaches problems 7.33 5.00| 6.675.80| 6.80
proactively
(c) My organization is usually open to possibiktier 7.33 6.67 | 7.67 6.40| 6.40
collaborating on services with other local governisgother| ) ) ) )
than the county)
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When asked if their organization usually approaches problems medgcti
(question b), the mean response of all interviewees is (6.35) imdjcatigeneral
consensus that the organizations they work within usually approach msoble
proactively. The average response of all five cities to that iquest (6.48), but there is
some variance between the cities. Detour averaged the highgshse at (7.80) but the
average response of Eliseville was a mere (4.50), indicating thiegt think their
organization does not proactively approach problems. The average respbtiseother
three cities were much closer to that of Detour and closer tamotber. A comparison
of the average responses grouped by role also indicates vainatiee answers given.
The city council members and fire chiefs had the lowest agaesponses at (5.00) and
(5.80) respectively. The mayors had the highest average respo(is83t The city
managers and fire fighters responded in similar ways withageeresponses of (6.67)
and (6.80) respectively.

When asked if their organization is open to collaborating with otbeal |
governments, (question c), the average response of all those interse(@e85). There
is not a great deal of variance among the average resportbesdifferent groups to this
guestion. However, the mayors and city managers registeredgtier lor most strongly
agree responses at (7.33) and (7.67) respectively. A comparison e$ploases grouped
by city shows little variance with four of the cities avenggresponses between (7.00)
and (8.00). The one exception in this group was Eliseville. That eilydm average

response of (5.67), the lowest of all five cities and significantly belowttieg



93

The response to this set of questions clearly indicates thatdlgessizations are
perceived by these respondents as generally open to new ideéag,proactively and
looking for ways to collaborate with other local governments.

Interestingly, the average response of Eliseville interviewees toti@gues3 (4.83)
is considerably below that of the other four cities and indicates that, as a geughink
their organization less receptive to doing things in new waysttiearespondents from
other cities. Again, the average response of Eliseville intereigwe (question b) at
(4.50) and (question c) at (5.67) is well below that of the otner dommunities. Yet,
that community was consistently seen by the other respondentsakiriged leading role
in advocating for the collaboration. That seeming inconsistency maydiained by the
presence of a City Manager who has worked for several oitirees and brings a more
proactive approach to his work for Eliseville. He is frequentlyntioeed by other
respondents as being a leader or policy entrepreneur in this DFA collaborfdron ef

A second group of questions (d-i) asked respondents their perceptions dmehow t
residents of their community view efforts to collaborate on pufdiczice provision.
When asked if they think their residents prefer to have most pu@licces provided in-
house by local government employees, (question d), the mean reszor(6.95),
indicating a general perception that residents prefer to ke@peserovision in-house. A
comparison of the responses grouped by city indicates some variheamean being
(7.21) with a standard deviation of 1.09. Two of the communities, Acme atiidrBe
Falls, have an (8.00) average response, indicating that they agrestnoogly than the

other cities with that statement.
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Table 4.4:
Respondents’ Perceptions of Community Residents All Respondents

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Stronglgree Mean All
Respondents

(d) Our residents demand that direct provisionhegedefault option for most basic publig
services 6.95

(e) Our residents demand that we consider what'd égr Downriver when we make 4.05
decisions about providing important public services )
(f) Our residents tend to be suspicious of the vatittns of elected officials from the 705

neighboring jurisdictions

(g) Our residents do not care about how serviceslalivered because they focus only on 5.10
the quality and cost of these services )

(h) Our residents would rather we contract witheotlocal governments than with privat| 5.60
or non-profit organizations for most services )

4%

(i) Our residents want us to let the county provddevices whenever possible 2.05

Detour’s responses are relatively close with an averae&3) and the average
response of Coletown was (6.75). Eliseville had the lowest avezagernse at (5.50) the
mid-point of the scale, indicating a neutral perception that inéhquevision is not
preferred. Generally, these responses indicate that it is tbeptien of the respondents
that the residents of their respective cities predominantfgiptieat most public services
be provided in-house. It is important to ask this question because sueptipars, if
correct, could lead to possible political opposition that might hampédabooation
efforts.

When grouped by role, the comparisons indicate some variance hethse
groups in their responses to (question d). The mayor group had the lowesjeave
response at (5.00), indicating they were neutral on this stateAlefdur of the other
groups had a higher average response than the mayor group. The city gaupcis
closest to the mayors’ at (6.00) and the city managers’ group is cldberfice chief and
fire fighter groups at (7.00). The groups of fire chiefs and figaters had identical

average responses to this question at (7.80) and were the highege aesponse of any

group.
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Table 4.5:
Respondents’ Perceptions of Community Residents Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree = 10=Strongly Agr| Detour | Eliseville| Acme| Bedford| Coletown
Falls

(d) Our residents demand that direct provision he

the default option for most basic public services 7.80 5.50 8.00 8.00 6.75

(e) Our residents demand that we consider what's
good for Downriver when we make decisions 3.60 3.17 5.67 4.50 4.50
about providing important public services

(f) Our residents tend to be suspicious of the
motivations of elected officials from the 8.20
neighboring jurisdictions :

7.00 | 5.67 6.50 7.00

(g) Our residents do not care about how servicels

are delivered because they focus only on the 6.00 5.33 3.00 7.00 4.25
quality and cost of these services

(h) Our residents would rather we contract with
other local governments than with private or non- 5.40 6.00 7.00 4.00 5.00
profit organizations for most services

(i) Our residents want us to let the county provide 1.40

services whenever possible 2.67 1.67 3.50 1.50

Question (e) was asked in order to measure whether the resportikt
community residents tend to ponder what is good for the entire metaop@ownriver)
area or whether they tend to be more concerned about theiroommumnity. The average
response rate of all interviewees is (4.05), falling well belogvmid-point of the scale.
Respondents clearly perceive that their respective residenti@e concerned about
what is good for their own community. The average response of DatauEliseville
registered well below the mid-point of the scale at (3.60) and (Bekpgectively. The
average response rate of Bedford Falls and Coletown is (4.50). Tlag@vesponse of
only one city, Acme, inched above the mid-point of the scale at (5.6@}. difference
may be partially explained by the assumption expressed by mdhg céspondents that
the City of Acme has a great deal more to gain fromdblisboration effort than do the
other communities. The City of Acme has far fewer resources ttiea other cities and

should therefore benefit more from collaboration.
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Table 4.6:
Respondents’ Perceptions of Community Residents Grouped by Role oégpondent
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree| Mayor City City Fire Fire

Council | Manager| Chief | Fighter

(d) Our residents demand that direct provisionhige t
default option for most basic public services 5.00 6.00 7.00 7.80 7.80

(e) Our residents demand that we consider whatid go
for Downriver when we make decisions about proygdin 6.00 | 3.67 3.33| 4.00 3.60
important public services

(f) Our residents tend to be suspicious of the vaditns | 5,33 7.00 5.33| 8.60 7.60
of elected officials from the neighboring jurisdicts

(g) Our residents do not care about how services ar
delivered because they focus only on the quality@st | 7.00 | 6.67 6.33| 3.80 3.40
of these services

(h) Our residents would rather we contract witheoth

local governments than with private or non-profit 5.67 | 5.67 6.33| 4.00 6.60
organizations for most services
(i) Our residents want us to let the county provide 1.00 367 367 1.40 1.60

services whenever possible

When asked their opinion as to whether or not their residents tend to be suspicious
of the motivations of elected officials from neighboring jurisdit$, (question f), the
average response of all interviewees is (7.05), indicating the resperdeeéd that their
residents are somewhat suspicious of the motivations of electedalsffifrom
neighboring communities. Comparing the answers grouped by city iesliagreement
across cities with that statement. The lowest average, Aen{8.67) and the highest,
Detour, is (8.20). The other three cities show a consistent avesagense ranging
between (6.50) and (7.00). Several of the respondents volunteeredthi&t opinion, in
addition to residents being suspicious of neighboring elected offithels residents are
also somewhat suspicious of the elected officials within their own community.

It is important to note that these responses are from electechgunted
administrative officials as well as rank-and-file firehigrs. These communities share

common borders and these officials have repeated contacts. Theg g history of
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cooperation through the DCC and also share a common local newsphpeNews
Herald. Even though citizen attention to local politics is generally cemed to be very
low, such factors would allow for speculation that the residents sé tinee communities
have had numerous opportunities to observe and form valid opinions about the @ctions
elected officials from neighboring communities.

Asked if they think their residents do not care how services axded, because
they focus only on the quality and cost of services, (question g), éhagevresponse of
all interviewees is (5.10), below the mid-point of the scale. When compareq jbgotite
interesting variance is revealed. Acme has the lowest aveeagense of (3.00) and
Coletown only (4.25). Eliseville, Detour and Bedford Falls showed consigenaiier
average responses at (5.33), (6.00) and (7.00) respectively. Such resporass tihai
the perception of the respondents is that their residents areddondelatively neutral as
to this statement.

Another interesting variance is illustrated when a comparisorage based upon
the role of the respondent. The average responses of mayors (7.00), coembiérs
(6.00) and city mangers (6.33) indicate that they moderately agfte¢his statement. A
considerable difference of opinion arises when the same quesaskead of fire chiefs
and fire fighters whose average response is (3.80) and (3.40) redpeatidizating
moderate disagreement with this statement. The respondents ethipldlge fire service
perceive the public as more concerned about how services are prdwaaethé other
groups of respondents.

When asked to assess resident preference for using other ¢oeshiments for

service provision as opposed to private firms or nonprofit organizatgumsst(on h), the
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average response of all interviewees is (5.60), just above the midgioiné scale,
indicating a neutral position on this statement. It does showtliea¢ is a general
perception among the respondents that their residents are natardges/erse to using
private firms or nonprofit organizations for service delivery.

Grouped by role, the average response is fairly consistent gesrdretween
(5.67) and (6.60). The exception is the response by the fire chiefd),vasia group,
provided an average response of only (4.00) indicating moderate disagteGnueiped
by community, the average responses ranged between (5.00) and (7.@@Xingda
general consensus that their residents are relatively néotsdimewhat in agreement
with this statement. Again, the respondents from one city, Bedfotsd, Babvided an
average response of (4.00), well below the other four communities.

Especially interesting was the response to (question i) whicasuned the
respondent’s perception of their resident’s preference for letiagcounty (Wayne)
provide services whenever possible. The average response of alteiviewees is a
mere (2.05) indicating a very strong consensus that their residppbse letting the
county provide services to them. When grouped by city, the average respange
from a high of (3.50) Bedford Falls to a low of (1.40) Detour. When grobpedle, the
responses indicate some variance, with mayors averaging a regpguse (1.00) and
fire chiefs and fire fighters averaging responses of (1.40) and (de§pgctively. The
highest two groups, although still below the mid-point of the scatethe city council
members and city managers with identical average responses of (3.67).

The responses to this question were by far the lowest in the giitldgugh there

IS some variance in the answers given, they are overwhelnmeglative in response to
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allowing the county to provide services to local communities. &ewéthe respondents
volunteered that they thought their residents would be opposed to waevikmgVayne
County in particular, and mentioned unpleasant experiences they hkidgvaith the
County in the past. Three or four of the respondents volunteered thadl seuanties
across the United States provide fire services contractualhgitorhunicipalities and that
such arrangements work well. The respondents expressed douhidhavauld be the

case with Wayne County and were convinced their residents would be opposed to such an

arrangement.
Table 4.7:
Perception of the Importance of Maintaining Local Control of Fire Servics
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Stronglgree Mean All

Respondents

() Our residents place more value on protectingaity's control over public services than 6.00
on lowering costs )

(k) Our residents place more value on protectingectiy's control over public services than 6.05
on improving service effectiveness across the Doxgncommunities )

() Our residents see themselves as highly intesdéent with the local governments that 4.85
surround this community )
(m) There is a significant constituency in my conmityifor seeking regional solutions to 5.10

our problems

Questions (j-m) are designed to measure the respondent’s percejtithesr
residents’ opinions on the importance of the city maintaining comvel service
provision. Previous research often asserts that the fear byplaolad officials of losing
control over service production and provision can hamper efforts atlooak
collaboration. “If management thinks interlocal contracting adveisébgts its capacity

to exercise close control over municipal services, the cityushntess likely to pursue
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contracting with another jurisdiction” (Morgan and Hirlinger 1991, p. 138)ese
guestions identify their views of the attitudes of residents about this issue.

Asked their opinion of the statement that their residents place nadue on
protecting the city’s control over public services than on lowerintsc@guestion j), the
average response of all interviewees is (6.00). This indicatethéhegspondents believe
that their residents are somewhat more concerned with mamngaiontrol over public

services than with lowering costs.

Table 4.8:

Perception of the Importance of Maintaining Local Control of Fire Services
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree | Detour| Eliseville] Acme| Bedford Coletown
Falls

() Our residents place more value on protecting ou

city's control over public services than on lowgrin | 6.60 5.33 5.67 6.50 6.25
costs

(k) Our residents place more value on protecting ou
city's control over public services than on imprayi

service effectiveness across the Downriver 6.80 5.00 6.00
communities

7.00 6.25

() Our residents see themselves as highly
interdependent with the local governments that 4.80 4.00 6.00 5.50 5.00
surround this community

(m) There is a significant constituency in my
community for seeking regional solutions to our 5.60 5.50 7.67 4.50 2.25
problems

Grouped by city there was relative consistency among theciiies. Eliseville
had the lowest average with (5.33) and Detour the highest with aagaveesponse of
(6.60).When a comparison is made by grouping the respondents by roleisthése
considerable consistency in the average responses. City council pensmided
moderate disagreement with that statement at (5.00) and dinterfs the strongest

average agreement at (6.80).
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Table 4.9:

Perception of the Importance of Maintaining Local Control of Fire Services
Grouped by Role of Respondent

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree | Mayor | City City Fire | Fire
Council | Manager| Chief | Fighter

() Our residents place more value on protectingaity's | 5.33 5.00 6.00 6.40 6.80
control over public services than on lowering costs

(k) Our residents place more value on protecting ou 3.67 4.67 6.67 6.40 7.20
city's control over public services than on imprayi ) ) ) ’ )

service effectiveness across the Downriver comramit

() Our residents see themselves as highly intesdéent | 5.00 4.33 3.67 6.20 5.00
with the local governments that surround this comityu

(m) There is a significant constituency in my conmityy | 5.33 6.33 4.67 5.00 5.20

for seeking regional solutions to our problems

When asked their opinion about the value their residents placed on magntaini
control over public services in terms of potential improvements teffleetiveness of
services across all of the area communities, (question k), thagaveesponse of all
persons interviewed is (6.05). This score indicates respondentgebbl@r residents are
inclined to consider maintaining local control over services slightitre important than
improving the service provision in the region as a whole.

The average response to this question is fairly consistent abmdgwe cities,
ranging between (5.00) and (7.00). The lowest average response ofw&fcorded
in Eliseville. That lower average response may be partiallyaged by some of the
answers given to open-ended questions asking about the same issewilléEl
respondents by and large think that the city has very lititéral over fire services now.
Consequently, they may not see this as a serious issue. The saggvesr by Acme
respondents were just above the mid-point of the scale at (5.66urPBedford Falls
and Coletown averaged more moderate agreement with this statermeotding

responses of (6.60), (6.50) and (6.25) respectively.
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When the average responses to (question j), are analyzed basedala tidghe
respondent, a fairly consistent pattern is shown, ranging just bmiabove the mid-
point of the scale. However, a revealing difference betweemtedl@nd administrative
officials emerges. Mayor and city council members responded libowmid-point of the
scale indicating moderate disagreement with the statemen®.d3) and (5.00)
respectively. City managers, fire chiefs and fire fightisrecorded scores above the
mid-point of the scale at (6.00), (6.40) and (6.80) respectively, indidai@ygsomewhat
agree with this statement.

Frederickson (1999) argues that in the absence of a central audrmatitynder
the conditions of high interdependency as is often found in metropoléas, dhere exist
highly developed systems of cooperation that serve essentiallgathe purpose as
diplomacy among nation-states. Cooperation is driven by recognitionthef
interdependence among the local jurisdictions. Other analystspnapesed that “such
interdependency and common service delivery is potentially one vaayriequities in
socioeconomic conditions, fiscal capacities and service distributithinva region can
be reduced” (Parks and Oakerson 2000, p. 174).

When asked if their residents see themselves as highly intedkgewith
surrounding cities, (question 1), responses averaged (4.85), slightly bedomid point
of the scale. This response suggests that the opinion of thesel éledtadministrative
officials is that their residents do not think they are partibularked or interdependent
with residents in the surrounding communities. When grouped by cityavbege
response shows relative consistency around the mid-point of the $balelowest

average response was that of Eliseville at (4.00) and the higlassthat of Acme at
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(6.00). When grouped by the role of the respondent, the answers ramged figh of
(6.20) for fire chiefs, to a low of (3.67) for city managers. The ¢hiefs are the only
group recording a response above the mid-point of the scale. Treg@avesponses of
the other four groups ranged from (5.00) for the mayors anddineefs to (4.33) for city
council members and (3.67) for city managers, revealing moderate disagregtinehnis
statement.

Ostrom, Tiebout and Warren (1961) argued that a political communitynotaye
coterminous with existing community boundaries, and that some mechamsinbe
developed for dealing with the problems associated with the provisieerates across
differing governmental jurisdictions. Question (m), was desigoedeasure whether the
respondents perceived any political demand in their respective woityrfor developing
such a regional approach to problems. When asked if there is acsigndonstituency
within the community who wish to seek regional solutions to the probiaonsg it, the
response rate for all persons interviewed is (5.10), just below th@amt of the scale
indicating a relatively neutral position on this question.

When grouped by city, the responses showed considerable varemgiag from
(2.25) Coletown to (7.67) Acme. Clearly, the perceptions of community sufgoort
regional solutions by the respondents of these two cities d@jfesatly. The responses
from Coletown respondents suggest they are engaging in the Diadamwitive without
the support of their city’s residents. When grouped by the role oeipondent, there is
relative consistency around the mid-point of the scale with scangeng between a high

of (6.33) for city council members to a low of (4.67) for city mansg€hese responses
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reveal that in the opinion of the respondents, their residents atéevell neutral to

somewhat in agreement with this statement.

Table 4.10
Respondents’ Personal Views Regarding Collaboration
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Stronglgree Mean All
Respondents
(n) 1 personally think that it is generally a gadéa to look for ways to collaborate with 8.80
surrounding jurisdictions regardless of the sertype or the problems faced
(o) I think that the Downriver communities are notependent in terms of the problems 8.40
they face and possible solutions to those problems
(p) I think the Downriver communities should workdleboratively on providing services 8.35
whenever it will benefit these communities as augreven if some of the communities )
would rather provide the service independently

The last set of questions (n-p) in the first section of thevie® instrument are
designed to reveal the respondent’s personal views on the topic abaraling with
surrounding communities. The response of all persons interviewed to ¢guest(8.80),
indicated agreement with the concept that generally itgsaal idea to collaborate with
surrounding communities on service provision. Comparing the responses when grouped
by city reveals they either moderately agree or agréle this concept. Bedford Falls
displayed the lowest, yet still high, response of (7.50) and Acme gihedtiat (9.33).
When grouped by role, the responses to this question again displaykablear
consistency. Fire chiefs had the lowest average response of (BRMayors had the
highest average response of (9.33).

When asked if they think the area communities are interdependégrms of
problems faced and possible solutions, (question 0), the average respahgeersfons
interviewed is relatively high (8.40) indicating that the respondegteeathat area

communities are interdependent.
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Table 4.11:

Respondents’ Personal Views Regarding Collaboration

Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree ~ 10=Strongly Agree| Detour

Eliseville

Acme| Bedford Coletown
Falls

(n) 1 personally think that it is generally a gadda
to look for ways to collaborate with surrounding
jurisdictions regardless of the service type or the
problems faced

9.20

8.83

933 7.50

8.50

(0) I think that the Downriver communities are

interdependent in terms of the problems they faxk|a 7.60

possible solutions to those problems

8.83

9.67 9.50

7.25

(p) I think the Downriver communities should work
collaboratively on providing services whenever iil w

benefit these communities as a group even if sdme o/.80

the communities would rather provide the service
independently

8.00

9.33 9.00

8.50

When grouped by city, the average responses display a snmalhtof variance,

with Coletown reporting (7.25) as the lowest, and Acme displayindititeest score of

(9.67). When grouped by role, the average responses again display veo@deste, with

fire chiefs recording the lowest at (7.20) and city managequertiag the strongest

agreement at (9.67). Responses to this question indicate moderalatitelyestrong

agreement among those working in them that area communities are interdependent

Table 4.12:
Respondents’ Personal Views Regarding Collaboration
Grouped by Role of Respondent
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree | Mayor | City City Fire | Fire
Council | Manager| Chief | Fighter
(n) 1 personally think that it is generally a gadéa to
look for ways to collaborate with surrounding ctie 9.33| 9.00 9.00| 8.20 9.00
regardless of the service type or the problemsdface
(0) I think that the Downriver communities are
interdependent in terms of the problems they fack a | 9.33 | 9.33 9.67| 7.20 7.80
possible solutions to those problems.
(p) I think the Downriver communities should work
collaboratively on providing services whenever il w
benefit these communities as a group even if sdnteeo | 9.33 8.33 9.67 7.80 8.00
communities would rather provide the service
independently.
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When asked if the respondent thinks the area communities should work
collaboratively, even if some of do not want to do so, (question p)yvdrage response
of all respondents is (8.35). This indicates agreement with the piaihee the DFA area
communities should work collaboratively, even against the wishes of sbrthe area
communities. Grouped by city, the average response is consistently stthragramge of
(7.80) in Detour and (9.33) in Acme. Grouped by role, the responses showatadder
strong agreement with this question ranging between (7.80) amenthiafs and (9.67)
among city managers. Figure 4.1 highlights the closed-ended quesiabressoked the

strongest responses.

Figure 4.1: Questions to which Respondents Expressed Strongest Agment

Mean
Question Opinion of Respondent Res—ponse
f Residents are suspicious of neighboring elected officials 7.05
n Think it is a good idea to collaborate generally 8.80
0 The area communities are interdependent 8.40
p Should collaborate across area even if some disagree 8.35
i Residents want us to let the county provide services 2.05

1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree

Summary Analysis of Closed-Ended Questions
The conclusions that can be drawn from the results of these closetl-ende

guestions provide some insights into the causes and factors importaomiounities
considering collaboration in the provision of public services. All e tespondents
participating in this collaboration are strongly opposed to allowhegcounty to provide
services. In general, the respondents to this survey were inttinéthk collaboration

with surrounding jurisdictions is a good thing. The respondents to this saisgeglearly
recognized that the area in which they operate (Downriveihtesdependent, and

recognize that they have a long history of successful collaborations.
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Factors Stimulating Interlocal Cooperation: Responses to Open-EndeQuestions
The following series of open-ended questions were also askediofesgpondent.
These questions are designed to elicit the respondent’s percegiiamrisvhy their city is
seriously considering collaboration on fire services. The questiordeaigned to reveal
whether policy entrepreneurs are present and if so, what kinds eftiestithey
undertake. Finally, this set of questions is designed to show whéteespondents

think fire services in particular are easier or harder talmorate on than other public

services.
Table 4.13
Open-Ended Question: Factors that Motivate Interlocal Collaboration
Question B-2 In your view, what are the factorg thd to this effort?
Were there any specific events that directly eneged your city’s participation in thig

Question B-2(a) effort?

Is there a person in your city that has stood st policy entrepreneur/leader in this
effort? If yes, who? What are some examples ofthivities this person undertook?
Why do you think this person took on this role? Wnativated his or her efforts in
this regard?

In your view, has a person from another city bemstrumental to this effort going
Question B-2 (c)| forward? If yes, who? What are some examples ohthieities this person undertook®
What do you see as his or her motivations forlgraslership role?

Are there any third parties whose involvement watrumental to this collaboration
moving forward? If yes, who? How so? Can you ofieme examples of how they
helped? Do you have any thoughts about their mitivs for involvement in this
effort?

This effort involves collaboration on fire servic&oes the fact that it involves fire
services make it more or less easy to do thissPlegplain.

Question B-2 (b)

Question B-2 (d)

Question B-3

Factors Stimulating this Effort

As discussed in Chapter Three, the existing literature iswbatemixed in terms
of the likely effect of fiscal stress on a community in enagimg collaboration. While a
variety of answers to question (B-2) were given, the most freqesponse, by far, was

that declining revenues available to the community is the strongeasvation for the
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DFA collaboration. For example, the Acme city council presidaict is was “money, the
continuing cuts in revenue sharing received from the state.” Acfime’ union president
indicated that the most important factor was the “lack of fundmwag s out there for
municipalities to obtain.” Acme’s fire chief stated that theading cause was
“shortcomings on revenues from the federal and state governtoghtscities . . . we've
been cut to the bone and there is nowhere else to cut.” The fire chief of Bealfersiit
it was the “downturn in revenues . . . coupled with the increasingotajuipment.”
Bedford Falls city manager indicated that Michigan hasstesyic tax revenue problem
in that “the Headlee Amendment working with Proposal A is puttingn usreal bind.”
The fire chief in Eliseville, who oversees a large departmeatiedstthat it is “purely
economics.”

Almost universally, the elected and administrative officialsrimésved indicated
that it is the reduction in revenues, coupled with the increasing cbstquipment,
forcing them to consider collaboration. The respondents mentioned theyeault
reductions in revenue sharing dollars coming to them from thes atad serious problem
for all Michigan municipalities. More than one respondent indicatatl they believed
that Michigan has a structural tax problem that is long semthmust be addressed soon.
The city manager of Eliseville stated that the way local gowent in Michigan is
financed is broken and needs to be fixed.

The fiscal stress that these communities are experiencoupled with the
rapidly increasing cost of equipment and labor in the provisione&EMS services, has
led them to seriously examine the idea of further collaboration inicpelrvice

provision. Yet, in assessing the factors that are motivating theseamunities to
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collaborate, it is worth noting that these same communitiesrioattea serious effort to
collaborate in the early 1990s when the fiscal situation wassksse. Although the
general condition of the United States and Michigan economiesiexged a slow down
in the early 1990s, it is certainly not comparable to the fistedss that these
communities are currently experiencing. Hence, there must hamefdigters other than
severe fiscal stress in the early 1990s that led these cotmsuno consider
collaboration. When asked about such factors, none of the respondents nwritbes

any of the particular reasons that motivated that attempted collaboration.

Specific Events that Trigger Collaboration

The interviewees indicated that there were certain relevamdittons leading
them towards collaboration. In response to the question regarding cpeeénts
encouraging collaboration, Acme’s city council president said tloae rthan anything
the cities in this area have a “long history of cooperation, ttraing Downriver
Community Conference and otherwise.” Detour's mayor statedad mwolved in the
original study on fire consolidation that was done by the Downr@emmunity
Conference” and that he has long advocated this kind of cooperation. The ofayo
Coletown said that it was “the good experience we’'ve had through MAidathat
made collaboration seem feasible.

The cities undertaking this DFA collaborative effort have paitad, for many
years, in the Downriver Mutual Aid Pact organized through the DA@eUthat Pact,
each community may call upon neighboring communities for help wheoldepr is

encountered that strains their resources to handle alone. The Mutuakgerience has
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led these jurisdictions to train personnel in very similar ways to purchase similar
kinds of equipment. The fire chief of Eliseville stated that “tleeea lot of fire chiefs in
this area that have been talking about some kind of regional effortuaMéid
experiences have been driving it this way for a while. Theobotine is the driving
factor.”

The findings of this research are consistent with previous wgedrowing that a
long-established relationship among cooperating communities incréesebances of
collaboration (Lackey, et al. 2002). Cooperation is more likely the tahgeactors have
cooperated with one another (Park and Feiock 2003).

In addition to the history of cooperation through the Mutual Aid Progfrah
nearly every respondent mentioned, several specific events wemgoned by the
interviewees as pulling them toward greater levels of coopearater time. The city
council president in Acme mentioned that “there was a power out&§B...Marathon
Oil had a significant and frightening problem with their tank farnd #mere was a
positive response by several of the area communities. . . andviat led to further
cooperative development.” During that power outage, the public saépirtchents of
these communities engaged in significant cooperation. This alsmtraised awareness
that the communities share some common problems and that working togetteeface
of serious problems is a better approach to take.

Acme’s fire chief said that his interest in this kind of collaboration stavigudthe
automatic aid system his community developed with another ciiggetJautomatic aid,
both fire departments are dispatched simultaneously to a firather ecity. This

arrangement has allowed each city to increase the numbee éfhhters initially on site
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and fighting a fire. This dramatically increased their ssggate and the safety of their
fire fighters. The chief also said the arrangement did ndtlgrencrease the costs of
service to either city.

Respondents from two of the cities mentioned the success of thee Poli
Information System Consortium initiated by the City of Bedfeatls as an event that led
to further efforts of cooperation. The city manager of Elisevidtated that one
contributing factor was the “fairly quick success of the polic@rmation system
consortium involving these same five cities.” The city manageBedford Falls
described how that consortium came about.

Our information person came to me with a proposal to invite other

communities to share our computer server in order to share our

police information service, the Law Enforcement Information Network

(LEIN) System, the mapping software for dispatching, etc. as a way of

potentially saving a substantial amount of money. That made sense to

me and we are now up to 12 communities sharing the same information

technology. This includes the (Wayne) County Sheriffs Department by the

way too... Having a common dispatching operation is really important

to this kind of collaboration. It really has to be in place before we can

seriously consider a joint fire service or police service.
These computer services have the potential to facilitate joipatdising of fire and
police assets and the sharing of information in a timely maain@rprice that is greatly
reduced from the cost each individual community would bear. It wasutteess of this
information sharing effort that gave these cities the ideahlestcould accomplish more
by working together.

In sum, the communities participating in the DFA collaboration haveng
history of successfully cooperating. Through the operation of the MAidaSystem

fostered by the DCC, these communities have fought fires togatdehave come to

train in similar ways and purchase similar types of equipment.
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The Role of Policy Entrepreneurs

This study also seeks to identify if any policy entrepreneeitber elected or
administrative, are active in leading the DFA collaboration eftord what such
entrepreneurs do to advance the effort. John Kingdon (1984, 2003) discussea tife ide
policy entrepreneurs or persons instrumental in pushing an idea ortzahelecision-
making agenda and making sure that it moves forward. Such policy engaps can
play a significant role in the development of new joint servicengements by lending
their expertise and experience to the group. Such people may expesidecable
amounts of time and prestige in the effort and can play aarfigrt in the successful
adoption of the new policy. Eric Zeemering (2007) found that city neasagere
regularly mentioned as policy entrepreneurs doing the necessakyof collaboration
among communities.

When asked about persons in their own city who have acted as a policy
entrepreneur or policy leader in this effort, Acme’s city coupoesident mentioned
Acme’s mayor and said, “he is a financial guy, a vice presidea local bank, so he is
very concerned about the fiscal well-being of the city.” ThHg manager of Detour
named the mayor of his community as one of the leaders irfftrteand stated that “he
was an original proponent of the idea...we formed an auto-aid sysksour’s fire
chief mentioned that the mayor “is the chairperson of the collaberahe was
instrumental in setting everything up.” The fire chief of Blise mentioned the union
president of his own fire fighters local and said that “he wasvatetl by a desire to do
some extra work to help educate and steer the direction of hoeffilmis might go.” The

city council president of Eliseville stated that his city nggrd'is probably one of the
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more aggressive administrators in trying to facilitate ttte@a construction of that fire
authority.”

Respondents were also asked about the existence of policy entrepianather
communities. The city manager of Eliseville was consistentytroned as a driving
force. The mayor of Detour, who mentioned that he was the prifaailjtator of the
effort in his community, went on to also mention the city managé&iliséville and said
“he has the same vision, the same thought process and it's imgnest that we have
somebody in the political realm and somebody in the administradi@en that are
looking at this basically through the same binoculars. He isnandig leader.” Detour’s
fire chief said that the city manager of Eliseville “hakein a leading role in this effort.”
The fire chief of Coletown, identifying that same person said hleatwas the most

outspoken promoter of this idea.”

The Importance of Governance Structures
Oakerson (2004) argued that in order to facilitate better processes of goeatnanc

is first necessary to develop governance structures that sed ba the willing consent

of the participants. Curtis Wood (2004) in his examination of the KaiXhs
Metropolitan area noted that the presence of area councils ofngoser was very
helpful in overcoming the difficulties of collaboration. Respondents \asked if there
were any third parties such as agencies of other governmevetd,Inetworks or groups
whose involvement was instrumental to this collaboration. While a é&éwthe
interviewees did not think there was any such third party, a mapmfrithem indicated

that the DCC has been instrumental in organizing the collabordfamh @&d keeping it



114

moving forward. The mayor of Detour said “the DCC, they seem to hala of
influence . . . whatever studies have to be done they seem te badkbone that people
can fall back on to get information . . . a good contact point.” Ttyensanager of
Eliseville stated “I think the network of the DCC provided the pizgtional structure
that aided and supported these individual initiatives. They provide a comattormlto
facilitate and communicate. They are like a mini-regional valyngjovernment in some
sense.” The fire chief in Coletown said that “The Downriver Comity Conference . . .
they have a role in it as facilitators.” The fire chief diséville said the “Downriver
Community Conference was instrumental in getting the initiahtgndhich was used to
fund the feasibility study.”

The city manager of Detour also mentioned that the consultmgPfiante-Moran
assisted them in putting the collaboration plan together. Theufiren president of
Eliseville stated that “The IAFF (International AssociatairFire Fighters) and also the
Michigan Professional Fire Fighters Union” were instrumemtaddgsisting in the effort.
He went on to say that most of the dialog relative to the DFlalmmiation was occurring
among the fire fighter unions.

Figure 4.2: Factors Mentioned most often as Motivating Collaboration.

Percentage of Respondents
Factors Motivating Collaboration Mentioning This Factor

Previous Collaboration through the

Downriver Mutual Aid Pact 95%
Fiscal Stress caused by Declining
Revenues 94%
Presence of a Council of Government 85%
Presence of a Policy Entrepreneur
Leading Effort 85%

Collaboration on Police Information
System Consortium 40%
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These responses show that there are individual policy entreprectuesia the
DFA collaboration effort. There is a consulting firm and both formuad informal
networks providing encouragement and guidance in the development of thetguthori
The formal network mentioned frequently is the DCC. The informavaor&s mentioned
frequently are the Downriver Fire Chiefs Association, the DoxenrCity Managers
Association and the fire fighting union locals in the area. The DE€Cepeatedly
mentioned as a source of information and a facilitating influemtkeis effort. The city
manager of Eliseville is mentioned repeatedly as a driving fore¢he attempt to make
the DFA collaboration a reality. This research reinforcevipus research on the
importance of policy entrepreneurs who work to facilitate collglmwraand also the
importance of networks such as the DCC in helping to faciligateeffort and to

overcome the difficulties.

Is It Easier or Harder to Collaborate on Fire Services?

Different kinds of public services present differing opportunities @stacles.
State level rules may make it easier or harder to achieWaborative success.
Collaborative fire services have existed in different sectionth@fcountry for many
years. Some aspects of fire service have clear products orofustiiat make it a good
candidate for collaboration with other communities. However, the Mygilof fire
protection to the public may also make it a difficult servicedéiver through an
independent authority. Hence, it is useful to probe the participantgs wiegarding
whether a collaborative effort to provide fire services waseasiharder to achieve than

other services, and why.
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Acme’s city council president said that it was harder to lbolate on fire
services because “people are use (sic) to a really excédleel of service . . . it's
important to them thateir fire fighters are very happy . . . they don’t want themimgptt
lost in a bigger organization...they worry that they would suffer a ilogke level of
service.”

Detour’s city manager thought it would be,

harder | believe. | think it stems from the fact that many cities are

so used to havintheir fire people respond to a rescue or whatever

and thatheir fire trucks show up . . . citizens feel that they are paying

taxes to this city and they should get this city’s fire personnel . . . they're

worried about service.

The fire chief of Bedford Falls said it would be “harder . . reéhe a public sentiment
against it. They like having local control.” He also indicated ftthere are just so many
little things to consider such as going to a single key comnhdrgilaing lock system.

The union rules that have been bargained for over a long period of time would be difficult
to mesh together into one authority.” A fire department lieuteimabDetour stated that it
would be harder because the fire departments have such strong yomesengation. A

fire department captain in Coletown thought it would be harder betaeiseitizens are
“very protective of the fire services.” He went on to indictitet he thought people
would have different opinions depending on the services being considered for
collaboration. “I think our citizens view their fire department likeir sports team . . . |
think our citizens feel that way about us.” The city council pregide Eliseville said
“harder | think . . . you're dealing with life and death issues...nmoke intense issues

involved in public safety. It's different than if you get your trastked-up or if the road

gets fixed . . . it's different. It's much more serious and thought provoking.”
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On the other hand the city manager of Eliseville said “edslenk, because fire
services have more national standards and uniformity of setvaracteristics.” Acme’s
fire union president indicated that he thought it would be easiaubedhey are already
working collaboratively through the Downriver Mutual Aid Program. Thayon of
Eliseville stated that “it's a little easier because IthEF and the fire services have been
moving toward standardization for some time now . . . there isdgl@&ertain amount
of uniformity in the fire services . . . they all tend to delivervies in the same way.”
Reflecting some of the conflicting opinions on this subject, theuimien president in
Eliseville said “I think it makes it harder and easier. The $iervice is slow to change;
we rely on consistency a lot. We work from a teamwork multi-station tradition.”

Clearly there is a considerable amount of disagreement dsetihev fire services
are harder or easier to collaborate on than other public serdegsral respondents
mentioned that it should be somewhat easier because the Vigesdrave been moving
toward national standards for some time now and they have alveadycollaborating to
a much greater extent than other types of public services.ifetfae adoption of the
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards would isegynlead to greater
uniformity in fire services which in turn should make it easier for different trapats to
collaborate with one another. According to the scope describedtiarsécl.1 of NFPA
1710, the NFPA standards are the “minimum requirements relatitige torganization
and deployment of fire suppression operations, emergency medical iaperand
special operations to the public by a substantially all career fire degpartm

Yet in contrast to such uniformity and apparent ease of intertmti@boration,

several respondents mentioned that residents of their commungiege@r parochial



118

about their fire department and generally opposed to collaborating other
communities. It should be noted that most of the respondents who citeerf
opposition” to interlocal collaboration are working members of the oamity fire
department. If the respondents are correct in their assessfrtéet perceptions of their
community’s residents, political opposition to transferring firavise operations to an
authority could be a serious hindrance to collaboration. Citizen oppasitmnissue that
must be taken into consideration by any community contemplatingboodition on

fire/EMS services.

Summary Analysis of Open-Ended Questions

The responses to these open-ended questions reveal several faatosset
thought by these respondents to be important in this effort at cataborThe issue of
fiscal stress is mentioned repeatedly by nearly all of rdspondents as a major
contributing factor leading them to undertake this effort. The detrg revenues
available to the cities, coupled with the increasing cost ofrlalpd equipment is a
motivating factor for these respondents. Several of the respondent®mned specific
events that led them to undertake this collaboration. A power outage irc208&d the
public safety departments of these communities to cooperate iy eeaéand significant
way which led directly to discussions of this collaboration. The eascoof the
collaboration on a police information system was another event théttte further
discussions.

The long established working relationship these communities have deleldpe

result of the Downriver Mutual Aid Pact was mentioned by neasdyyerespondent as an



119

important motivating factor. These responses also reveal that poltrepreneurs are
present in this area and are actively working to enablegyréatels of collaboration
among the fire departments.

A formal network, the DCC, is frequently mentioned as being iacalr
motivating factor in this collaboration. The DCC has long provided anfofor the
discussion of these issues by elected and administrative cffidiaé DCC applied for
and was awarded a grant from the State of Michigan to investigat feasibility of
undertaking this form of collaboration. The DCC also provided meetiogs and staff
support to this effort.

As to whether it is harder or easier to collaborate on éréices than other kinds
of services, the respondents had mixed opinions. Many of the respondentt shokd
be easier, because the fire services have been developingru(W6PA) standards for
some time now as well as standardized training for their perso@nethe other hand,
many of the respondents indicated that collaboration on fire semagg be more
difficult because the residents and some elected officiale@renitted to maintaining
and controlling their own individual fire department.

The next chapter will examine what potentially collaborating citiesoaleng for
in the specific terms of a collaboration agreement. In particties part of the research
study explores what cities are looking for in terms of the ojperatgreement and what
they expect to gain. The interview subjects are asked if tleegxrecting short or long
term cost savings as a result of collaboration. The issue @fl ®spity between the

collaborating communities is also examined. Finally, this ceatf the study examines
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the satisfaction levels of the participants and asks them torped cost benefit analysis

of the activity.



Table 4.14:

Factors Stimulating Interlocal Collaboration / All Respondent

Respondent| g b c d e f g h i j k I m n o p
1 7 6 8 8 4 6 5 5 3 6 6 5 7 8 10 8
2 8 7 10 9 7 4 1 9 1 6 6 6 7 10 9 10
3 7 6 6 7 6 7 3 7 1 5 6 7 9 10 10 10
4 8 8 8 7 7 10 7 6 1 6 7 6 5 10 10 10
5 8 8 10 10 4 4 9 8 3 7 6 4 4 10 10 10
6 4 4 5 4 3 7 3 6 2 8 7 4 3 8 9 9
7 5 5 6 9 6 8 7 3 1 10 7 8 2 6 9 8
8 7 6 4 5 1 10 3 1 1 5 5 2 7 8 5 8
9 8 10 5 10 2 10 5 6 1 10 8 10 10 10 5 5
10 8 8 10 10 5 8 2 2 1 6 7 10 2 8 3 8
11 6 5 6 4 4 1 7 4 1 5 2 2 8 10 10 10
12 4 4 4 8 2 8 2 8 2 6 8 1 1 8 8 8
13 9 8 8 7 3 5 7 5 6 3 7 3 7 9 10 10
14 10 9 8 4 7 5 7 7 1 5 2 7 3 8 8 8
15 4 4 6 8 2 10 4 7 3 6 7 4 5 9 9 5
16 5 5 5 7 3 9 3 7 2 4 6 6 5 7 7 7
17 9 8 8 5 4 7 6 3 2 8 8 2 3 10 10 10
18 10 7 8 7 4 7 6 6 1 5 8 2 2 8 8 6
19 5 4 6 7 4 6 7 7 5 6 5 5 8 9 9 10
20 5 5 6 3 3 9 8 5 3 3 3 3 4 10 9 7

Mean | 6.85 | 6.35|6.85| 6.95 | 4.05|7.05|5.10|5.60 | 2.05 | 6.00 | 6.05| 4.85 | 5.10 | 8.80 | 8.40 | 8.35

STDDEV| 1.98 [1.84 (190 | 2.16 |1.79 242 (231|211 |143|189|185| 2.64 |2.63|1.20|1.98|1.69

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly

T

Agree



Table 4.15:

Closed-Ended Questions Relative to Factors Stimulating Interlocal @laboration / Grouped by City.

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree Detour |Eliseville| Acme [Bedford| Coletown Mean |STD
Falls DEV
Interview Question N=5 N=6 N=3 N=2 N=4 N=20 [N=20
a|My organization is usually receptive to doing things in new ways 8201483 | 7.33[7.00| 7.75 |7.02|1.31
b|My organization usually approaches problems proactively 780 | 450 | 6.33 | 6.50| 7.25 |6.48 (1.25
My organization is usually open to possibilities for collaborating on services
C|with other local governments (other than the county) 7.00 | 5.67 | 8.00 | 7.00 | 7.50 |7.03|0.87
d|Our residents demand that direct provision be the default option for most basic pub services 780 | 550 | 800 |800]| 6.75 |7.2111.09
Our residents demand that we consider what's good for Downriver when we
€[make decisions about providing important public services 3.60 | 3.17 | 5.67 | 450 | 4.50 |4.29 |0.96
f |Our residents tend to be suspicious of the motivations of elected officials from neighboring cities 820 | 700 | 5.67 | 650 | 7.00 | 6.87 (0.92
Our residents do not care about how services are delivered because they focus
d|only on the quality and cost of these services 6.00 | 5.33 | 3.00 | 7.00 | 4.25 |5.12|1.55
Our residents would rather we contract with other local governments than with
private or non-profit organizations for most services 5.40 | 6.00 | 7.00 | 4.00 | 5.00 |5.48 (112
i |Our residents want us to let the county provide services whenever possible 1.40 | 267 | 1.67 | 3.50 1.50 | 2.15 |0.91
j |Our residents place more value on protecting our city's control over public serv than lowering costs| 6.60 | 5.33 | 5.67 | 6.50 | 6.25 | 6.07 |0.55
Our residents place more value on protecting our city's control over public
services than on improving service effectiveness across the Downriver communities 6.80 | 5.00 | 6.00 | 7.00 | 6.25 |6.21 |0.79
Our residents see themselves as highly interdependent with the local governments
that surround this community 4.80 4.00 | 6.00 | 5.50 5.00 | 5.060.75
mThere is a significant constituency in my community for seeking regional solutions to problems 560 | 550 | 7.67 | 450 | 2.25 |5.10 (1.97
| personally think that it is generally a good idea to look for ways to collaborate
N|with surrounding jurisdictions regardless of the service type or the problems faced 9.20 | 8.83 | 9.33 | 7.50 | 8.50 |8.67 (0.73
I think that the Downriver communities are interdependent in terms of the
O|problems they face and possible solutions to those problems 7.60 | 8.83 | 9.67 | 9.50 7.25 |857 (110
| think the Downriver communities should work collaboratively on providing services whenever it
p 7.80 | 8.00 | 9.33 [ 9.00 | 850 |8.53|0.65

will benefit them as a group even if some of the cities would rather provide service independently.

[4A)



Table 4.16:

Closed-Ended Questions Relative to Factors Stimulating Interlocal @laboration / Grouped by Role

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree 10=Strongly Agree | Mayor |Council| City Mgr |Fire Chf| Fire F. | MEAN | STDEV
Interview Question N=4 N=3 N=3 N=5 N=5 | N=20 [ N=20
a|My organization is usually receptive to doing things in new ways 8.00 | 5.66 7.00 6.20 | 6.80 | 6.73 | 0.88
b |My organization usually approaches problems proactively 7.33 | 5.00 6.67 580 1| 6.80 | 6.32 | 0.92
¢ |My organization is usually open to possibilities for collaborating on services
with other local governments (other than the county) 733 | 6.67 | 7.67 | 6.40 | 6.40 | 6.89 | 0.58
d |Our residents demand that direct provision be the default option for most basic public services 5.00 | 6.00 7.00 7801|1780 | 672 | 1.21
e |Our residents demand that we consider what's good for Downriver when we
make decisions about providing important public services 6.00 | 3.67 | 3.33 | 4.00 | 3.60 | 4.12 | 1.08
f |Our residents tend to be suspicious of the motivations of elected officials from neighboring cities 533 | 7.00 5.33 860 | 760 | 6,77 | 1.44
g |Our residents do not care about how services are delivered because they focus
only on the quality and cost of these services 7.00 | 6.67 6.33 | 3.80 | 3.40 | 5.44 | 1.70
h |Our residents would rather we contract with other local governments than with
private or non-profit organizations for most services 5.67 | 5.67 6.33 | 4.00 | 6.60 | 5.65 | 1.01
i |Our residents want us to let the county provide services whenever possible 1.00 | 3.67 3.67 140 | 1.60 | 2.27 | 1.30
j |Our residents place more value on protecting our city's control over public serv than lowering costs| 533 | 5.00 6.00 640 | 680 | 591 | 0.74
k |Our residents place more value on protecting our city's control over public
services than on improving service effectiveness across the Downriver communities 3.67 | 467 | 6.67 | 6.40 | 7.20 | 5.72 | 1.49
| |Our residents see themselves as highly interdependent with the local governments
that surround this community 5.00 | 4.33 3.67 6.20 | 5.00 | 4.84 | 0.94
mThere is a significant constituency in my community for seeking regional solution to our problems 5.33 | 6.33 4.67 500 | 520 | 531 | 0.62
n |l personally think that it is generally a good idea to look for ways to collaborate
with surrounding jurisdictions regardless of the service type or the problems faced 9.33 | 9.00 | 9.00 | 8.20 | 9.00 | 891 | 0.42
o |l think that the Downriver communities are interdependent in terms of the
problems they face and possible solutions to those problems 9.33 | 9.33 9.67 7.20 | 7.80 | 8.67 | 1.09
p|! think the Downriver communities should work collaboratively on providing services whenever it
933 | 833 | 9.67 | 7.80 | 8.00 | 8.63 | 0.83

will benefit them as a group even if some of the cities would rather provide service independently.

ect
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CHAPTER 5

WHAT PARTICIPANTS EXPECT FROM THE TERMS OF COLLABORATION

This chapter examines how elected and appointed officials in thedmenunities
view the terms of collaboration for a joint fire/EMS authoridt the time of the
interviews, the respondents had been discussing collaboration for sgearal and
actively engaging in the planning of the fire authority for agpnately eighteen months.
In general, community officials have enjoyed a good, cooperatiliomship with
officials in other communities and have a relatively positive outlook towardbcodiion.

This chapter examines what participants expect to gain fromcdiligboration.
Virtually all of the respondents are concerned about the finanomadition of their
community and the fiscal outlook for the future. As detailed in Chaptéscal stress is
mentioned repeatedly as a causal factor driving the community soigeollaboration.
This chapter examines other possible factors motivating this padtdive authority
collaboration. It also examines how collaboration is expected imphevéscal situation
of the partnering communities.

Finally, this chapter examines the respondents’ assessmetite benefits and
costs of collaboration, and how satisfied officials are withatheunt of input they have in
planning the fire authority.

The first portion of this chapter addresses a series of closkmtiesurvey questions
using a scale of one (not important at all to the respondent) tertBoa(ly important to
the respondent). These questions are designed to elicit the aasaerong other things,

what costs savings are expected, whether service qualitevithproved, if any jobs will
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be lost, and will access to resources be improved. This sdrmsestions is designed to
assess the respondents’ perceptions of the necessary teratlalodration. What specific
results are potentially collaborating communities looking for whery thensider
cooperating? The second portion of this chapter deals with a sdriepen-ended
guestions designed to encourage the respondent to explain more fully anthirative
style what is important to them regarding the terms of colléiborarables 5.18, 5.19 and
5.20 at the end of the chapter contain all of the data gatheredHeoscaled portion of the
survey instrument. Smaller tables are interspersed throughochdbeer to make it easier
for the reader to refer to the information being discussed.

The terms of collaborative activity are important to study bseat is important
whether participants are looking for the same things regardingdlaborative activity. It
is possible that public managers may not have a thorough understandinhgtdhe terms
are before undertaking cooperation. Like any human relationshipe iparticipants are
expecting very different outcomes from the same activity, thi#lypnobably be very
disappointed with the results of that activity. If one communiipntsrested in short term
cost savings while another is interested in long term servicétygaald enhancements,
they may not make the best partners and the relationship may gorelly down. If the
financial or other types of commitments are not equal and well stoder beforehand, the
collaboration is likely to end badly.

Earlier research (Lyons, Lowery and DeHoog 1992) showed that éteeted
officials are often concerned about citizen satisfaction withices. Officials may also be
concerned about the cost savings available through joint service prod@ftioials may

be more concerned with potential public criticism of the collabmmathan with the
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economics involved. Eric Zeemering (2007 p. 80) has concluded that “fromtiagbol
economy and public contracting perspective, we know that local governsegitsto

provide high quality public services at low cost. However, weuaertain how these
officials weigh different aspects of the terms of collaboratrotheir decision-making.”

Thus the terms of collaboration and how those terms are perceivtbd lmcal actors may
have a significant impact on if and how collaborative activity dgBkace. Therefore, a
better understanding of how officials view the terms of collammratan help in predicting

when collaboration will occur and when it may not.

Perceptions of Collaboration Terms: Responses to Scale Questions

Importance of Short and Long-term Savings

Previous research by Visser (2004) indicates that it is impotkettthe local
governing unit be convinced that collaboration will have a positive owctmm their
communities. The following questions are designed to discover how potogtadavings
factor into the decision-making process and whether participatimgncinities are looking

for short or long term savings.

Table 5.1:
Perceptions of Respondents Regarding the Terms of Collaboration
All Respondents (n=20)

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important Mean All
Respondents
a | Our city will save money in the short run (3-5 years) 4.55
b | Our city will save money in the long run (over 5 years) 8.45
¢ | Our residents see improvements in the quality of the service over what we 775
have provided previously )
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Asked how important it is that their city save money in the sturt(question a),
defined as three to five years, the mean response of all respoisdesitsv the mid-point
of the scale at (4.55). The standard deviation in the responses is, (Rdibating
considerable variance in the answers ranging from the lav€4t00) indicating it is not
important to the respondent, to the high point of the scale at (10.06ating that it is
critically important®

Grouped by city, a comparison of the data shows the mean resp¢hd®)swvith a
standard deviation of (1.59). The responses ranged from a low of (2 B&)lfiord Falls to
a high of (5.60) in Detour. Eliseville responses are at (5.50), and Aoth€oletown had

relatively low responses at (4.67) and (3.00) respectively.

Table 5.2:
Perceptions of the Respondents Regarding the Terms of Collaboration
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour | Eliseville | Acme | Bedford | Coletown
10=Critically Important (n=5) (n=6) (n=3) | Falls (n=4)
(n=2)
a | Our city will save money in the short 5.60 5.50 4.67 2 00 3.00

run (3-5 years)

b | Our city will save money in the long run 8.80
(over 5 years) )

8.67 9.33 | 8.00 7.25

¢ | Our residents see improvements in the

quality of the service over what we 7.60 7.50 7.67 8.00 8.25
have provided previously

Table 5.2 compares data grouped by city and Table 5.3 comparesntieatiata
grouped by the different jobs held by the respondents. When a compiaris@de of the
responses based on the role of the respondent, the mean is higstdl betow the mid-

point of the scale at (4.75). The standard deviation is (1.87) indicatingneme variance

® See Tables at the end of the chapter for stardkidtions.
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there than between the cities. Fire chiefs register the tawsponse to this question at
(2.80) and city council members have the highest response at (7.08rsMwve the
second highest response at (6.50). City managers and fire figbfmnses are most

closely aligned with fire chiefs at (3.67) and (3.80) respectively.

Table 5.3:
Perceptions of the Respondents Regarding the Terms of Collaboration

Grouped by Role

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Mayor | City City Fire Fire
10=Critically Important (n=4) | Council | Mgr Chief | Fighter
(n=3) (n=3) | (n=5) | (n=5)

o))

Our city will save money in the short run (3-5years) | 6. 50 | 7.00 | 3.67 | 2.80 | 3.80

O

Our city will save money in the long run (over 5
years) 9.00 | 9.00 | 7.67 | 7.80 | 8.80

(9]

Our residents see improvements in the quality of
the service over what we have provided previously

8.00 | 7.00 | 8.33| 7.40 | 8.00

Overall, the elected officials had much higher expectationsvifiganoney in the
first three to five years than did the administrative officalsl fire fighters. Having very
different expectations about the outcome of this collaboration mayecobstacles to the
effort. It would seem helpful to the success of the collaboratiaddoess such differences
early on in the process to avoid a breakdown in negotiations aftadeide time and
other resources have been expended. However, based on these resjgeeses that the
expectations for cost savings have not been adequately addressed by the respondents

When asked how important it is that their city save money in thettong defined
as over five years (question b), the respondents indicated thaeityismportant to them
(8.45). The individual responses ranged from a low of (6.00) to a high of (20tOEH
clearly indicates an expectation that the collaboration effdrtrasult in cost savings.

When the responses are grouped by city, it is clear that dheotities have a high
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expectation that they will save money in the long run due to éisboration. The lowest
average city response is in Coletown at (7.25) and the highespasted for Acme at
(9.33). When the responses are compared based on the role of the respoadtatied

officials again indicated higher expectations of cost savings dh the appointed and
administrative officials or employees. Both the mayors andaotyncil members had a
response of (9.00), while fire fighters, fire chiefs and city rgara had slightly lower
expectations as groups at (8.80), (7.80) and (7.67), respectively.

These findings support the conclusions of Visser (2004) that betwal |
government officials will seriously consider collaboration, theystrbe convinced that it
will have a positive outcome for their community. The administrategpondents’
answers indicate that they generally do not anticipate very mubk iway of cost savings
in the first few years. In contrast, the elected officddshave expectations of near-term
cost savings. When considering the anticipated cost savingstledtdirst five years of
collaboration, the elected officials again have higher expectdborssich savings than the
employees or the administrative officials. Figure 5.1 indicatesnaiderable difference in
the expectations of elected and administrative officials, edjyematerms of short-term

cost savings.

Figure 5.1: Differences in Expectations for Cost Savings

Elected Administrative
Officials Officials
Range of Mean Range of Mean
Expectations for short-term
savings (first 3-5 years) 6.50 - 7.00 280 - 4.75

Expectations for long-term
savings (after 5 years) 9.00 7.67 - 8.80
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These findings indicate that for this collaboration effort, there dris$ something
of a disconnect between the expectations of elected officials whanake the final
decision on whether to engage in this collaboration. The employeeadamdistrative
officials will be charged with implementing the authority anckimg it work on a daily
basis. Such findings could indicate a problem in negotiating the opegreement and
the labor agreement required for this collaboration. A clear stadeting of the cost
savings that can reasonably be expected is needed in ordegadtiiates labor and other
costs. Such expected cost savings would also need to be factoredhe tonding
agreement for the collaborative. Such differences could potengaidlyto trouble in the
monitoring and evaluation phase after the authority is in operatidhe ladministrative
officials who are charged with making the collaboration work arecipating that there
will not be any short term cost savings but the elected dffieie fully expecting to enjoy

such costs savings, a serious issue might arise when the authority is created.

Importance of Residents Seeing Improvements in Service Quality

Respondents were asked how important it is that the residentsirofetby@ective
communities see improvements in the quality of services over witatriently provided
as a result of collaboration (question c). The responses melkaitthat most respondents
consider it important that residents see some improvement ineseriiat there is variance
in the opinions. In terms of the cities as a group, the mean is (Ad@Oating that this
factor is perceived as very important by these communities.iSdue was the most
important to the respondents from Coletown (8.25) and the least imp(fta@j to the

Eliseville officials. When answers are compared based upon the role o$ploadent, it is
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clear that regardless of role, this factor is perceived tamortant to community
residents. City managers have the highest response rate ataf&l33)y council members
have the lowest at (7.00).

Thus, in addition to obtaining cost savings as a result of thisboodton,
achieving an improvement in service quality is clearly thobghthese respondents to be
very important to the residents of these five communities. Theerisus disagreement as
to when such cost savings might be realized, but both electeddamdistrative officials
expect savings, at least in the long term. Both groups of resporddietee it is important

to residents to see service improvements as a result of collaboration.

Table 5.4
Importance to Respondents of Achieving Financial Equity / All Respaents
Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically important Mean All
Respondents

d | Cost savings are distributed equally among the participating communities 6.95
i | The authority will distribute future nonlocal(state and federal) resources among 8.35

the Downriver communities in a more rationale way than is now the case )
j | Creation of this authority results in equal spending on fire protection among the 795

participating jurisdictions )

Is Achieving Financial and Service Equity among Participating Commsititiportant?
Three of the questions in this section (d, i and j) are designeabdess the
importance to the participants of achieving financial equity anloegommunities. When
asked how important it is that cost savings are equally distdlarteng the communities
(question d), the average response among all respondents is (6.95). Whespdtmses

are compared grouped by city, the mean remains relatively atig6.74), but there is a
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considerable difference of opinion as to how important this factor mativating these
communities to collaborate. The officials of Detour indicated equialitost savings was
extremely important (9.20), but the Acme (7.00) and Coletown (7.50) ddficidicated
this objective was less important to them. Eliseville (5.50) andfdéddralls (4.50)

respondents consider this factor to be less important than the respondents from esher citi

Table 5.5:
Importance to Respondents of Achieving Financial Equity / Grouped by Cyt
Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour| Eliseville | Acme | Bedford| Coletown
10=Critically important Falls

d | Cost savings are distributed equally
among the participating communities 9.20 5.50 7.00 4.50 7.50

i | The authority will distribute future
nonlocal(state and federal) resources
among the Downriver communitiesina | 8.80 8.00 9.00 7.00 8.50
more rationale way than is now the
case

j | Creation of this authority results in
equal spending on fire protection 7.40 6.33 7.67 5.00 9.25
among the participating jurisdictions

When asked how important is it that future state and federal fundistbbuted in
a more equitable way (question i), all respondents registereldtavely high response of
(8.35) with a standard deviation of (1.42), indicating that it is very itapbrto the
participants that such resources be more rationally and equitably allocated.

State revenue sharing in Michigan is distributed based largepopulation and,
without a statutory change, will continue to be allocated as row. The resource that
these respondents mentioned most often as being, in their opinidonaligtallocated is
federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding. CDBG fuads

distributed based upon a formula that takes into account population, dgeusihg,
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unemployment and several other demographic characteristics @othmunity. These
cities consider the current allocation to be irrational or unfaiabge of the entitlement
status of each city. Direct entittement communities likeelulile deal directly with the
U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). These conesueiteive
a great deal more in CDBG funding each year than do non-ergitlecommunities, such
as the other four participating in this collaborative effort. {gatitlement communities
receive CDBG funding through the HUD sponsored Urban Counties Programsome
cases the Small Cities Program of the Michigan State Houawglopment Authority
(MSHDA), also funded by HUD. According to the websites and/or Gradrepartments
of these five communities, for the 2008-2009 fiscal year, Eliseaiea direct entitlement
city, received $850,651 in CDBG funding. The amount of CDBG fundingBhseville
receives is five to seven times the amount that each of thefotliecommunities receives
each year. The other four cities receive that much less BGCIDnding each year because
they are not direct-entitlement communities under the HUD Program.

Historically, these communities have used at least a portion iofattveual CDBG
allocation to support fire fighting activities. The problem withngsCDBG funds to
support such activities is that the funding is allocated on a commapetific basis and
must be used within that community. Without a statutory change or sornef official
waiver from HUD, CDBG funding could probably not be a part of the buoligthe new
fire authority. If a different allocation of CDBG funds is a significa#son for the smaller
communities to participate in this collaboration, they will inpatibability be disappointed

if a different allocation of CDBG funds does not occur.
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Table 5.6:
Importance to Respondents of Achieving Financial Equity / Grouped by Rel
Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Criticallpjportant | Mayor City | City | Fire Fire
Council | Mgr. | Chief | Fighter
d | Cost savings are distributed equally among the 750 500 | 7.676.40| 7.80

participating communities

i | The authority will distribute future nonlocal(state and
federal) resources among the Downriver communities | 8.75 | 8.33 | 8.33 7.60| 8.80
in a more rationale way than is now the case

j | Creation of this authority results in equal spending on 4
fire protection among the participating jurisdictions 8.25 4.67 | 6.337.60] 8.20

Some of the responses to the open-ended questions examined in ther chapt
indicate that there is a perception in some of the commuriitsother communities no
longer have sufficient resources to assist in handling emeegetiwough the existing
Mutual Aid System. When asked how important it is to the responderitshthdFA
collaboration results in more equal spending on fire services aniafglae participating
communities (question j), the overall response of all of those ieteed is (7.25). While
there is some difference of opinion, the majority of the respondmmsider this an
important causal factor for collaboration.

When the responses are compared across cities, Coletown respondeatedndi
equal spending was extremely important to them (9.25), but the Bedfitsaddspondents
were far less concerned (5.00). When this same data is analysast drathe role of the
respondents, some interesting differences become evident. Mayargrasp indicated
that this issue was very important at (8.25) while city councihbes indicated it was
moderately important to them (4.67), below the mid-point of the scale. FirerBdhad the
second highest response at (8.20) while fire chiefs and city maneated it as slightly
less important at (7.60) and (6.33) respectively. This indicateshiBassue ranges from

important to very important to them. It is unclear why city counw@mber respondents
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might consider the equal dedication of resources by all patiigpaities as less
important.

Overall, when asked if achieving relative financial and servieel kequity among
the participating communities was an important reason for ttigee to collaborate, the
overall responses of (6.95), (8.35) and (7.25) indicate that the responolesitiec these

factors very important in motivating their collaborative efforts.

How Important Is It that None of the Fire Fighters Currently Workioge their Job?

This particular question was posed to the respondents becausesttiopatitan
Detroit area is heavily unionized and all five community firpadtments employ full-time
professional unionized personnel. According to the information gatheréuydbese
interviews, the fire fighters’ union locals have taken a vetiweaacole in the feasibility
study and the planning of this collaboration. The fire union local geesiin Eliseville
stated that most of the discussion regarding this collaboratiakirey place between the
union locals of the five communities.

“Local authority to enter into interlocal agreements is deriieom state
constitutions and enabling legislation” (Feiock 2007, p. 55). Michigantetaprovide a
certain level of protection to fire fighters under Public Act ab#& other legislation. This
guestion is designed to measure the perceptions of the particgienits how important

maintaining jobs is for this effort to be a success?
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Table 5.7:
Perception of the Importance of Maintaining Jobs and Gaining Additional Resurces
All Respondents
Scale: 1=Not important at All 10=Critically Impant Mean
All
Respondents
e | None of our fire department staff will lose their jobs due to this collaboration 8.70
f | Participation in the authority gives our community access to existing facilities &
equipment currently unavailable to us because of their location in another 7.60
jurisdiction
h | Participation in the authority gives our community access to the financial
resources needed to construct facilities or purchase equipment that we cannot 8.30
afford by ourselves

When asked how important it is that no current fire departmesbtpeel lose their
jobs because of this collaboration (question e), the average respdB8s&)s Only two
people responded below the mid-range of the scale. Sixty-fivengen€ the respondents
registered (10.00), the highest response they could give thisajquéathen this data is
examined grouped by city, the mean response is (8.99). Elisevitleigmants registered
the lowest group response at (6.83). The other four cities redistesponses between

(9.00) and (10.00).

Table 5.8:
Perception of the Importance of Maintaining Jobs and Gaining Additional Resurces
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not important at All Detour | Eliseville | Acme | Bedford| Coletown
10=Critically Important Falls
e | None of our fire department staff will 9.60 6.83 10.0d 9.50 9.00

lose their jobs due to this collaboration

f | Participation in the authority gives our
community access to existing facilities
& equipment currently unavailable tous | 7.60 8.17 7.00 5.50 8.25
because of their location in another
jurisdiction

h | Participation in the authority gives our
community access to the financial
resources needed to construct facilities | 8.80 8.00 8.67 8.00 8.00
or purchase equipment that we cannot
afford by ourselves
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When the same data is examined grouped by the role of the respomdergsting
variances are revealed. Mayors registered the lowest resab(&8&0) and fire chiefs the
highest at (10.00). The fire chiefs had a higher group response thanediire fighters
(9.20). City council members were more concerned (9.33) that none of the fiezilise
their jobs. City managers registered the second lowest respsrsgroup, but even this

group considered the job retention issue very important (8.00).

Table 5.9:
Perception of the Importance of Maintaining Jobs and Gaining Additional Resurces
Grouped by Role

Scale: 1=Not important at All 10=Criticallyjnportant | Mayor| City City | Fire Fire
Council | Mgr. | Chief | Fighter

e | None of our fire department staff will lose their jobs
due to this collaboration 6.50 9.33 | 8.0010.00] 9.20

f | Participation in the authority gives our community

access to existing facilities & equipment currently -
unavailable to us because of their location in another 8.75 6.33 | 8.67 5.80 8.60
jurisdiction
h | Participation in the authority gives our community
access to the financial resources needed to 8.75 8.00 8.00 8.20 8.40

construct facilities or purchase equipment that we
cannot afford by ourselves

Had this question been asked only of fire department personnel, suah a hi
average response would perhaps not be surprising. However, this quetialsavasked
of non fire department administrative officials such as mayis,council members and
city managers. Whether these answers indicate that the respogdeeatally think that
current fire fighting personnel levels are necessary and pepaapfsil cuts have already
been made; or whether they reflect the perception by tip@ndents that strong union

opposition would harm the effort is unclear from this data.
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Is It Important That You Obtain Access to Greater Resources Than XauNtav?

Two other questions within this section (f and h) were designedsesasf the
participants think it is important that this collaboration improvertiogy’'s access to
physical and financial resources. When asked how importanthiisthis collaboration
result in the respondents’ city gaining better access totfesiland equipment that are
located outside of their own city (question f), the mean responsgé&fi) (indicates this
issue is very important to them. When comparing the data based awl¢hef the
respondent, the mean response is (7.63). The mayors (8.75), city mgBagj@rand fire
fighters (8.60) consider this factor more important than all the others.

When the data is examined based on city, the mean is slightlyate67.30).
Coletown (8.25) and Eliseville (8.17) respondents consider this a very anpdattor.
Bedford Falls respondents registered the lowest group respo(s&@f to this question,
indicating ambivalence on the issue of obtaining access to ngxigéicilities and
equipment.

When asked whether they think it is important that this collaborafie®m them
access to financial resources needed to construct ssibind purchase equipment that
they can not afford on their own (question h), the respondents indicetee ity important
to them (8.30). The responses to this question do not vary significantbitybyThe
average response for all five cities was between (8.00) and (&8ating access to
additional financial resources is a very important motivating factor.

When the responses are examined by the role of the respondentdittince in
responses is seen. Essentially, all groups of respondents indlati¢hig factor is a very

important causal factor for collaboration. The responses rangedtire mayor’s high of
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(8.75) to the city council member’s and city manager’s low of (8&i69.fighters and fire
chiefs registered responses of (8.40) and (8.20) respectively. Gleangspondents think
it is important that the DFA collaboration enhance their actesgreater financial
resources and the facilities and equipment they cannot afford oroteirThis is a goal
of collaboration they expect to achieve. Figure 5.2 indicatesepndent’s perceptions

as to which specific terms of collaboration are most important to them.

Figure 5.2: Importance of the Terms of Collaboration.

Potential Benefit of Collaboration Rel\ggegrr:se
Better allocation of state & federal resources 8.35
More equitable commitment of resources 7.25
No current fire fighters lose their jobs 8.70 *
Better access to resources outside of city 7.60
Resources to purchase facilities & equipment 8.30

* 65% of respondents answered 10.

1= Strongly Disagree 10= Strongly Agree

How Satisfied are you Personally with this Effort?

The last group of questions in this section (k. | and m) arerdesigp measure how
satisfied the respondents are with the collaboration thus faalliithe respondents were
asked to perform a personal cost-benefit analysis of the cdalaorfrom their
perspective. Secondly, the respondents were asked how satisfiedetiv@thathe amount
of input they are having on the collaboration.

When asked about their satisfaction with the benefits associathdtivei DFA
collaboration (question k), the average response is (7.45). This indicategenerally the

participants are very satisfied with what they perceivihadenefits of this collaboration.
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However, several of the respondents added that it is too soon totalycassess the

benefits as this collaboration is still in the planning phase.

Table 5.10:
Respondents Satisfaction with Costs, Benefits and Input in the Btess
All Respondents

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important Mean All Respamts
k | I am satisfied with the benefits associated with this project 7.45
| | I am satisfied with the costs associated with this project 5.95
m | | am satisfied with the amount of input | have on this joint project 7.10

When analyzed by city, the mean response to this question is (7.52) the
communities appear to be satisfied with the benefits of thisbayhtion. Acme registered
the highest response to this question (8.67), which reinforces the opimpossed by
many of the respondents that Acme has the most to gain from this collaboration.

When analyzed by role, the mean response to this question is (7.56¢ityhe
managers are the most satisfied with the benefits of thlaboohtion, with a group
response of (9.00). The other four role groupings are clustered withimga of a high of
(7.33) for city council members to a low of (7.00) for fire chiefs.

When asked how satisfied the respondents are with the costs teskodih this
collaboration (question 1), responses were somewhat lower. The aneall response of
(5.95), with a standard deviation of (2.69), indicates that the respondentsoiaas
satisfied with the perceived costs as they are the expbetaefits of this collaboration.
Grouped by city, the mean response is (6.24). Interestingly, tge tmmmunities, Detour

and Eliseville, registered the lowest level of satisfactiah wie costs of this collaboration
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with responses of (4.20) and (5.50) respectively. Coletown (7.50), Bedfosd F.alD) and

Acme (7.00) expressed higher levels of satisfaction as to the costs obratilat.

Table 5.11:
Respondents Satisfaction with Costs, Benefits and Input in the Btess
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour | Eliseville| Acme| Bedford Coletown
10=Critically Important Falls
k | I am satisfied with the benefits associated 720 700 867 700 775

with this project

I | I am satisfied with the costs associated with
this project 4.20 5.50 7.00 7.00 7.50

m | | am satisfied with the amount of input | have
on this joint project 6.80 6.50 | 8.67] 5.50 8.00

When the data is examined based on the role of the respondent, rastimge
variance in opinion is revealed. City managers are most satisfiadthe costs of this
collaboration with a group response of (7.67). City council members (3u&3xhiefs
(5.40) and fire fighters (5.60) are less satisfied with the aafsthis collaboration. The
satisfaction level of the mayors (6.25), is below that of citpagars (7.67) and closer to
the other groups.

The responses to this question, three above the mid-level of tiee andl two
below, may indicate that the cost-benefit tradeoffs involved inctllaboration may not
be completely satisfying to the respondents. This response magtenthat not all of the
costs of the DFA collaboration are known or fully understood bechaseotlaboration is
still in the planning stage and has not yet been implemented. lalsayndicate that the
respondents do have a good understanding of the costs and benefits olldabation

and simply disagree with other groups in how it applies to their city.
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Table 5.12:
Respondents Satisfaction with Costs, Benefits and Input in the Btess
Grouped by Role

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Mayors | City City | Fire Fire

10=Critically Important Council | Mgr | Chiefs | Fighters
k | I am satisfied with the benefits associated with

this project 7.25 7.33 9.0 7.00 7.20
I L?(;Feif\tlsfled with the costs associated with this 6.25 533 767  5.40 560

m | | am satisfied with the amount of input | have on
this joint project 7.00 6.33 | 9.33 5.60 7.80

When asked if they are satisfied with the amount of input they hawbe
collaboration (question m), the mean response is (7.10) with a stard@rtah of (3.06).
These scores indicate that in general, the respondents anedatigh the amount of input
they have in the planning of this collaboration, but there is a coabldeamount of
variance in the responses. When examined by city, the responsek aepetential
problem for this collaboration. The mean response is (7.09) with a slagelation of
(2.25). Two of the communities, Acme and Coletown, indicated they ayesegisfied
with the level of input they have in this collaboration, with respons€8.67) and (8.00)
respectively. In contrast, Detour (6.80) and Eliseville (6.50) indica¢sd Felative
satisfaction with their input. The Bedford Falls respondents awtragly (5.50) to this
guestion. The wide range in satisfaction across the citiesndegate the collaboration has
a basic problem; or it may merely indicate a temporary rift betweea sbthe actors.

Examining the responses to this question based on the role of the regponde
indicates some interesting differences of opinion. City mana(ge83) averaged the
highest level of satisfaction with the input they were havindiengrocess. Fire fighters
(7.80) and mayors (7.00) also indicated that they are satisfibdteir level of input.

However, city council members (6.33) and fire chiefs (5.60) indicated ahe far less
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satisfied with the level of input they have in the process. Afaation level at or just
above the mid-point of the scale indicate a potential problem ferctiliaboration. City
council members will have to vote on the approval for this authorityfiendhiefs will be

charged with the day-to-day operation of the authority. It would s@ewlent to ensure

that they enjoy higher levels of input during the planning process.

Initial Conclusions Drawn from Responses

It is clear that the non-elected officials do not expect skom-tabor cost gains but
instead are expecting long-term cost savings as a reshisafdilaboration. Perhaps these
responses reflect a belief that current fire fighting perdolevels cannot be reduced.
Perhaps these responses are just indicative of the high unionizatiels lin the
Metropolitan Detroit area. Whatever the reasoning behind the anstves® responses
indicate that it is very important to the respondents that none af ¢heent fire
department personnel lose their jobs as a result of the DFA collaboration.

It is also clear from the answers given that the respondenisit is important that
all of the jurisdictions share equally in any cost savings iaguitom this collaboration.
Based on these answers it is also quite clear that the resp®s@e collaboration as an
important tool that will allow them access to financial, fagiand equipment resources
that they do not currently have.

It appears from this data that the participants are genesatiisfied thus far with
the benefits and costs associated with this collaboration. Howéeerariances in the
responses when grouped by city and by role reveal a potentiakproBlected officials

have higher expectations for saving money in the first threevéoykears than do the
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administrative officials and fire fighters. Even longer term, the etiecfficials have higher
expectations for savings than do the administrative officials amdfifhters. Such a
significant difference in expectations could prove a serious issuethe DFA
collaboration.

Finally, variances in answers to the question measuring sétsfadth the level
of input, reveals that generally the participants are satis@i¢gh the level of input they
have, but some of the participants are not as satisfied. In particity council members

and fire chiefs are less satisfied with their input into the process.

Perceptions of the Terms of Collaboration: Responses to Open-Endedi€stions

In an effort to elicit fuller and more narrative responses tdsiges surrounding
the terms that participants are looking for in their collaboragitort. Table 5.13 lists the
open-ended questions which were asked. These questions are desigttathta better
understanding of the role played by metropolitan area interdepeesetite use of an
authority as the vehicle for collaboration and the issue of maingacontrol over local

fire service provision.
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Table 5.13:
Respondents Perceptions of the Terms of this Collaboration

Are there benefits | have not mentioned that yopehwill result from this

Question C-2 collaboration?

Previously, we discussed the perceptions of yaytsaiesidents about the existence of
Question C-3 interdependencies among the Downriver communities.uld like you to elaborate
further on this question on interdependence.

Question C-3(a)| Do you agree these interdependepgist among the Downriver communities?

Question C-3(b)| If so, what do you think is theunatof this interdependence?

Question C-4 Turning to the specific issue of the fire authosag/the mechanism for this collaboratiye
effort, | have several questions about your viefvsnal expectations for the authority.

Is the use of a fire authority important to youppart for this effort? Why or why not?

Question C-4(a) How confident are you that your city will be bettdf by participating in this authority?

Are you confident that your community will retainficient control over the quality of

Question C-4(b) services provided to your residents? If so, why?

In your mind, how do the potential gains of the fauthority outweigh the loss of

Question C-4(c) complete control over this service?

How confident are you that the elected officialyyofir community will be able to exert

Question C-4(d) meaningful influence over the managers of thedirthority?

If your residents become dissatisfied with thimagement, can it be easily altered? Jan

Question C-4(e) your community easily withdraw from the authority?

Question C-4(f) | How will the costs of fire authgrlie allocated among the communities?

Additional Benefits not Previous Mentioned

The first question (C-2) is designed to discover some additionalldaugas that
this research has not anticipated. When asked if there are any benefits noheadeyi the
researcher that the respondent hopes will result from this caladmor the Acme city
council president indicated that she was “looking for a better and esafironment for the
fire fighters as a whole . . . a more stable fire fighting workforceheretis a lack of a mix
of younger fire fighters and older more experienced ones...we hope to lggter mix
with the new authority.”

The Detour city manager raised the question “how do we use equiporehaised
with Community Development Block Grant (federal) funds outsidehef dity?” As
discussed previously in this chapter, CDBG funds are allocatéielfgderal government
through HUD. CDBG funds have been used to purchase fire truckseficue units, fire

hose, turn-out gear, decontamination equipment, site illumination equipm@estpif-life
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devices and a variety of other kinds of fire-fighting equipment. CB8G Program has
contributed critically needed funds to the operation of these fire tdegats over the
years. All of the communities participating in this collaboratiomehpreviously or are
currently using CDBG funds to purchase equipment for their respefite departments
and, it would be a benefit if they could use those funds through the fire authority.

Both the fire chief of Coletown and the fire chief of Bedfordldstated that it is
important that the area fire departments achieve NationaPANA710 Standards for
everyone’s benefit and safety. It is the consensus amongidimenty personnel
interviewed that the cities in the DFA collaboration are noteculy meeting all of the
requirements of this national standard.

The mayor of Eliseville indicated that he “actually saw the dppdy for
improving services” through this collaboration, not just maintainingtiey services. The
mayor of Coletown expressed his hope that this collaboration would adventencept
that we as cities can work together successfully.” One ofribie interesting comments
came from the fire union president of Eliseville, a person vetiyain the planning phase
of the collaboration. He stated “I think reflection on where we raght now is a
benefit... Talking about these issues is a benefit in and of itself.”

The responses to this question make it clear that the participavesa variety of
expectations relative to potential benefits that may be zeshlias a result of this

collaboration.
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Is the Interdependency of Jurisdictions a Motivating Factor in Collabofati

One factor often mentioned in the literature (Frederickson 198@8ksPand
Oakerson 2000 the idea that cities within urban metropolitan areas in thitet) States
are interdependent as a result of several factors and thatrdeatependency may lead
them to consider collaboration in the provision of public services. Cdapelia often
driven by recognition of this interdependency and the natural da&fsloeal government
officials to reduce uncertainty (Frederickson 1999). Collaborativericgerdelivery
arrangements are one way that local governments can bridgeetpaties in an area

(Parks and Oakerson 2000).

Table 5.14:
The Interdependency of the Collaborating Communities
Question C-3(a) Do you agree these interdependencies exist among thevBownri
communities?
Question C-3(b) If so, what do you think is the nature of this interdependence?

When asked if the area communities are interdependent, the Agmeoaicil
president stated that she agreed that the area communitiageadlependent because they
are small and “they cross each other...if we have a fireoftsn near our border with
another community . . . it doesn’t make sense not to respond . . . thegblhysations of
the cities make them interdependent . . . the small size of eaclarevad inner-ring hub
cities and we have never been really alone in this.” The Aomehief agreed that the
Downriver cities are interdependent and added that the “lackesmiurces makes us
interdependent...when something major comes up, you have to rely on yghbareio

come and help you out.” The Eliseville city manager said that hedghere existed a
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great deal of interdependence and said “on a daily basis shengtual aid . . . our borders
are seamless.” Detour’s fire chief concluded that “hardlyyagdas by that we don't call
on each other for help . . . we rely on each other.” A Detour gégaidment lieutenant
stated “we’re all individuals, but we are very reliant on onelaerat. . we depend a lot on
Mutual Aid now.” The mayor of Eliseville said “absolutely . . . digrriers don’t mean as
much as they used to mean . . . these artificial barrierscialtiity lines . . . it's kind of
ridiculous . . . we are very interdependent.”

A fire captain in Coletown stated “our commonalities make usrem
interdependent. We are all bedroom communities, very similar inenaturour people are
similar, our schools are similar, our housing is remarkably similar. & Mmtor Company
should lay off employees in this area, we all feel it.” Anfer city council member and
the newly elected mayor of Detour put it this way, “these comties have a lot in
common with one another. We are all somewhat industrial, oldes;attig residents are
similar to one another. We have common objectives, similar socioecorstaiis.” The
Eliseville city council president summed it up stating “we havdot of the same
problems.”

Analysis of these responses would seem to indicate that thgnreon of an area’s
interdependence is an important causal factor motivating commundiesonsider
collaboration. The responses to these questions make it abundasdly toht the
participating communities in the DFA collaboration consider themselgghly
interdependent. The responses indicate that the close geographimifyrox these
communities, their similarities, and a long-standing tradition sifisg one another have

resulted in a general feeling of interdependency. The respdesdsadicate that they have
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been interdependent for some time now and recognized that fact4€oyears ago with
the development of Mutual Aid. These communities share a lot clathe problems and

are remarkably similar in terms of age, population and resources.

Figure 5.3: Most Frequent Responses Regarding Collaboration

Percentage of Respondents
Mentioning This Factor
These Cities are very Interdependent 95%
We've been Cooperating for Years 95%
Our Communities are so Similar 60%
Our Borders are Seamless 40%
Table 5.15:

Responses Related to the use of a Fire Authority

Question Tl_Jrning to the_specific issue of the fire autho_rity as the mecha_nism for

C-a this collaborative effort, | have several questions about your views of
and expectations for the authority.

Question Is the use of a fire authority important to your suppqrt fo.r this effort?

C-4(a) Why or why not? How confident are you that your city will be better| off
by participating in this authority?

How Important is the Use of an Authority in Facilitating this Collaboration?

The respondents were also asked about the importance of the proposedyaaghorit
a vehicle to pursue collaboration on fire protection services. Thefispgpaestions asked
are provided in Table 5.15. In response to this question the Acmeotibcil president
replied, “yes, it is very important. We already have Mutual &idl even Auto Aid with

one other city and | don’t think that totally solves the problems.” ésnfire union
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president stated “yes, it's important . . . one city could not control. there are three or
four (fire) authorities operating in Michigan right now and theykwvell.” The Acme fire
chief said “I don’t know how else you would do it with each of thiegihaving their own
jurisdiction.”

The city manager of Detour said “by going with an authority, we have opbiens
to tax and do some things to level off or reduce our in-house cosis.tily manager of
Eliseville indicated that

given the nature of state law allowing us to do these things,

the authority makes sense right now...formation of a larger

department would not work here, we need equal

representation . . . the authority creates a better governance

mechanism . . . it has the utility of size and the ability to raise

resources on a larger geographic basis.
The Detour fire chief concluded that,

yes, | think it's important. It's becoming apparent to me

that the mutual aid system is starting to fall down because

we don’t have the people to send each other. Also, some

of our personnel now live 25 miles outside the city and it's

getting harder to get them in quickly. A larger department

would have less of a problem as | see it.
The mayor of Eliseville stated “I cannot imagine how elsewsald manage collaboration
like this without the formation of an authority . . . we can streggrddministrative costs . .
. frankly having five separate entities like we do now iskusd of costly and ridiculous.”
The Bedford Falls city manager said “I think using the authdsitynportant. In the long
run it's important that the fire service have a separateageilland a dedicated revenue

source. The fire service shouldn't have to compete with other citgriegnts for the

money.” The fire union president of Eliseville stated “I think dughority is the only way
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to get an equitable return . . . a good partnership. The only way we can all ynioéunafit,
establish some uniformity.”

Very few of the respondents indicated that they were indiffécetite method of
organization used for this collaboration. None of the respondents inditeedhey
believe using an authority for collaboration purposes was a bad idea.

It is readily apparent that nearly every one of the particspanthe DFA authority
has concluded that using a fire authority is important to the suotéiss collaboration.
The fire authority is seen as providing better flexibility anthi@e stable revenue source
than other alternatives. Interestingly, the elected and administrdticials were in strong
agreement with the fire fighters and fire command offickeas & fire authority is the best

institutional arrangement for this problem.

Will the Cities Be Better Off Collaborating?

With the exception of the fire chief of Bedford Falls and alfeetenant in Detour,
everyone interviewed described themselves as very confidentitigeirauild be better off
by participating in this proposed authority. The Acme fire fch@éd that he was “100%
confident that we’ll be better off as a result of participatii@etour’s mayor said “I'm
very confident they will be better off. Our people in the long tewt get better
protection.” The Eliseville city manager stated “I'm vergnfident that we’ll be better
off.” Likewise, the mayor of Eliseville said “I'm 100% confidethat our community will
be better served both financially and through service improven@nty’ one respondent,
a fire lieutenant in Detour voiced opposition stating “no, I'm not doafident that we’ll

be better off. If the finances are not there, it won’t be a good thing.”
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Importance of the Potential Loss of Control over Service Provision

Much of the literature has concluded that the fear of losing adootrer the
provision of public services is a serious concern for local officible fear of losing
control over service production is strong and therefore berfedits new arrangements
must be substantial (Ferris 1986). A major obstacle to collaboraften cited is the
reluctance of local government officials to surrender autonomy aswlnees to other
governments (Morgan, Hirlinger and England 1988, Morgan and Hirlinger 1991).

Reaching a mutually acceptable agreement for joint servaespyn may also be
an important causal factor motivating collaboration. Visser (2004) fdhad it is
important that local governments be allowed to maintain their autoaachyhat the effort
be locally driven rather than imposed on them by a higher levgbwérnment. Bickers
(2005) proposed that elected officials may have to give up a cartaant of control in
order to achieve collaborative benefits, but that doing so might hanmneletal political
consequences for them. Most recently, Feiock (2008) argued tlahtglmoernments will

generally resist giving up authority to other units or higher units of government

Table 5.16:
Maintaining Control over Community Fire Services

Are you confident that your community will retain sufficient control over

Question C-4(b) the quality of services provided to your residents? If so, why?

In your mind, how do the potential gains of the fire authority outweigh the
loss of complete control over this service?

Question C-4(c)

When asked how confident they are that their community will be tblretain
sufficient control over service quality, the Acme city councilsgtent indicated that she

was not at all concerned about the potential loss of control bgomemunity because fire
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services are regulated by the state. The Acme fire uniondpresstated that he was not
concerned because his community would have one of the five repressnsdting on the
governing board of the authority and he was satisfied that person waduldage his
community’s best interest at heart. Acme’s fire chiefl $hat he thought the quality would
actually improve because a centralized dispatch center would lee &ble to send the
appropriate equipment and personnel to any given emergency scemeayidreof Detour
said that with each of the five cities having an equal voiceangtiverning of this new
authority, he was not concerned about a lessening of control. Teeilldi<ity manager
echoed that sentiment saying that with equalized representedioingl should not be an
issue. The fire chief of Bedford Falls stated that he thoughtatanight even improve in
some ways.

However, not all of the respondents agreed that the loss of coaalat a serious
problem. A fire department captain in Coletown stated that, “loserdfol is an important
issue . . . we are aware of that danger, but the benefits ptiyeotitaveigh that loss.” The
Detour fire chief was not sure how much control his community weoetain until the
authority was up and running. A fire lieutenant in Detour stated htbathought there
would be a loss of control because his city would be only one of fives vmtethe
governing board of the authority.

Concluding that control was not the most important issue to be cordidee
mayor of Eliseville stated that, “as an elected official |'tlbiave any control of (SIC)
them now . . . we don’t have complete or direct control over fire services now. We have the
responsibility to pay for them, but have no control over them reallye’ Hliseville fire

union president stated that, “yes, absolutely. Being equal and havitrglaerdifferent.
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What control does a politician have over the fire service now? Theot@perceived at
best. Control is overestimated | think.”

The response from a Coletown Fire Department sergeant stratidledo view
points saying, “I think from what | know now, yes, each city woulek gip some authority
but it would be the same for each.” The Eliseville city councsigent said that he wasn’t
sure whether or not his city would suffer a loss of such control, bubhéhaasn’t worried
about it “because we can pull out if we are not satisfied.”

The reduction in direct control over the provision of services is ofiesepted as a
significantly inhibiting issue in the formation of authorities astter forms of service
collaboration or consolidation. Information provided by these respondentateslithat
collaborators are not concerned about the issue or think that cohttiols sservice is
illusory. Some respondents indicated that the loss of control, ifveas/equally shared by
all five cities and would therefore not prohibit their collaborat Several other
respondents indicated that although they do anticipate a loss of cantxalesult of the
DFA collaboration, the potential benefits far outweigh that loss of control.

When asked how the potential gains of the fire authority outwiighloss of
complete control over service the Acme city council presidesporeded that she thought
the loss of some control was actually an important benefit. Shiestitiis better to place
the control of fire services in the hands of professionals that hatesvgle and national
standards for acceptable levels of equipment, personnel and methaglstiog ffires. In
her mind, this benefit more than compensated for any loss thenigity suffer in terms of

control over service provision.
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The Acme fire union president indicated that the benefit of imprtatfing,
better equipment and potential grant funding offset any loss of coHiamnentioned that
Michigan Governor Jennifer Granholm recently gave a speech inohwshe offered
additional state funding to communities that engaged in this sort adboaddition.
Additional funding would be an important benefit for communities suchesetfive that
are currently suffering significant fiscal stress. Themacfire chief stated, “people
shouldn’t be worried about losing control . . . that is why such cobdiloos failed in the
past, everyone wanted to know what was in it for them . . . it's all about improvingeservic
and that is what people should be thinking about.”

The mayor of Detour described the geographic layout of the colitdyorarea and
stated that he could see other community fire departments rgauimts in his city faster
than his own centrally located fire personnel could at timesIdéestated that he believes
such rapid response is a very important potential benefit of the DFA collabordtidn ef

The city manager of Detour said that the only control issue bearacerned about
was the loss of control over hiring practices. The control of perkdnneg was an
important issue to this public manager, but he thought such issuesbeowlntked out by
the DFA collaboration planning group. The city manager of Elisewd&l, “I don't
consider this a loss of control. The mayor and city council will sippoint a
representative to the board . . . very similar to how our PublidyS&@mmission works
now . . . the police and fire services are separate alreAdyohg the many benefits this
public manager saw resulting from this collaboration was a prafessional fire service,
enhanced training, better fire prevention efforts, increased sdewviels, better long-range

planning, better use and replacement of assets and the spreadingastthever a larger
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base. The Eliseville city manager concluded his response with ‘sontrol is illusory, |
think.”

An Eliseville city council member agreed “we don’t have controbof Public
Safety Commission as it is, except for their budget. In anytblisg they are independent.
That is the control we would be giving up, financial and what differetaes that make
just as long as you're getting the service you want?” Teeufiion president in Eliseville
said that “the gain is that we’ll actually have a compefiemtservice for the citizens. The
control is illusory.” The fire chief of Eliseville statedicginctly “anything that brings
more hands to the task, the better off we’ll all be.”

The fire chief of Bedford Falls said he didn’t really seg lss of control or any
huge gains, but the potential financial stability from a dedictrdvas the real benefit
from this collaboration. The Detour fire chief agreed saying #haeal benefit of this

collaboration was the potential that it “could be funded with its ¢éax base . . . the

manpower available would be better . . . a larger pool of people for the inspectorseand ot

specialized jobs.” The fire chief of Coletown stated that “n@mdency has changed the
dynamics of this industry too. Some of our guys live farther otbwh and getting them
here in an emergency is an issue.” He saw better utilizatiperebnnel as a main benefit
of the collaboration. A fire captain in Coletown stated “personiailyould rather be a
member of a 130 member fire authority than a 28 member citgdpartment. In terms of
job security, potential advancement, training . . . gains of consstevices, better and
quicker response to emergencies.” The Eliseville city counciligees summed it up

nicely saying “if we get the cost savings and service, I'm not condeineut the control.”
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Table 5.17:
Importance of Having Influence on the Authority Governing Board

How confident are you that the elected officials of your communit
Question C-4(d) will be able to exert meaningful influence over the managers of th
fire authority?
If your residents become dissatisfied with this arrangement, can it be
Question C-4(e) easily altered? Can your community easily withdraw from the
authority?

(D\

When asked the closely related question of how important politicalot@itthe
authority’s governing board is and how confident they are thatl¢leted officials will be
able to exert meaningful influence over the fire authority, the a@bpresident of Acme
stated “there is always some loss of authority with a colétwor . . . | think we will lose
some control and it's okay to lose it . . . we will be able to reqhiat state standards are
maintained.” The Acme fire union president commented “I know liaisl sometimes for
elected officials to give up their identity, their name on tkhe sf the fire truck, but if they
place the right person on the board they will still be able to voice their opinion actgexer
some control.” The fire chief of Acme stated “as long asatlt@ority is shared five ways
and everybody has an equal say, | don't see any problem.” The maiatair stated
“what is meaningful control? If it gets unacceptable to a city they cénuraitv.”

The city manager of Detour said “if we have input and influence otver
management, it's not really a big concern for us.” The citpagar of Eliseville said that
he was very confident elected officials would have meaningful infee“it will be a
performance-based organization and will, | think, have greater accdiinfaBihe city
manager of Bedford Falls stated “nobody should think that they lvahave complete
control. Thinking about it, frankly how much control do they have right nowBadity not

as much as they think.” The fire union president of Eliseville ‘4h&l perception of power
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is different than it really is. They will control the purserggs...it forces you to do things
for the right reasons.” An Eliseville city council member shiat “it would have a lot to
do with time. At the beginning it will be rocky, but over timesiiould run more
smoothly.”

Expressing a contrary view, the fire chief of Bedford Fsdigl “I'm not sure they
necessarily will...think about the Huron-Metro Authority (a multigdictional parks
authority in the region), how much control do we have there? None, they are
autonomous...we approve or turn down tax proposals but there isn’t much control.”

The responses to this question consistently show that the potertiaf lmsntrol to
the fire authority governing board is not seen as a serious problenbenefits expected
to be generated by this collaboration are seen to greatly otivaeig potential loss of
control. Many respondents indicated a belief that control over thedivice was illusory

and not affected by this change.

Importance of Having an Escape Clause in the Interlocal Agreement

Given the difficulty that often accompanies the planning and staptiages of
collaboration, most participants interviewed considered it importanatihaartners have a
similar commitment to the collaboration. However, nearly altigpants interviewed for
this study indicated that there had to be an escape clausedgrd@mment no matter how
difficult it might be in reality to accomplish.

When asked if the arrangement can be altered if residents éetissatisfied with
this arrangement, the Acme city council president statedwiinéeg her city could withdraw

from the collaboration it “would be difficult and expensive to altewithdraw after we're
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in it.” The fire union president from that same community saidvouldn’'t be an easy
thing to do after we’re in it.” The mayor of Detour indicatect tlihere are terms being
written into the process that will allow for the dissolving tbe authority” but that
withdrawal by any one city would be very difficult. The mayorHiseville said that
withdrawal was possible because, “nobody will have a gun to anybbdgs. Once we
join 1 assume it would be difficult and costly to withdraw.” Thayor of Coletown said
that withdrawal would be “very hard, almost impossible because ypoldvihave to build
your fire department from scratch . . . it would be cost-prohibitive | think.”

A few of the respondents raised the issue of how shared assditshve divided if
any city decided to withdraw from the authority, and how a nesvdepartment could be
established after that. The Eliseville city manager stated“thtéhdrawal is possible . . .
obviously some division of assets has to be determined, a new depantouwdththave to
be formed and personnel transferred from the authority or newky. hirean be done but
it's not easy.” The fire chief of Bedford Falls said thathdrawal would not be easy and
“it would be a very costly adventure.” The fire chief of Detsaid “if stations and
equipment are sold how do we start all over again?” A igugdnant in Detour said that
while withdrawal was possible it wouldn’'t be easy “after gtreng is transferred over to
the authority.” An Eliseville city council member summed it ugdlwhen he stated “you
have got to go into this thinking this is long term.”

These responses indicate that participants are aware that altwowgcape clause
is expected to be written into the DFA collaboration agreemewnutd be very difficult
and costly to withdraw once the authority is in operation. The respanslicate that

participants believe it is important to think long-term when comsigesuch a
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collaboration effort, and potential collaborators must share a domemi to making the

effort a success.

Table 5.18:
Responses as to How the Costs will be Allocated among Communities

Question| How will the costs of the fire authority be allocated among the participating
C-4(f) communities?

Issue of Funding and Cost Allocation among these Communities
When asked how the costs of the fire authority will be allocatedngnthe

participating communities, the city council president of Acmeedtéhat she was unclear
about the particulars of the issue but that her understandingwstlld be independently
funded by a percentage from each individual city.” According tontlagor of Detour
“there have been several thoughts on that, several formulas thatbeouked for that.”
The city manager of Detour said “I really don’t know yet, we haotreally decided on
that yet. | have not heard anything for sure.” The city manafjEtiseville said “several
formulas are being discussed . . . we're considering ad valgtarmhup with the existing
five budgets . . . special assessments, a per capita basis.ite'bhiéf of Bedford Falls
thought “it would probably be a dedicated millage that would ultilpdtte a tax increase
to the taxpayers . . . it might be a hard sell to the taxpayér’fire chief in Detour
believed it might be “total SEV of the city, number of runs made, nmtihing really
concrete yet.” A fire captain in Coletown stated that it iMas‘understanding that a dollar
amount per city will be contributed . . . my thought is that webeilable to get away from

the city and go to the citizens of the whole area and get a dsdlicatenue stream
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separate for the fire authority.” An Eliseville city coungiember said that it “never got

that far really as far as | know.”

Summary Analysis of Open-Ended Questions

How collaboration activities are going to be funded in both the shdrthe long
term is a basic issue that must be addressed by any groulojdeernments considering
collaborative activity. One of the problems that arose early irpldnening phase of this
collaboration was how the authority is to be funded and what sort ofsltashg
mechanism would be used to distribute costs among the participatimgumities. After
reviewing the answers of all respondents, it is apparentibassue of funding and cost-
sharing had been delayed until a later time and that no two resper@dehexactly the
same concept of how the authority will be financed or this problem addressed.

Although the planning and discussion for this collaboration had been underway for
over eighteen months at the time of these interviews, almostoeseiyterviewed thought
that the financing posed a serious question, yet the group as aisvfeleg to address it
in any significant way. The lack of a clear understanding amongathieipants as to how
the authority is to be funded could potentially be a serious issue.d¥itts¢ respondents
indicated during their interviews that relative equity among tmecgeating communities
is important to them and that any cost savings be shared equally between thenit@msm

Yet when dealing with communities of different size and fisdality, equity and
equality are not the same thing. It is important that such idseiesldressed before the

authority is implemented. These responses indicate that itpisrtamt that each of the
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communities provide a relatively equal share of the resourcesssey to make the
collaboration successful.

Clearly, these respondents believe the Downriver communitiemtaredependent
and that such interdependency should make collaboration easier. Some fatttrs
mentioned by the respondents are the shared borders, collabovatioany years through
the Downriver Mutual Aid Pact, and many similar economic forces affettierg all.

Turning to the issue of using a fire authority as the vehiclecfeating and
operating the collaborative, nearly every one of the respondentsdatjrat use of an
authority was the best alternative. Respondents indicated that thalMid arrangement
is working to it's fullest extent and a more formal arrangemse needed. None of the
respondents indicated that using an authority was a bad idea.

The responses to the three questions dealing with the potential lowsti@i over
fire services indicate that many of the respondents do not bglregently their city has
much control over the fire service. Many respondents indicated thhatcsuntrol was
illusory and that the state of Michigan has preempted many af pherogatives for
dealing with public safety. Those respondents that did indicate thearkl Wwe a loss of
control believe the benefits outweigh such costs.

As to the issue of an escape clause in the operating agredioemga city to
leave if dissatisfied, such a clause is considered a neceswadition to this kind of
collaboration. However, many of the respondents elaborated thatwsictars authority is
established and assets and personnel are transferred to the guttherdyld be very

difficult and costly to establish a new fire department for rthedividual city.



Table 5.19:
Perceptions of the Respondents Regarding the Terms of Collaboration
All Respondents

Interviewee

a b c d e f h i ] k I m
1 5 8 3 1 10 1 7 8 3 8 6 8
2 5 10 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 8 8 10
3 4 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 7 8
4 6 9 8 10 10 8 9 9 9 10 8 10
5 4 8 8 10 10 10 7 8 9 10 6 10
6 5 6 8 6 5 7 8 8 7 8 8 9
7 2 7 7 2 10 2 7 5 7 5 5 2
8 3 7 5 10 10 5 10 10 10 9 4 9
9 10 10 10 10 10 5 8 8 3 5 1 5
10 2 6 8 8 10 6 6 9 9 7 7 8
11 8 10 10 7 2 10 8 10 10 10 10 10
12 1 8 9 5 10 10 8 8 10 8 8 8
13 2 9 9 7 9 9 9 9 3 9 9 9
14 7 7 7 7 6 7 8 7 8 7 5 8
15 3 9 7 2 10 6 8 5 2 4 4 1
16 1 8 2 4 6 8 7 8 8 6 1 8
17 2 8 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 10 8
18 5 10 7 6 8 10 10 9 6 2 2 0
19 9 9 8 6 10 9 9 9 5 5 5 4
20 7 10 10 8 8 9 8 8 6 9 5 7

Mean 4.55 845 | 7.75 | 6.95 | 870 | 7.60 | 830 | 835 | 7.25 | 7.45 | 595 | 7.10
STD DEV 2.65 1.36 | 2.24 | 296 | 225 | 272 | 1.17 | 1.42 | 2.77 | 2.28 | 2.68 | 3.06

€97



Table 5.20:

Perceptions of the Respondents Regarding the Terms of Collaboration
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour Eliseville Acme Bedford Coletown MEAN STDEV
10=Critically Important Falls
Interview Question N=5 N=6 N=3 N=2 N=4 N=20 N=20

Our city will save money in the short run (3-5 years) 5.60 5.50 4.67 2.00 3.00 4.15 1.59
Our city will save money in the long run (over 5 years) 8.80 8.67 9.33 8.00 7.25 8.41 0.80
Our residents see improvements in the quality of the service
over what we have provided previously 7.60 7.50 7.67 8.00 8.25 7.80 0.31
Cost savings are distributed equally among the participating
communities 9.20 5.50 7.00 4.50 7.50 6.74 1.82
None of our fire department staff will lose their jobs due to
this collaboration 9.60 6.83 10.00 9.50 9.00 8.99 1.26
Participation in the authority gives our community access to
existing facilities & equipment currently unavailable to us 7.60 8.17 7.00 5.50 8.25 7.30 1.13
because of their location in another jurisdiction
Participation in the authority gives our community access to
the financial resources needed to construct facilities or 8.80 8.00 8.67 8.00 8.00 8.29 0.41
purchase equipment that we cannot afford by ourselves
The authority will distribute future nonlocal (state and federal)
resources among the Downriver communities in a more 8.80 8.00 9.00 7.00 8.50 8.26 0.80
rational way than is now the case
Creation of this authority results in equal spending on fire 740 6.33 767 5.00 9.25 713 158
protection among the participating jurisdictions ' ) ) ) ) ) )
| am satisfied with the benefits associated with this project 7.20 7.00 8.67 7.00 7.75 7.52 0.71
| am satisfied with the costs associated with this project 4.20 550 7.00 7.00 7.50 6.24 1.36
| am satisfied with the amount of input | have on this joint 6.80 6.50 8.67 5.50 3.00 7.09 1.25

project

¥91



Table 5.21:

Perceptions of the Terms of Collaboration
Grouped by the Role of Respondent

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important |[Mayors| City City Fire Fire | MEAN | STDEV
Council| Mgr. | Chief |Fighter

Interview Question N=4 N=3 N=3 N=5 N=5 [ N=20 [ N=20
Our city will save money in the short run (3-5 years) 650 | 7.00 | 367 | 280|380 | 4.75| 1.87
Our city will save money in the long run (over 5 years) 9.00/ 900|767 | 7801|880| 845 | 0.66
Our residents see improvements in the quality of the service over what we
have provided previously 8.00 | 7.00 | 8.33 | 7.40 | 8.00 | 7.75 | 0.54
Cost savings are distributed equally among the participating communities 750 | 500 767 | 640 | 7.80 | 6.87 1.19
None of our fire department staff will lose their jobs due to this collaboration 6.50 | 9.33 | 8.00 |10.00| 9.20 | 8.61 1.38
Participation in the authority gives our community access to existing facilities
& equipment currently unavailable to us because of their location in another 87516331867 !15801860! 763! 1.44
jurisdiction ) ) ) ' ' ' )
Participation in the authority gives our community access to the financial
resources needed to construct facilities or purchase equipment that we cannot 8751 800|800|8201840|827| 032
afford by ourselves ) ) ) : ’ ' )
The authority will distribute future nonlocal (state and federal) resources among
the Downriver communities in a more rationale way than is now the case 8.75 | 8.33 | 833 | 7.60 | 8.80 | 8.36 | 0.48
Creation of this authority results in equal spending on fire protection among
the participating jurisdictions 8.25 | 4.67 | 6.33 | 7.60 | 8.20 | 7.01 1.52
| am satisfied with the benefits associated with this project 72517331900 700! 720! 756 | 082
| am satisfied with the costs associated with this project 625 1533|767 1540|560 6.05| 098
| am satisfied with the amount of input | have on this joint project 70016331933 |5601| 7801 7.21 1.44

GoT



166

CHAPTER 6
WHAT ARE POTENTIAL COLLABORATION PARTNERS

LOOKING FOR IN ONE ANOTHER?

This chapter questions what characteristics potential collabsragmk in their
partners. What are the factors and characteristics that amakber city a good or bad
partner to an interlocal agreement or for any other form ofrlau@ service
arrangement? The importance of partnering cities being adjeceme another? What
importance is attached to past interactions between cities anilirads and does the
racial and socioeconomic composition of a community make any etfifferin the
decision to cooperate? Is it important that all potential partners sesértteeresults from
their collaborative effort? And finally, how important are im@al networks, developed
over time among the actors, to the decision to collaborate?

As outlined in earlier chapters, the five communities thattlageparticipants in
the DFA collaboration have a long history of cooperating with onehantd provide a
variety of public services. This includes fire services. Througtwenriver Mutual Aid
Pact, these communities can, and often do, call upon one another toithefpenand
police-related services. These communities have also assstdanother in the
provision of public works services, recreational services, and dfitkem cooperate in a
popular annual vintage car cruise along a state highway (M-85pdlsaes through their
communities. Successful past interactions are expected toaeyeditive influence on
the perceptions of participants toward one another, and encourageadtmiaborate

again.
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Using the IGR framework developed by Eric Zeemering (2007), thagter
examines the perceptions that officials interviewed for thisystade toward actual and
potential partners in collaborative activity. Of particular ieséris how similar or
dissimilar communities must be to collaborate. In most collaiveractivity, both
communities want joint benefits. That collaborating cities should ilndas to one
another and approach the bargaining situation from equally strongppssg a common
theme in the literature on local government cooperation (Feiock 2007).

These communities have competed with one another for retail and coaime
developments. Eliseville and Coletown both have traditional downtownsl¢katoped
early in the 28 century and were considered retail destinations before theocresiti
regional shopping malls in the 1960s. Detour and Bedford Falls both haes sigle
shopping venues and large box retailers. In terms of traditional/a@tamercial
development, these cities would be considered to be and consider thensdieesn
competition with one another for future development.

The first portion of this chapter deals with a series of deaseled survey
guestions using a scale of one (not important at all to the responaleat) (critically
important to the respondent). These questions are designed to elarny ather things,
what the respondents seek in potential collaboration partners. Thheiewees were
asked questions related to characteristics of other citiesnigat be important to them:
the similarity of the cities in terms of wealth and raaalmposition, whether it is
important that the cities be in competition with each other fadeats and economic
development, and whether it is important that the cities thepgrawith have similar

governmental structures. Another section of the closed-ended queitaingith issues
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such as the importance of having similar resources availablengable same benefits
from collaboration, and having similar land uses and fire serviggreanents. Finally, a
series of questions posed to respondents, examines the importancevakingt and
having frequent contact with potential partners. This series of quess designed to
assess the respondents’ perceptions of potential partners.

The second portion of this chapter deals with a series of oped-gugstions
that are designed to encourage the respondent to explain morarfdllyn a narrative
style what is important to them regarding the terms of poterditaboration partners.
The Tables 6.18, 6.19 and 6.20 at the end of the chapter contain all ofalgattered
from the scaled portion of the survey instrument. Smaller tahtesinterspersed
throughout the chapter to make it easier for the reader to t@fmformation being
discussed.

These questions also provide insights into the level of existusg &#among the
participating communities prior to this collaboration and how confidenpd#ntcipants
are that the other communities will meet their obligations. Tl@saction costs
associated with establishing and maintaining interlocal searremgements, monitoring
performance and enforcing the collaborative agreement can be dedbea the local
government actors have repeated contacts with one another, over gioek (F007). In
some cases, voluntary cooperation takes the place of a centealthedity in governing
the collective activities of a metropolitan area (Frederickson 1999).

Table 6.1 presents detailed information about the DFA communitieslirmgcl

each city’s population, racial makeup, average age of residentsharatteristics of its
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and the size and total value of the housing stock.

Table 6.1:

Community Characteristics, Population, Race, Age and Housing

Detour Eliseville Acme Bedford Ealls Coletown
2007 Population Est. 27,356 37,494 10,624 28,6864 ,9425
Percentage White 96% 93% 87% 94% 96%
Percentage Other 4% 7% 13% 6% 4%
Median Age 41.0 yrs 35.5yrs 35.7 yr$ 38.0 yrs| 380
Percentage Population o o o 0 o
65+ Years old 21% 14% 13% 16% 16%
Size of City 4,486 acre§ 3,744 actes 1,740 arres400%4cres | 3,316 acres
Total Housing Units 12,254 16,821 4,760 13,987 02,3
Median House Value $118,700 $84,100 $78,500 $101,70 $101,700
:\:Eg'rﬁg Household $53,503 | $42,515| $37,954 $46,927 $43,740
Households in Poverty 4% 8% 11% 6% 6%
Single Family Detached 90% 82% 70% 69% 75%
Multi-Unit Apartments 8% 12% 21% 27% 15%
Percent of Land 93.30% | 96.80% |  89.60% 84.50% 93.90%
Developed
Residential Density 5.20 6.65 7.00 5.66 6.32
(Units per acre)
SEV per Capita $41,127.32 $25,324)63 $26,111.30 ,7$340 | $31,744.1%

Perceptions of Partners: Responses to Scale Questions

The series of questions listed on Table 6.19 asks how important Sengeeor
absence of certain characteristics are in a potential lgoaérnment partner. The
participants are asked to think of these questions as pertamiggneral principles of
collaboration rather than just their current collaboration.

The questions are prefaced with the statement “Our local govetrpaeners

should be...”
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Table 6.2:
Perceptions of Collaboration Partners
All Respondents (n=20)

Scale” 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important Mean
All
Our local government partners should be Respondents
a | Communities we do not directly compete with for residents and development 4.60
b | Similar to our community in terms of wealth and racial composition 4.30
c | Similar to our community in terms of governmental structure (i.e.) either both 5 25
council-manager or both mayor-council systems )
d | Similar to our community in terms of powers (i.e.) both cities or both 550
townships )

Competitors as Partners

When asked how important it is that the collaborating cities notnbairect
competition with one another for residents and economic developmentigguastthe
respondents average response was (4.60), below the mid-point of the \&ten
responses are examined by city, some variation is evidenpoR#Ents from Detour
(6.33) and Bedford Falls (6.00), the communities with much newer and tatgdrand
commercial developments, consider such competition to be a moretampobstacle
than do the older cities of Coletown (4.00) and Eliseville (4.00). A@spondents also
averaged (6.33) on that question, the same score as Detour respondcesggwbhcities
have close commercial and economic ties.

When the responses are grouped by the role of the respondent, additional
differences are evident. Fire chiefs (6.20) and fire figh(®r80) consider this factor
more important than the other three categories of respondents.tyewncil members
(3.67), and city managers (3.67), and mayors (2.50) did not consider dmnpgetbe an
important obstacle to potential collaborative activities. Giventrgiaendous amount of
personnel and resources that these communities and others in thev@oarea devote

to economic development, the responses by the elected officiakhermity managers
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was unexpected. These responses may indicate that the actorgednvnl this
collaboration are able to compartmentalize their various aesvilihey might be willing
to collaborate in the provision of fire services, but equally unwiltmgollaborate on

issues involving economic development.

Table 6.3:
Perceptions of Collaboration Partners
Grouped by City

Scale” 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Detour | Eliseville | Acme | Bedford | Coletown
Important (n=5) | (n=5) (n=3) | Falls (n=4)
Our local government partners should be (n=2)

a | Communities we do not directly compete with for,
residents and development 6.33 4.00 6.33 6.00 4.00

b | Similar to our community in terms of wealth and
racial composition 6.33 5.00

6.33 4.50 3.25

¢ | Similar to our community in terms of
governmental structure (i.e.) either both counc|l- 6.67 4.83 6.677 5.50 5.00
manager or both mayor-council systems

d | Similar to our community in terms of powers
(i.e.) both cities or both townships 7.00 4.50

7.00 5.00 5.50

The obstacles to cooperation created by large differencess ammosnunities in
wealth and racial composition is a constant theme in the extardtdre. Morgan,
Hirlinger and England (1988), found that the percentage of blacks in theapopul
appeared to significantly reduce the likelihood of that city contrgcut for health and
human service activities. Krueger and McGuire (2005) found thast @tigoying high
taxable values and high tax revenues were among the least tikalgek additional
revenues through interlocal agreements. The economic, social and potiticatteristics
of a community’s population can help shape populations’ preferenceslitic goods.
Demographic homogeneity is important, because such features rédut@risaction

costs for the officials who are negotiating collaborative agreemesitsc{&2007).
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Homophily in Race and Wealth

When asked how important it is that partnering communities béasimiterms
of the wealth and racial composition of their populations (question bin¢aa response
of all respondents is (4.30) with a standard deviation of (2.63). The respoprdentss
ambivalence toward or a neutral stance regarding such differemdesms of racial
composition and relative wealth of the communities. When the datarnsireed grouped
by city, there was some variance in the answers. Coletown (@gmndents think these
factors are only somewhat important. Detour and Acme both registeee highest
response at (6.33), indicating it is important to them. Elise\sli@d) and Bedford Falls
(4.50) hovered below the mid-point of the scale, indicating that theterdaare
moderately important.

When responses are examined in terms of the role of each resparttient,
differences are seen. The city council members (6.00) reponddrgy in wealth and
racial composition to be important while the city managers avéragesponse of just
(3.00) indicating that it is only somewhat important. The respaofséeee mayors (4.00),
fire chiefs (4.40), and fire fighters (4.20) expressed the opinionthigafactor is only
moderately important.

All of the city council members in these five communities aelected on an at-
large or city-wide basis. The racial composition shown in Table 6.1tHese

communities indicate that all five cities are relativelgialy homogenous, with the
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percentage of the population reporting themselves as white raingma low of 87 to a
high of 96. The low average response to this question may simpégctréfiat racial

composition is a non-issue in these communities because of such homogeneity.

Table 6.4:
Perceptions of Collaboration Partners
Grouped by Role

Scale” 1=Not Important at All Mayor City City Fire Fire
10=Critically Important (n=4) Council Manager | Chief Fighter
(n=3) (n=3) (n=5) | (n=5)
Our local government partners should be
a | Communities we do not directly compete
with for residents and development 2.50 3.67 3.67 6.20 5.80
b | Similar to our community in terms of 4.00 6.00 3.00 4.40 4.20

wealth and racial composition

¢ | Similar to our community in terms of
governmental structure (i.e.) either both

council-manager or both mayor-counci 3.75 4.67 6.00 5.80 5.20
systems

d | Similar to our community in terms of

powers (i.e.) both cities or both 3.50 5.67 6.00 6.60 5.60
townships

Importance of Similarities in Structural Powers

Another issue examined in this research is the importance darsimrms of
governmental structure and power among potential collaborators. Agatibmmunity
may have different boundaries than do existing cities, and someamsin must be
developed for dealing with the problems that arise with the poovisi services across
different governing entities (Ostrom, Tiebout and Warren 1961). CamabelGlynn
(1990), examining interlocal cooperation in Georgia, concluded thatritsence of city
managers did not make the community more likely to collaborate. @ptréhat study,
Morgan and Hirlinger (1991) argue that the presence of a city geares facilitate

more intergovernmental contracting, especially in the area oicddkety, the same type
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of service that is the focus of this study. Brown and Potoski (20@Rjeathat the

presence of a city manager is positively related to collaberattivities. Carley (1991)
and Sabatier (1999), contend that similarity in political insotgiacross government
units in a region can serve to facilitate collaborative exchampgbaps because local
actors view issues in much the same way which makes collaboration easier.

When asked how important it is that the collaborating partners kawilar
governmental structures (question c), the average responsere$@ihdents is (5.25)
indicating a neutral stance on this issue. The use of the phragerfighental structures”
in this question is designed to measure how important it isdtlaborating cities all be
either council-manager or mayor-council types. Interestingly, the rsagsponse (3.75)
indicates they believe this factor to be somewhat important, windecity managers
value this factor quite differently with a response (6.00) indigattnis important.
Clearly, the mayors consider this issue to be less importamthieacity managers. Also
the responses varied by city, ranging from (4.83) in Elisewmitlecating it is moderately
important to (6.67) in Detour and Acme indicating it is important ty waportant to
those respondents.

When asked how important it is that partnering cities areainalone another in
terms of the powers they have and specifically, whethescand townships could
effectively collaborate (question d), the mean response (5.50heasit-point of scale
and similar to the mean response to (question c) at (5.25). The resgbdseary
somewhat across the cities. The respondents from Detour (7.00) and &cd0)
consider the factor more important than their counterparts se\Hle (4.50), Bedford

Falls (5.00), and Coletown (5.00) do.
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Table 6.5:
Similarity in Resources Contributed and Benefits Sought
All Respondents

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important | Mean All Respondent$
Our partners should be

e | Able to provide similar levels of resources te diffort 7.40

f | Seeking the same benefits of this collaboratomea are 8.50

Importance of Comparable Resources and Similarity of Goals

A persistent and important theme in the literature on interlamderation is that
the fiscal capacity of the jurisdiction does matter. If one roamty brings more
resources to the table than its partner, it is presumed taible l@ss likely to cooperate
(Foster 1997). The responses from this group of participants supEosti¢la. When
asked how important it is that all collaborating partners e ta provide similar levels
of resources to the effort (question e), the mean response was (4@ standard
deviation of (2.44) indicating that, although there was some variantteeiresponses,

this factor is generally considered very important.

Table 6.6:
Similarity in Resources Contributed and Benefits Sought
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour| Eliseville| Acmel Bedford Coletown
10=Critically Important Falls

Our partners should be

e :flf:)cl;;:tto provide similar levels of resources te th 8.00 8.00 3.00 550 5 50

f vsvze:rigg the same benefits of this collaborati®n a8'33 8.83 8 33 5 50 8.50

Examining these responses by city and by role shows some stirigre

differences. The officials from Detour, Eliseville and Acmeraged an (8.00) on a 10
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point scale indicating this issue is very important. In contrasglmost three points
lower, the officials from Bedford Falls (5.50) and Coletown (5.50) thotightissue was
less important. It is unclear based on other responses from thalsffitthese two cities
why they would rank this issue so much lower than the other threen\ie responses
to that question are examined by role of the respondent, city con@cibers (8.00), fire
chiefs (8.00), and mayors (7.50) all considered this factor vepgriant. Fire fighters

(6.80) and city managers (6.67) consider this factor important but leshéather three

groups.
Table 6.7:
Similarity in Resources Contributed and Benefits Sought
Grouped by Role
Scale: 1=Not Important at All Mayor | City City Fire Fire
10=Critically Important Council | Manager | Chief | Fighter

Our partners should be

e :f?(l?tto provide similar levels of resources te th 750 8.00 6.67 8.04 6.8

f VSV(;e:rigg the same benefits of this collaborati®n p 9.25 8.00 6.67 9.0 8.8

There was far less variation in the responses to the questiontabontportance
of potential partners seeking similar benefits from the colldlobora The average
response to (question f) the respondents is (8.50) and nearly forty pefcéme
respondents responded with a (10.00). This indicates that it isaltyitimportant that
their partners seek the same benefits from their collabor&tiben the data is examined
grouped by city, only one community deviates from this position. ThifoB# Falls

respondents ranked this factor at (5.50), the mid-point of the scale. Rasjsdinoie the
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other four communities ranked this factor much higher, rangmm {8.83) to (8.33),

indicating similar benefits sought is a very important issue to the group.

Table 6.8:
Importance of Past Collaboration and Frequency of Contacts
All Respondents

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important Mean All
Respondents
Our partners should be
g Communities that have successfully collaborated with us in the past 6.65
h | Communities whose elected officials are in frequent contact with ours 7.65
i | Communities whose senior administrators are in frequent contact with 8.40

ours

Importance of Past Interactions and Frequency of Contact

The next series of questions examines the importance thesgppaits place on
having collaboration partners who have cooperated in the past and howaimpbrs
that elected and administrative officials have regular comdhtone another. Research
has shown that repeated contact between local government actisrsdegeater levels
of trust and performance experience, which often leads to incrieasdsl of cooperation
between government units in a metropolitan area (Post 2002). Fixedgleicgoorders
require repeat play among neighboring communities. Positive expesiereduce
transaction costs and make collaboration easier (Feiock 2007).

When asked how important it is that partnering communities have siudlgess
collaborated with one another previously (question g), the response of (td&&Btes
these participants consider it an important factor. Some \ariaii this view emerges
when the responses are grouped by city. The respondents from Coletowrcg8s8gr
this factor to be very important, while those from the neighboringraamty of Bedford

Falls (4.00) ranked this issue as far less important. Detour ane Acice again had
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identical responses (7.33), indicating this issue is very impodahemn. Eliseville, as a
group, responded at (5.50), the mid-point of the scale, revealing al p&ditaon on the
importance of this issue. When the same data is examined groupbd byle of the
respondent, there is not nearly as much variation in the respongefiglfiers ranked it
the most important at (7.40) and city managers the least important at (6.00).

When asked the importance of elected officials of prospectistegra being in
frequent contact (question h), the responses average (7.65), inditetinidpe typical
respondent considers this to be a very important factor to succesibloration. When
grouped by city, the responses show little variance, with a wfe@h83) and a standard
deviation of 0.88. The responses are also consistent among all rokes rticipants.
The fire fighters and city managers considered frequent ddmaeeen elected officials

the most important with rankings of (8.80) and (8.67) respectively.

Table 6.9:
Importance of Past Collaboration and Frequency of Contacts
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour| Eliseville] Acmel Bedford Coletown
10=Critically Important Falls

Our partners should be

g | Communities that have successfully
collaborated with us in the past 7.33 5.50 7.33 4.00 8.25

h | Communities whose elected officials are in
frequent contact with ours 8.67 6.83 8.67 7.00 8.00

i | Communities whose senior administrators
are in frequent contact with ours 8.33 8.00 8.33 7.50 8.25

Responses to the question about the importance of senior adminisifitivds
of the collaborating communities being in frequent contact (questiaveraged (8.40).

This indicates the group considers this contact to be very impddaat successful
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collaboration. Their responses to this question are roughly one point higlrerthe

(7.65) score averaged for the question about contact among elected officials.

Table 6.10:
Importance of Past Collaboration and Frequency of Contacts
Grouped by Role

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Mayors | City City Fire Fire
10=Critically Important Council | Managers| Chiefs | Fighters

Our partners should be

g | Communities that have successfully
collaborated with us in the past 6.25 6.67 6.00 6.6( 7.44

h | Communities whose elected officials are in
frequent contact with ours 7.50 6.67 8.67 6.6( 8.8(

i | Communities whose senior administrators
are in frequent contact with ours 9.25 6.67 8.67 8.0( 9.0

The respondents indicated contact among administrative officials ng ve
important to collaboration, regardless what community they beloray tbe role they
play. When grouped by city, the responses averaged (8.08), wahdasd deviation of
(0.35). When the responses are examined in terms of the role o§ploedent, minimal
variation is seen. Of the five groups, mayors (9.25) and fire figl@ed®) consider this
factor the most important, followed by the city managers (8.67) arfitéhehiefs (8.00).
City council members ranked this factor lowest at (6.67). They cossideministrative
contact to be an important factor in a successful collaboration, but sawssamportant

than the other four groups of officials.
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Importance of Similarities in Service Requirements and Operations

Table 6.11:
Similarities of Land Uses, Service Requirements, Equipment and Traing
All Respondents

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically Important Mean All
Respondents
Our partners should be
j | Communities that have similar land uses to ours (i.e., mostly residential) 6.00
k | Communities that have similar service requirements to ours (i.e., non- 755
industrial) )
I | Communities that have equipment and training similar to ours 8.15

The first question in this section measures the importance placethe
communities involved having similar land use, in this case, modigeawrtial. This issue
affects the types of fires a community fire department lieadtaipon to fight, and this
affects the costs and risks of collaboration. This issue is paitgntery relevant to the
DFA, because there are serious differences in land use paderoeg the five
communities. Does it matter whether one partnering community lhessaential and
another has some industrial? Does it matter that one of theseuwuotes borders a large
oil refinery and tank farm and they would be called upon in the eveaffiocd or other
emergency there? Does it matter that two of these commsihiéive a greater number of
and larger commercial developments than the others do?

When asked the importance of their partners having similar landaqusestion j),
the average response was (6.00), with a standard deviation of (2.43)espoadents
clearly perceive this an important factor, but there is consitdexariance of opinion on
this question. Respondent’s indicating this factor was very importantveoy
unimportant, were asked a follow-up question why it was or wasnmmtriant. Those

that responded that this factor was very important generally asdvileat too great a
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difference in the typical types of fires fought would make atmkating with that
community more difficult. Those who responded that it was not vapoitant added
that because of the Mutual Aid Agreement they currently openatier, these five
communities are already required to assist one another in figimesgregardless of the

type. This collaboration would not change that.

Table 6.12:
Similarities of Land Uses, Service Requirements, Equipment and Traing
Grouped by City

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Detour | Eliseville| Acmel Bedford Coletown
10=Critically Important Falls

Our partners should be

j | Communities that have similar land uses to
ours (i.e., mostly residential) 7.67 5.50 7.61 4.50

6.75

k | Communities that have similar service
requirements to ours (i.e., non-industrial)

8.33 7133 | 8.33 5.00 7.00

| | Communities that have equipment and training

similar to ours 7.67 850 | 7.6/ 5.50 7.75

In terms of the different cities, the average responseslaseered around the
mid-point of the scale. Bedford Falls (4.50) was the only communitty an average
response below the mid-range of the scale and Eliseville (5.509nees averaged the
mid-point. Detour and Acme had the same average response (7.67) anowgolet
averaged (6.4). Examining their responses in terms of their rdaleinity reveals that
fire fighters (6.60) and city council members (6.67) are simmlgheir assessments of the
importance of having similar land use. Mayors (5.50) and fire clitefi©) were also
closely aligned on this question. The city managers response f@lditween the other

four.
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Table 6.13:
Similarities of Land Uses, Service Requirements, Equipment and Traing
Grouped by Role

Scale: 1=Not Important at All Mayors | City City Fire Fire
10=Critically Important Council | Managers| Chiefs | Fighters

Our partners should be

j | Communities that have similar land uses to
ours (i.e., mostly residential) 5.50 6.67 6.00 5.44 6.6(

k | Communities that have similar service
requirements to ours (i.e., non-industrial) 8.00 8.00 6.33 6.8( 8.44

I | Communities that have equipment and training
similar to ours 8.75 | 7.33 6.67 8.8( 8.4(

The last two questions in this section examine a closelyeckl&dctor, the
importance of partnering communities having similar service reopgnts, training and
equipment for their fire departments. The term service requiremeninderstood to
mean the type of training that community fire fighters needsyd equipment normally
required and any special equipment or training. The first quessioed them to indicate
the importance of having similar service requirements (quekjiohhe mean response
from the interviewees as a group is (7.55), indicating this is yaiugrortant factor to
these respondents.

When the responses are examined by the role of the respondent, tlegsansw
ranged from a high of (8.40) for the fire fighters to a low6o83) for city managers. The
mayors and city council members were closely aligned vhiéhfire fighters on this
guestion providing a mean score of (8.00) each. Fire chiefs (6.80) anchamggers
(6.33) were the only two groups under (8.00). The data indicates thatdhgroups of
senior administrators (fire chiefs and city managers) gegsimportance on this factor
than other groups. Similar variation is seen in the responses aitressThe responses

of four of the communities are grouped together ranging frongta dfi (8.33) in Detour
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and Acme to a low of (7.00) in Coletown. Once again, the Bedforts Fal00)
respondents viewed this issue as less important than the others.

When asked how important it is that potential collaboration partnees iailar
fire equipment and training (question 1), the respondents as a groupifglitated that
this factor is very important to them. In terms of the differaties, Eliseville (8.50)
respondents think it is more important than do the Bedford Falls (f&50pndents. The
other three cities had very similar average responses rafigmg7.75) to (7.67). City
managers (6.67) considered this issue less important than the anidetise fire chiefs
(8.80) considered it more important than the rest. The other thoepgyfell between
(7.33) and (8.75). Mayors (8.75) and fire fighters (8.40) provide answeilarsto fire
chiefs. City council (7.33) members were closer to the city managerssajuéstion.

Figure 6.1 displays the mean responses of all the interviewedsrms of
guestions asked and ranked from most important to least important in their opinion.

Figure 6.1: Importance of Particular Traits in a Partner.
Mean Response

Trait in Partner All Respondents
Seeking the Same Benefits we are 8.50
Frequent Contact of Administrative Officials 8.40
Have Similar Equipment and Training to ours 8.15
Frequent Contact of Elected Officials 7.65
Have Similar Service Requirements to ours 7.55
Successfully Collaborated with us Previously 6.65
Have Similar Land Uses to ours 6.00
Have Similar Governmental Powers to ours 5.50
Have Similar Governmental Structures to ours 5.25
Not in Direct Competition with us 4.60
Similar to us in Terms of Race and Wealth 4.30

Scale: 1=Not Important at Al 10=Critically Important
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Initial Conclusions Drawn from Responses

The frequency of contact between officials from neighboring commeanis a
potentially important area of study. Previous research has indliths¢ formal and
informal metropolitan networks such as the DCC, the Downrivercfirefs group, and
other social and professional networks can facilitate collabarand problem solving
(Frederickson 1999, Thurmaier and Wood 2002). However, past interactioosyvee
negatively, may prevent future collaboration.

Jurisdictions that share borders and have repeated contacts wahather have
numerous opportunities to consider collaboration. Over the course of neany gf
interaction, neighboring jurisdictions have experienced positive agatine encounters.
It is important to future local government actors considering looléion to have a
better understanding of what role these perceptions play in deitegnthe success or
failure of collaboration activity. Their responses indicate that ttmasider it important
that the elected and administrative officials from collabogatommunities had prior
regular contact with one another. The responses also made ithaédine participants
believe it important for the communities to have similar requaresin terms of types of
fires and equipment and training needed.

The long history of successful collaboration among these five cortigsini
through the Downriver Mutual Aid Program has likely affected tla#itudes toward
each other. They have purchased similar types of equipment and engagjedlar
training over a period of many years. Their responses indicatehey see similar fire
fighting needs, the purchase of similar equipment, and simdaririg of personnel as

important factors when considering prospective partners for collaboration.
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Theorization on this subject usually emphasizes the importancemdargy
among communities in terms of racial composition and wealth, and suggeegenous
communities find it easier to collaborate than do heterogeneous(Beesk 2007,
Morgan, Hirlinger and England 1988 ). However, respondents to thisysdrgenot
indicate that racial and wealth issues were important to theéermns of their willingness

to undertake this collaboration.

Perceptions of Potential Partners: Responses to Open-Ended €xtions

The interviewees were also asked a series of questions dksmmédicit more
detailed narrative answers. These questions examine the respopdesgptions of their
partners. In particular, the issue of the development and mainteofanast is examined

and how partners for this collaboration were selected.

Table 6.14:

Perceptions of Potentially Collaborating Partners

D-2 A general concern about intergovernmental boltations on public services involves the
level of trust among the participating governmewig. are interested in understanding hpw
trust is developed, maintained and lost.

D-2 (a-b) | Do you agree that the level of trust ymsidents and government officials have for the
officials of potential local government partneraisimportant factor in the success of
intergovernmental collaborations? If yes, why?df why not?

D-2 (c) How do you define trust in this contexdifjt service provision)?
D-2 (d) How can the required trust be developed?
D-2 (e) Can this trust be undermined? If so, how?

The Issue of Trust among Collaboration Partners
As in any ongoing relationship, the issue of trust is an impodaset It is
important to future collaboration to better understand the roleptags in this activity.

Is trust necessary? How is such trust developed and nurtured@c@ainust be damaged
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or destroyed and, if so, how? Finally, what can elected and athaiivs officials do to
ensure that the necessary trust is maintained?

The respondents were asked if they agreed that the level btheisresidents
and government officials have for the officials of potential l@gmlernment partners is
an important factor in the success of intergovernmental collabosatguestion D-2a). If
so, they were also asked why this trust is important (question .DFR) city council
president of Acme stated “people work better if they carbksitaa level of trust . . . set
up some common understanding.” The fire union president of Acme said thas
indeed important and that “all the cards must be on the table .arden for trust . . .
can’t be any surprises.” The mayor of Detour said it wgsortant, but not the most
important thing. He said “it's a matter of how you structire legal framework so that
they have the protection necessary to meet the mission ructus¢ is more important
[than trust].”

The fire chief of Bedford Falls said that it was absolutehportant that
collaborating partners trust one another. “You've got to trust pauners . . . you have
to have shared goals.” The Bedford Falls city manager statedcan’t work with folks
you don’t trust.” The Eliseville fire union president, who was insemotal in the
planning phase of this collaboration, said “creating a partnershigres trust . . . less
trust equals less ability to collaborate.” The mayor of Detbought “a level of trust is

really a prerequisite to undertaking something like this.”
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The Issue of Trust within Each Community

While agreeing that trust among collaborating jurisdictionsigygortant factor
in establishing collaboration, three respondents expressed condetimethequired trust
did not currently exist in this particular effort within theityc A fire department
lieutenant in Detour stated “we don’t completely trust our ownteteofficials right
now.” The fire chief of Coletown said “we have a lot of suspicions right now eetaer
citizens and the elected officials.” A fire captain in Coletasard “ultimately, it's very
important. There is some lack of trust right now...as soon as it lescadversarial the
trust breaks down; it becomes us versus them and you might as telhger blocks

around your feet.”

How is Trust Defined by these Respondents?

When asked to define trust in the context of joint service provisjoastion D-
2c), and how they personally define trust, common themes emergedAdme city
council president stated that she defined it as the abilithdbeve what people have
said, that they have a proven track record.” The mayor of Deatdiitaneant “that you
have the same vision, the same mission, a common understanding ofvibesstnat
need to be provided . . . | don’t have to agree with everything the rotiyrs say, but |
can trust them if | believe we are headed down the same road.Elld®ville city
manager defined trust as a “sharing of the work-load duriegdévelopment and
governance of the authority. The more that people have done of their ownlifteayin
a project the less likely they are to mistrust the motivesttedrs.” The Detour fire chief

said “I think you make a statement . . . we expect you to follwaugh on that . . . you
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stay committed once we start this effort. | have a genuinefbelyour sincerity.” A fire
department lieutenant in Detour said it meant “doing what you caywll . . . respect
for one another.”

The fire captain in Coletown defined trust as “winning some anddasime . . .
doing what you say you’ll do.” The city manager of Bedford Fad& that to him it
meant “people who say what they mean . . . are not devious . . . teraaghbt shooters .
. . their word is good, you can count on them.” The fire chief of @lisesaid that it
meant “at some point having to take on faith what people are tgumgnd just moving
forward.” The Eliseville city council president concluded thastmwas “being able to sit
next to somebody and being able to trust that people will leetdrtheir word . . . some
people don’t have the intestinal fortitude to be good partners . . . pesygeto have

some backbone to work at this sort of thing.”

How is Trust Developed?

When asked how this required trust can be developed (question Ix2d)cre
fire union president stated that “at the beginning we made aegeils agreement that
there would not be any hidden agendas . . . everybody would be up front."al/oe oh
Detour said it takes “communication . . . open, candid, adult commumcati. | would
rather someone tell me I'm full of shit to my face and thenudis that with me than to
have somebody go behind my back and say it.” The city manageseVil# said trust
is developed as “an act of participation and it needs to be readlcatstantly . . . it
takes a certain emotional mix of people and perhaps a cestehdf experience.” The

fire chief of Bedford Falls said that when it came to develpgmst “actions speak
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louder than words . . . it has to be developed . . . focus on the goat®n’'t become
jaded.” The fire chief in Coletown said “the cities can't ik of this as a quick fix to
their current problems . . . it has to be much more than that .angadrm solution to
these fundamental issues.”

The mayor of Eliseville thinks that trust is developed by “workivgether over
the years on various projects . . . I've come to trust many ofatigagues through our
work at the Downriver Community Conference.” The city manager ofdsedralls said
that trust was developed “by working together . . . you learrypgeiick who returns
phone calls, who shows up for meetings.” The mayor of Coletown saittubticouldn’t
be taken for granted. “After a while you can tell if the persojuss trying to sell you
something rather than working with you.” The fire chief of Elidewslid that trust “to a
large extent comes from people taking a leap of faith anddeftiiks do things . . . it's
easy for someone to say ‘trust me’ . . . it's harder for somelse to believe that.” The
fire union president in Eliseville said “it takes time . .arking together, cities following
through on their commitments to one another.” The mayor of Detour iaditaat trust
is developed “by working together on common projects . . . working throughbsiss
together in the Michigan Municipal League, the Southeast Michigaon€l of
Governments, that kind of thing.” The Eliseville city council presicand “it's a time
thing . . . it takes time and it's difficult because of the changegersonnel, elected and

appointed, that makes it tough. But over time | think it builds on itself.”
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How is Trust Undermined?

When asked if trust can be undermined (question D-2e) in any mehyifaso,
how, several respondents had strong views. The mayor of Detour saidishabuld be
damaged if “you have a problem and you aren’t communicating...youwnaréoth
wanting the same things from the collaboration.” The city manafi Detour said that
trust was damaged if the “collaboration doesn’t deliver . . . don’t g@something that
you can’t deliver. People don't want to hear excuses in the puitiors’ The city
manager of Eliseville said that trust is damaged when sonftakes a contrary position
without warning the group beforehand . . . making it an (us versus tisso® and
redefining the group’s interest as individual interests.” Thedimef of Bedford Falls
stated that trust could be damaged by “inappropriate politidakeimée.” The fire chief
of Coletown said trust could be damaged “if one partner portrarysfforts publically in
a bad light, if one of the shareholders betrays it; that can dathagsfort a lot.” The
mayor of Eliseville stated that damage results when “mynpegttell me one thing and
go back to their own city and say something different; that damages the relg@tibnshi

The city manager of Bedford Falls said that trust could beayesl if someone
“didn’t do what they agreed to . . . lied about what they agreeddmahy, | thought |
had seen the worst of humanity in practicing law . . . it turnghaitl hadn’'t . . . my
years in the Mayor’s office of another city . . . | believe | found the $ofeems of life in
politics.” The fire chief of Eliseville said it is the “sanfer communities as it is for
individuals . . . if honesty prevails you have trust if not, you don't.” éner city council
member and the current Mayor of Detour said that trust could begédniby a more

powerful community dictating to another as opposed to working with thidewent on
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to explain that throughout his years of working for Wayne Countyaukeexperienced
“the City of Detroit dictating to surrounding communities, and thatbeen a trust killer
over the years.”

Figure 6.2 is a synopsis of several of the commonly mentioneddabtdy in the
opinion of these respondents, can develop or undermine trust in the context of

collaborative effort.

Figure 6.2: Developing and Undermining Trust in Collaboration

Percentage of Percentage of
Respondent’s Respondent’s
How is Trust Mentioning Mentioning
Developed? Factor How is Trust Damaged? Factor
Working together over 0 Saying one thing and doing 0
time 55% another 45%
Communication 25% Not communicating 25%
Focus on the goals 20% Not delivering on promises 25%
Inappropriate political
0 0
No hidden agendas 15% influence 20%
Thinking long-term 15% Not doing assigned tasks 10%
Bigger cities bullying
0 0
Taking a "leap-of-faith" 5% smaller ones >%

Insights about the Importance of Trust to Collaboration

These respondents strongly believe that trust among particigaathiecessary
prerequisite to successfully starting and implementing collabarat/ltimately, every
one of the respondents indicated that it was important to develop amcim#&ust. The
responses to these questions also indicate that open and honest comonuiscati
absolute necessity for the participants in a collaboration likeD#®. Not doing what
you say you will do, not following through on commitments and saygmegthing within
the group and something different in your own community are sedrebg tespondents

as serious problems that would interfere with the development andemaice of trust
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among the participating partners and communities. The respondentslaar¢hat the
necessary trust, once developed, could most definitely be destroyethpdpropriate

actions on the part of collaboration participants.

How Partners were Selected

With imperfect information and no experience working togethergeniiat
partners may face relatively high start-up costs (Feiock 20/ )examine this issue,
several questions were asked to delve deeper into how the partidgrathts effort at
collaboration were selected. The authority might have included afitywof the DCC
member communities, but the effort went forward with only fiveo@aphically nearby
are other communities that expressed some interest in partigipadt did not end up in
the group. Other communities in the area who seemed to be gootigigiartners were

also excluded. The basis for choosing the cities in this eff@xplored in the next few

sections.
Table 6.15:
Selection of Potential Collaboration Partners
D-3 I am interested in understanding how the pigaiats in this effort were decided on.
D-3 (a) How were the participants decided on? istthe final group or do you envision others wil|
be added in the future?
D-3 (b) Are there any nonparticipating communitiest you wish were involved? If yes, who and
why do you think they are not participating at thse?
D-3 (c) What makes the current participants goatheas for your community on this service?
D-3 (d) Can you think of any Downriver jurisdict®ithat wouldNOT be good partners for your
community? If yes, who and why?

When asked how the final five communities were selected tccipate in this
collaboration, the fire union president of Acme indicated that “Weéoath borders in

some way. They tried this once before, but it was too big and didnk. T he fire chief
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of Acme explained, “the five mayors got together through the Downf@aenmunity
Conference.” The city manager of Detour stated that theséwete picked because of
their contiguous borders . . . also probably because similar searedsing offered.”
The city manager in Eliseville concluded “we were doing tiferination System Joint
Project and we started to discuss the Auto-Aid program thatofwibe cities were
implementing . . . All of these different initiatives kind of raisenew dialog about these
issues . . . partly it was the fire chiefs’ discussions and tligntle auto-aid discussion
we had a kind of perfect storm.” The fire chief of Bedfordg=shid “I think they were
chosen because of a geographic perspective. They share borgeismast like a square
box . . . it makes sense . . . these five | think are more firlbnsi@able.” A fire
department lieutenant in Detour said “originally we talkedalioof the Downriver
communities . . . but there were so many issues, part-time \alistisie . . . on-call . . .
it was just too hard.” Coletown’s fire chief attributed the dt&b@ of the five to “some
fire chiefs volunteered and others didn't...it rather quickly narrowed down.”

The mayor of Eliseville thought it was “almost organic howcame together . . .
we border one another . . . we have very similar populations, same dphmecgra. . it
was a natural sort of thing. We also shared the same aufiitm@Plante-Moran, LLP)
and we had discussed these issues through them.” The city mand&guifofd Falls
asserted “these five were chosen because they were close e¢ogatiter so that the
sharing of resources seemed to make sense. With our computerizedipiimation
sharing you don’t have to be close geographically . . . but wehybu need to be close
together to effectively use the equipment.” The fire union presideiiiliseville thought

“originally the whole Downriver Community Conference group ofesitwas looked at
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but it became apparent that it would be too complicated . . omixoan and rural would
be difficult.” The city council president of Eliseville believed ttithese five were
selected because of their “similarity in needs, structadecapabilities. They have to be
able to contribute to the joint effort. These five are all netit solid financially and that
makes for a good partner.”

The respondents were then asked the follow-up question why the raab\yof
Ecorse and River Rouge were not invited to join the collaboratiog@y &re adjacent to
some of the other collaborating communities and geographically, teeleena natural fit.
They are approximately the same size in terms of land amaskave about the same size
population as two of the other collaborating cities, but the twesciire much more
racially diverse than the other five. The City of River Roatg® has a single chief in
charge of the police and the fire departments, which is unusual in the Downriver area

The fire union president of Acme indicated that he was told ih&wsion would
make the authority too large. The fire chief of Acme was cdileldis counterpart in one
of those cities and specifically asked why they had not besaded. He told the other
fire chief, “you better talk to your mayor” because he belietred mayors had made
those decisions. The fire chief of Bedford Falls thought that itm@® a financial issue,
due to the belief that Ecorse and River Rouge are not as finarstiaile as the other
five cities. He then went on “I think its politics . . . therens stability in those [fire]
departments.” The Coletown fire chief said “I think River Rouge Bcorse could be
easily incorporated into this authority. | don’t know of any underly&sges for them not
being involved except for their financial issues and the politisales going on in those

cities.” The city manager of Detour who formerly worked for another nedrpgaid,
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| wish River Rouge and Ecorse had been included. I think there

may have been other reasons for why they were not involved...

they are heavily industrialized, they are older...they are mixed

race communities and | think that may have played a part in it.

| don’t know but I think it might have.

Addition of other Communities to the Group

Another follow-up question asked the respondents if there are amycitleg not
currently involved in the collaboration that should be. The fire union presidekxtme
indicated he would like to see the cities of Ecorse and River Riogheled because
“they are close by and it would be a bigger authority with them laeg ¢ould bring
resources to the table. If they are left out they can slillon us through the Mutual Aid
Pact.”

Most of the respondents, however, seemed to think that the initial five
communities is a big enough group to start the process and othersbecadidied later.
The fire chief of Acme said “I think with five cities it'draady a full board to handle all
of this.” Detour’'s mayor said “no, | think this is the right sae the right group to get
this thing started right now. You can be too big and you can be talb sm there is a
best size.” The mayor went on to comment generally on the polyceatiure of many
urban areas and said, “with all this proliferation of smalksiin a metropolitan area,
especially of 5,000 or 10,000 . . . can the taxpayers really affordbfathese
administrators and staff, chiefs, school superintendents?”

The city manager of Eliseville responded “at this point no, uldi@t want any
others. Group size has a lot to do with it. | don’t know what is too bigasmall but

functionally, five is a workable group . . . we have modeled it for expalitglada we can

add to the authority later on.” The fire union president of Eliseadjeeed stating “no,
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the idea was to start small and to work from there.” Argangpntrary approach, the
Bedford Falls city manager believed “yes, any city ttatders our authority | think . . .

we would all be better off with a larger group.”

Explicit Selection Criteria

It is clear from their responses that deciding who is a good paitpatrtner for
collaboration involves logistical considerations, the similariti@sdissimilarities in
community make-up and financial issues. The interviewees wered askether
participation in the fire authority was open to all interestedll@overnments or if
selection criteria were employed to choose or limit partidgaWhile many of the
respondents seemed not to fully understand how these five communitgesalexted for
participation, other responses indicated that it was the finasenalderations that played
the largest part in deciding which communities were included. Adsa,certain extent,
some respondents thought that the five communities were simplgo#igion of the
willing. Other respondents believed that the cities of River Ramgk Ecorse would
make good partners in the DFA collaboration as well. At leastobribe respondents
indicated that there may have been underlying issues that preveasedtivo racially
mixed communities from participating in the effort.

Interestingly, the responses to that particular question showed differehwesioe
the opinions of elected and appointed officials. Most of the electedlatéfiseemed to
think that the initial five collaborating communities were enougheast to start with.

However, many of the fire chiefs, command officers, and union offi¢tadught that
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other nearby communities such as Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, ,TRierview and
Trenton would have been good partners to include in that initial group.

When asked to consider what makes the current participants good $daner
their community, the Acme city council president said thatas inearness . . . size of
the community . . . having shared interests with us.” The fire ymesident for Acme
said that what made them good partners was the “workingarethips that we already
have . .. Mutual Aid with all of them and Auto-Aid with one of the others.”

The mayor of Detour said it was the “commonality of qualityifef services, and
people . . . common social and economic makeup of these cities.” Vheaniager of
Detour said it was the fact that “the mayors have worked ogdther in the past and the
city administrators too.” The city manager of Eliseville madparticularly interesting
observation responding, “proximity . . . similar characteristss far as density,
population grouping . . . the pure happenstance of current fire statiatiolws. If you
looked at this whole 30 square miles and tried to figure our whedeopthe five fire
stations they are already pretty much where you would want them to be.”

The fire chief of Eliseville said that the important factorgrev “adjacent
geography, first and foremost . . . they’re all mature communitiessimilar services
being offered . . . training levels/types are similar . . haee a lot of knowledge of one
another because of Mutual Aid . . . we've fought fires in each othmrsnanities
already.” The fire union president in Eliseville pointed out tHiafiee cities and fire
departments “are structured the same way...all mayor anadaitycil, all full-time fire

personnel.”
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Characteristics of Bad Partners

The respondents were also asked if any Downriver jurisdictionsdvwamuba bad
partner for their community. The city manager of Detour saitybs, “any community
that has a volunteer or part-time department might not be a gotmparhen you're
talking different wages, different personnel . . . also atbdyis too much larger than the
others might try to dominate the authority.” The city manadeliseville said “a city
that was not contiguous to us would not be a good partner . . . how do you juntbeover
community in between . . . logistics would be difficult.” The aitynager of Bedford
Falls pointed out that the nearby Township of Grosse lle would beuttito incorporate
into the authority because it is an island. “it's isolated you know how would you
handle getting equipment across the bridge...what if one of thdmdges was out like
one of them is right now.” An Eliseville city council member paihteut that a city

might not be a good partner “because of their lack of financial resources.”

Figure 6.3: Characteristics of the Partners Selected Most Often Méioned.

Percentage of Respondents
Good partners for us would be cities with Mentioning this Factor
Similar Demographic Characteristics to ours 45%
Geographic Proximity to us 40%
Same Governmental Structure as ours 35%
Good Previous Collaboration with us 30%
Financial Ability to Participate Effectively 20%
Shared Borders with us 20%

Their responses indicate that it is very important to the gaatits in the DFA
collaboration that the participating communities be geographicalyiguous. All five
communities share borders with one another and are very simileerms of size,

population, type of fires, equipment and training. Their responses alsal thae it is
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important to these officials that the included cities have coopkwtefire and other
public services over a long period of time. This finding is consist&h the conclusions
drawn from the research of Bingham (1981) and Post (2002). When abkédaators
might make a community a bad partner, the respondents againtéadibat geography
played a central role. The logistics of crossing through non-partmemunities to get to
partner communities would prove problematic. According to these respsndaring
full-time with part-time or volunteer personnel would also makkfiicult to effectively

collaborate on fire services.

Table 6.16:

Affect of Past Collaboration Experiences

D-3 (e) How are your perceptions about these aeto@dlpotential partners affected by past
interactions? Please explain with an example or two

The final question asked regarding this topic was how the respondents’
perceptions about these actual and potential partners are affected byepastiams. The
fire union president of Acme said that he had a positive viewunbending cities
because “we have worked in other cities over time, we've hgabd relationship and
good communications.” The fire chief of Bedford Falls said “I'ad lgood positive
interactions in the past . . . we all get along well, we us&® Aid . . . fires bring fire
fighters together; we all attack the beast and put the fir& Blog fire chief of Coletown
stated that “we have a long history through Mutual Aid . . . we favarly good
relationship with them.”

The mayor of Coletown said “my experience with the other mayees a long

time has been very good. If not, | would have been a lot more cautiolsvould have
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preferred to merely enhance our current Mutual Aid Agreemdmrétan go through all
of this to create an authority.” The fire chief of Elisevidiated that he had positive
experiences over the years with other fire departments . .héifire services you don’t
come in here being trusted . . . you have to earn that trust and earn that respect.”
An Eliseville city council member said he had “long standingticeiahips with
surrounding cities relative to the provision of parks and recreatiotcssr They were
good relationships so because of that | was looking forward to workthghem on this
fire authority . . . | think we could collaborate on a variety of otbervices like
engineering, site plan review, building inspectors.” The city cdupsident of
Eliseville said “we’'ve had some good experiences working throughDihenriver
Community Conference. Mutual Aid has worked well, DRANO [an avig anti-

narcotics working group] has been a positive experience.”

Table 6.17:

Current Collaboration and the importance of Public Opinion

D-4 Does your city already cooperate on any ofséhwices that will be provided through the fire
authority? If yes, could you talk about specificevéees, which of the Downriver cities are
involved and the nature of the cooperative arrareggmwith the city?

D-5 What has been the public reaction in your comitguo this effort?

Existing Collaboration of these Services

When asked if they already collaborated to a certain egtesbme of the same
services with their DFA partners, respondents indicated that adecaisle level of
collaboration already exists in the provision of fire services. When asked lteagdy
collaborate on the services that would be a part of the DFA ccditiwoy the fire chief of
Acme stated that his city already collaborated to a lesg@nt with many of their

partners and other communities through their participation in the MAldigAgreement.
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He also indicated that they had even enhanced that system with theer neighboring
partners by instituting an automatic-aid system between tikeifire departments. The
city manager of Detour said “yes, through Downriver Mutual Aid ikeady share a lot,
most of these services.”

Indicating a slightly different position, the city manager t§&ville added “we
share legislative concerns through the Michigan Municipal Leagu we are all in the
same MML risk pool for insurance . . . we are all in Wayne Countywe have
mandatory cooperation on sewers . . . we all use the samalland there are a lot of
things we already collaborate on.” The fire chief of Coletowmchdhat although they
were already collaborating on most of the services the authwoiyd provide, “with a
bigger department we could have specialized training . .. we caukl rieal ladder
companies, more rescue units . . . it would give our guys more opp@sunitspecialize
in various areas.” The mayor of Eliseville stated that “@&eeha long and rich history of
cooperation.” Coletown’s mayor stated while they already coll&aya many of the
same fire services, he hoped to achieve through the new fiveriyt‘the purchase of
equipment, standardization of equipment is what we are trying to enhance. We den’t hav
that through Mutual Aid now and it would have some real value and savings.”

The responses to this question indicate that the participantsehgseed good
working relationships with surrounding jurisdictions on a variety aWises. That
experience has favorably inclined them to consider the DFA codtabor on fire
services. This is consistent with previous work (e.g., Bingham 1981 @std2602) that
repeated contacts between local governments that have been sulicaedsihcreased

levels of trust between the actors made increased levels abaddtion easier. If their
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previous attempts had not been successful, many of the respondesatehtiey would
have been much more cautious in undertaking this effort. Spegificadiny of them
mentioned that their cooperation through the DCC Mutual Aid Systsrblen a very
beneficial experience and has led them to consider enhancing y$tamsand/or

undertaking the DFA authority.

Public Reaction to Proposed Authority

When asked to describe the public reaction in their community tespleisific
effort at collaboration, most of the respondents indicated that the pudd uninformed
or generally opposed to efforts to collaborate with neighboring junisdgct The Acme
fire union president said “they have a lot of questions that we a@aswer . . . there are
still a lot of unknowns and we are taking baby steps.” The fire chi&icme said that
public reaction was “kind of negative at first, but when we explaa $ervice should
actually improve, they kind of like that idea.” The mayor of Det@sponded that “we
went through a fear period . . . but since then it's been a naisee . . . political leaders
need to do a better job of educating the public about what is going on.”

The fire chief of Bedford Falls stated “some citizensqurardedly pessimistic . . .
| have not gotten any positive feedback on this effort from owecis at all.” The fire
chief in Coletown said that “a lot of them are suspicious . . citpihas a long history of
being self-sufficient . . . we have our own hospital, our own nvptaver, cable and have
had them for a long time . . . this is going to be hard for us kdéosttle citizens because
of that sense of identity, separate identity.” The captain o€tlletown Fire Department

said “our citizens want to kee@PUR (emphasis is respondents) fire department.”
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Expressing a much different point of view, the Bedford Falls miéynager said that he
does not “think that citizens really care . . . they want theces provided, that’s all.”
The fire chief in Eliseville said that he had gotten mixadesgs “probably 50-50 for and
against this thing.” The Eliseville city council president sad fong as it saves money
and provides a good service then | think our people are favorable toward this idea.”

Most of the respondents indicated that there was not a greatfgeddlic support
for the DFA collaboration effort among the citizens of their camities. Several of the
respondents did not think that the public was very well informed aboutetfeits yet
and needed to be educated about what is being attempted. Abfeasespondent
indicated that elected officials need to do a better job of edgctte public about this
activity.

The responses to this question revealed some differences inndweers,
depending upon whether the respondent was an elected or an administfatiaé
Most of the elected officials indicated that they needed to dotarheb of educating
their citizens, of making them more aware of the specificsy €Rpressed the belief that
with better understanding, the public would be more accepting of the carfcgpint
service provision. In contrast, the majority of the fire admiaiste officials indicated
that the public is strongly opposed to the DFA collaboration or at thyeleast, fearful
about what it means for their community. Two of the firecidfs indicated that their
citizens are very protective dleir fire department personnel and would probably be

opposed to the collaboration.
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Summary Analysis of Open-Ended Questions

The responses to these questions make it clear that in the opinithesef
respondents, trust is an important to very important factor in theioled¢b collaborate.
Not only must trust among the cities exist, but there mast laé¢ trust within each city
between the elected officials and the employees.

The respondents had several different definitions of trust suaoasy“what you
say you're going to do”, and “not saying one thing in meetings yotlr partners and
then going back to your own city and saying something else.” One city mandigated
that trust comes in time, from “doing your own share of the hedtingl in
collaboration and is something that must be constantly reevaluated. Trustdamnduged
as well. A few respondents mentioned that elected officralsdgstanding for their home
crowd damaged this effort. One command officer stated that havidgutbeAid system
forced upon them after losing a court fight damaged this collaboration.

Respondents were asked how these five cities were selectegaotiers in this
effort. Most of the respondents thought that involving all twenty Downgeenmunities
would have been an obstacle to collaboration. Several of the respondecaseshdnat
these five were selected because they are close geogrhphiealy similar and
financially stable enough to undertake this effort.

The respondents were asked about the affect of past collaboratibrs @&ffdrt.
Almost every one of the interviewees indicated that having goot qudiaboration
experiences make them more willing to attempt this effoed khey not had good

experiences already, they would be reluctant to try anything new.

" The Auto-Aid system was an agreement between floedfive cities to work more closely and respond
immediately to fires in each others city.
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Finally, the respondents were asked if they were alreadgbooliting on most of
the services being proposed for the authority. While they adntitthlest are already
collaborating on these services, most respondents indicate tgabeheved they had
accomplished as much as they could under the current service areant@gad needed to
undertake the authority to maintain or improve the quality of services.

The next chapter examines the differences in the roles playedllaboration
efforts by elected and administrative officials. Elected andiradtrative officials play
different roles, but they are complimentary in many ways and both hargartant role

in making collaboration work.
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Table 6.18:
Perceptions of Partners in the Collaboration
All Respondents
Interview a b c d e f g h [ j k I
1 4 4 3 5 5 5 4 6 6 6 6 4
2 5 7 9 5 10 10 10 10 10 8 10 10
3 10 8 8 9 8 10 8 10 9 9 9 9
4 4 5 5 5 8 10 6 5 9 7 9 9
5 5 1 8 8 10 10 8 10 10 9 9 9
6 3 6 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 7 8 9
7 9 7 9 8 9 9 6 6 7 7 8 9
8 2 2 6 8 9 10 8 5 8 5 9 10
9 8 5 5 9 8 8 8 10 10 5 10 10
10 4 4 4 6 6 8 8 7 7 4 5 7
11 3 4 3 2 8 10 3 6 9 5 8 8
12 2 1 1 2 2 8 6 6 7 5 5 5
13 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 8 8 2 2 2
14 1 5 6 5 5 8 9 9 9 8 8 9
15 6 1 2 2 8 8 3 5 9 2 3 9
16 5 5 5 3 5 8 3 8 8 5 7 7
17 9 3 9 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
18 2 2 1 2 9 9 7 10 10 2 7 9
19 4 5 8 9 9 9 7 7 9 9 9 9
20 3 9 3 3 10 10 9 7 5 5 9 9
Mean 4.6 43 | 525 | 55| 74 | 85 |6.65|7.65| 8.4 6 |7.55]8.15
SEE)/ 258 | 236|279 |28|244 (199|246 | 19 |143|243|2.28|2.16

Scale: 1=Not Important at All 10=Critically ImportTnt




Table 6.19:
Perceptions of Partners in the Collaboration
Grouped by City

Bedford

Communities that have equipment and training similar to ours

Our local government partners should be... Detour | Eliseville Acme Falls Coletown | MEAN STDEV

Interview Question N=5 N=6 N=3 N=2 N=4 N=20 N=20

N (Cj:é)\:glrg;mteii?_ we do not directly compete with for residents and 6.33 | 4.00 6.33 6.00 4.00 533 1.22
b S@m?lar to our commun?ty ?n terms of wealth and racial compo_sition._ 6.33 | 5.00 6.33 4.50 3.25 5.08 131
(| oo ot commrty 1 e of dovrimenta s () 01 | 6,67 | 4.83 | 667 | 550 | 500 | 573 | 089
. tSOiVnJri:;:it‘;)Sf)ur community in terms of powers (i.e.) both cities or both 700 | 450 7.00 5.00 550 5.80 1.15
e | Able to provide similar levels of resources to the effort. 8.00 | 8.00 8.00 5.50 5.50 7.00 1.37
f | Seeking the same benefits of this collaboration as we are. 8.33 | 8.83 8.33 5.50 8.50 7.90 1.36
g | Communities that have successfully collaborated with us in the past. 7.33 | 5.0 7.33 4.00 8.25 6.48 1.71
h | Communities whose elected officials are in frequent contact with ours. 8.67 | 6.83 8.67 7.00 8.00 7.83 0.88
i cC):J)r|”sr1.mun|t|es whose senior administrators are in frequent contact with 833 | 8.00 8.33 7.50 8.25 8.08 0.35
j rizliﬁndg]nl{[ir;gés that have similar land uses to ours (i.e., mostly 767 | 550 767 4.50 6.75 6.42 1.39
y ﬁggg;g;)it'ies that have similar service requirements to ours (i.e., non- 833 | 7.33 8.33 5.00 7.00 717 1.57
7.67 | 8.50 7.67 5.50 1.75 7.42 1.13

Scale: 1=Not Important at All

10=Critically Important

L0¢



Table 6.20:
Perceptions of Partners in the Collaboration
Grouped by Role

Our local government partners should be... Mayor City City Fire Fire MEAN | STDEV
Council | Manager | Chief | Fighter

Interview Question N=4 N=3 N=3 N=5 N=5 N=20 N=20
Communities we do not directly compete with for residents and
development. 2.50 3.67 3.67 6.20 5.80 4.37 1.57
Similar to our community in terms of wealth and racial composition. 4.00 6.00 3.00 4.40 4.20 432 108
Similar to our community in terms of governmental structure (i.e.) either
both council-manager or both mayor-council systems. 3.75 4.67 6.00 5.80 5.80 5.20 0.97
S|m|Iar_to our community in terms of powers (i.e., both cities or both 3.50 567 6.00 6.60 560 547 117
townships).
Able to provide similar levels of resources to the effort. 750 8.00 6.67 8.00 6.80 7139 0.64
Seeking the same benefits of this collaboration as we are. 925 8.00 6.67 9.00 5.80 8.34 1.05
Communities that have successfully collaborated with us in the past. 6.25 6.67 6.00 6.60 740 6.58 053
Communities whose elected officials are in frequent contact with ours. 750 6.67 8.67 6.60 5.80 765 1.05
cC)le)rr:munltles whose senior administrators are in frequent contact with 925 6.67 8.67 8.00 9.00 8.32 103
Cor_nmunltles that have similar land uses to ours (i.e., mostly 550 6.67 6.00 5.40 6.60 6.03 0.59
residential).
_Commgnltles that have similar service requirements to ours (i.e., non- 8.00 8.00 6.33 6.80 8.40 751 0.89
industrial).
Communities that have equipment and training similar to ours. 8.75 733 6.67 8.80 8.40 799 0.95

1=Not Important At All

10=Critically Important

80¢
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CHAPTER 7
DIFFERENCES IN THE ROLES PLAYED BY ELECTED

AND ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIALS

Frederickson contends that modern public administration has devetgtetques
to deal with the problems associated with what he calléréigenented and disarticulated
state. Much of the existing literature on interlocal collaboragicemines and emphasizes
the role played by administrative officials. Elected offigiate usually described as having
a narrow or more parochial view of interlocal issues, but adtratiie officials, because
of their training and participation in professional organizations,ttamaght to have a
broader or more metropolitan view. H. George Frederickson arguedtlibee are few
incentives for elected officials to spend much energy or poli¢@gital in the interests of
non-constituents who cannot vote for them” (Frederickson 1999, p. 710). Accordimg to
line of reasoning, while elected officials are more conaknuih jurisdictionally based
issues, their administrative counterparts are engaged in networksolve various
intergovernmental problems (Frederickson 1999).

The one major exception to this approach is Eric Zeemerirage analysis of
interlocal cooperation in western Michigan. Contrary to Frederickspnéglictions,
Zeemering (2007) shows distinct differences in the roles playesldoyed and appointed
officials engaged in collaboration activity. Zeemering’'s redeashowed the elected
officials interviewed had a clear understanding of their rales$ that the involvement of
elected officials is “rarely assessed in current intertlooaperation research . . . elected
officials are attentive to the terms of collaboration and tren@mic implications of

service sharing for their jurisdictions” (Zeemering 2007, p. 331).
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The importance of administrators, often city managers, in theotisxternal
service delivery arrangements has been examined in many stiedregsstance, Morgan
and Hirlinger (1991) found that the presence of a professional adntimisti@s associated
with greater levels of intergovernmental contracting. This gérfieding is also supported
by Brown and Potoski (2003), Carr and LeRoux (2005) and Zeemering (2007). This
research tends to equate the lack of a city manager with amcabsfeincentives to adopt
external service production arrangements, including collaborati@agaments with other
governments.

Zeemering shifted attention back to the role that electediaffi play in these
issues. This is an important shift, because elected offici@skay actors in local
governments. Their role in these issues must be fully understoodeElefticials must
give the final approval to any decision to collaborate inter-jurigdially. Elected officials
play an important part in making our democracy work at the |leval,|indeed at every
level of American federalism. Obtaining public approval and supportolbdboration
activities may be desirable but not always possible. As Lyonsetyoand DeHoog (1992)
have argued, local citizens do not always demonstrate a thoroughstanderg of or
appreciation for how public goods and services are produced and providedatidrel
government has been trying since the Great Society days @P&0s to foster, at the city
level, greater citizen involvement in the decision-making prookpslicies and programs
affecting them. Those efforts have provided mixed results.

The American governmental system is a representative demoé&racguraging
citizen involvement and approval of government actions is important.irYet modern

metropolitan area, obtaining that involvement can be problematic. Inemse,selected



211

officials provide a channel through which such citizen involvemersclgeved. “In a
representative democracy, our attention should turn to the role ofdlacaéd officials,
serving as intermediaries for citizens in the negotiation afrgalvernmental service
arrangements” (Zeemering 2007, p. 22). Elected officials can senatitulate the
preferences of their residents because “elected officialer @nto intergovernmental
discussions as direct representatives of citizens, but also as represgmtaéi government
with authority and responsibilities for its citizens” (Zeemering 2007, p. 23).

This chapter builds on Zeemering’'s work by uncovering the diffees played
by the elected and administrative actors in planning, negotiatidgacilitating the DFA
collaboration. As seen in previous chapters, elected and adnimestractors in
collaboration think differently about the relevant issues in sonpeces Question B-1(j)
in Chapter Four asks for the interviewee’s perception of whethgr ttheught their
residents placed more value on protecting the city’s control oveicpgdlvices than on
lowering the costs of those services. City council membersagee the lowest group
response at (5.00) and fire fighters registered the highest group resp(@86)at

Question C-1(a) in Chapter Five asks the respondents how imporatiat their
city save money in the first three to five years. Electedciaf6 had much higher
expectations of saving money through this collaboration than the atiaiive officials.
Question C-1(b) asks how important it is that the city save ynafter the first five years.
Elected officials registered a mean response of (9.00) tajtiestion while administrative
officials (fire chiefs 7.80 and city managers 7.67) had lower expectations/iogsa

Question D-1(a) in Chapter Six asks how important it is that colidibgrcities not

directly compete with one another for residents and economic developfrenthiefs



212

(6.20) and fire fighters (5.80) gave the highest group responsegscdtihcil members
(3.67), mayors (2.50) and city managers (3.67) consider that issussagmigortant.

Question D-1(b) asks how important it is that collaborating padities be similar to one
another in terms of wealth and racial composition. City council members

(6.00) and city managers (3.00) perceive the issue much differentgtiQu D-1(c) asks
how important it is that collaborating partners have similar gowental structures. The

mayors (3.75) and city managers (6.00) perceive that issue much differently.

Roles of Elected and Administrative Officials: Responses to OpdBaded Questions

Elected officials and administrative officials in this stuegd to view the issues in
collaboration differently. A series of open-ended questions wetedasf elected and
administrative officials to gain a better understanding of the eblregular contact among
collaboration partners and the role networks play in collaborafionts. These questions
are designed to also reveal what kinds of activities officalgage in, whether other
options were considered, what is the most difficult aspect of pgrsaitaboration, and
the official’'s biggest concerns about this effort.

This dissertation uses a case study and qualitative data tbegest and achieve a
better understanding of the role that both elected and administadtioi@ls play in the
development of collaborative activities. These questions also provigatsato the role
of elected and administrative officials and the important a&s/itf, and influences upon,
each. Tables are interspersed throughout the chapter to ma&ieitfeathe reader to refer

to the question being asked.
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This chapter reads differently than the previous empirical cisa@es scaled
guestions were used. A series of open-ended narrative questionsedréoudelve the
perceptions of these respondents and gain a better understanding aeshplayed by

elected and administrative officials in this DFA collaboration.

Table 7.1:

Regular Contact, General Cooperation and the Perceptions of Officials
E-1 (a) Do you talk with officials from other locgbvernments on a regular basis? If so, how often
would you say you do in a typical week? Month? €anp

E-2 Do you think local governments in this areakvomgether on public policy/public service quite
a bit? some? or not much at all?
E-3 Assuming there is no right or wrong way to dodo you think administrative officials and

elected officials think about the issue(s) of dadieation in the same way or differently? If
differently, what might account for any differendetween them?

Attitudes toward Interlocal Issues

In an effort to better understand the frequency and importance twbnkeng
among collaboration partners, the respondents were asked if thexy watk officials from
other local governments on a regular basis (question E-1a). The fkernaion president
indicated “pretty regular contact with my counterparts in otiitezs.” All five fire chiefs
stated that they had regular contact with their counterpartsasit meonthly and often
weekly. The elected officials interviewed responded that they reydar contact with
each other, ranging from a high of weekly contact to a low of contact able@sa month.

When asked what form these regular contacts took, the administodfigil
respondents noted that they spoke with one another on the telephone, ntwstnof
regularly sent email messages to one another and met regataryeetings of the
Downriver Fire Chiefs Association, City Managers Associationab monthly union

meetings of the fire fighters locals. The elected officiatficated that they had regular
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contact through the DCC, the Michigan Municipal League and lessafoswocial
gatherings in the area, but do not have the same frequent coittathew counterparts
that administrative officials do. Contact among administrativeciaff tended to be less
social and more substantive or work-related. When asked if theydeorikis regular
contact important, the majority of the respondents thought that thitaregpntact was a
significant contributing factor to this collaboration.

When asked if, in their opinion, the local governments in their arepecated
quite a bit, some or not much at all (question E-2), the respondentgerads
overwhelmingly some or not much at all. The responses of thdee@leand the
administrative officials tended to be somewhat different. The adtrative officials
indicated that they regularly discuss and cooperate on theogeweht of fire-related
policy. The elected officials indicated that they did not disaussooperate on policy
development to any real extent. Any discussions relating toypekis reportedly during
DCC meetings but otherwise was conducted on a strictly infdoast, often at social or
political gatherings.

When asked if elected and administrative officials think the sameabout the
issues involved in collaboration and if differently, what might accéamthat (question E-
3), the Acme city council president said she believed elected andisitiative officials
thought “differently. The administrators consult one another.” The éAdime union
president believed they think “differently . . . I think they haveedéht time frames . . .
elected officials have to work in the here and now and other pdaghainistrative
officials] have to plan twenty years down the road.” The Acme c¢hief said “elected

officials are more concerned with the money being paid . . . adratoit have to be
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concerned with how to make it work.” The city manager in Eligewhid “l think
administrators think more on the mechanics, nuts and bolts of costgsavi. the elected
official is more concerned with the political ramifications, htwe will affect my political
base.”

A fire lieutenant in the Detour Fire Department said “@datfficials are thinking
about their legacy, their reelection.” The Coletown fire chiafesl “differently | think,
elected officials are looking at the financial end of thingsadministrative officials like

myself are more concerned with the day-to-day operations ofnmakis thing work

properly.” The mayor of Eliseville concluded that they “think difsty . . . their
motivations are different . . . administrators should be looking forciefity and
effectiveness . . . elected officials sometimes have othewvatiohs, | think.” A fire

captain in the Coletown Fire Department said that they ararkatly different, “elected
officials are more focused on the budget, battles won and battleé\ ppstinted officials
like me have to be more practical in their approach . . . weaak ho win with this
collaboration . . . | think some elected officials want a win &ad tentality is not going
to work here.”

The four respondents who have worked as elected and administiféitiadsoover
the course of their careers provided interesting insight onssug. The mayor of Detour
was previously a city manager for over thirty years. He said that “we tthendame way . .
. when | was a city manager the mayor and | thought in pretty tingcsame ways.” The
city manager in Bedford Falls was previously the mayomiottger city. He said “I think
that they see it differently. Administrators think in termsfiiciency but elected officials

don’t want to anger the electorate.” The newly elected maly@retour, who previously
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worked as an administrator for many years at the County ShBwfpartment and then in
administration in the same County said that he believed they thosightafly . . . cost
factors are important to both of us.” Finally, an Elisevillgy council member who had
worked for over thirty years as a city administrator, saide‘been on both sides . . . | see
a bigger picture now that I'm an elected official. 1 think we ndedhave better
communication and understanding between elected and administratoial®fbn these
issues.”

These responses suggest that the majority of elected and ddatirgsofficials
involved in this joint effort do think differently about the issues involwvedollaborating
on these services. When asked if they thought elected and adrivastfficials think
about the issues of collaboration in the same way, both elected andsadttive officials
overwhelmingly concluded that they think differently. Generdlgth groups indicated
that elected officials have to be worried more about the budgeic pebktion and the
political consequences. The consensus was that administrativalsféioe generally more
focused on the day-to-day operations of the fire service, makimgstiwork smoothly and
properly. Some administrative officials expressed concern that stented officials were
more interested in a “win” rather than on ensuring the colélmor was organized and

operated in the best interest of the public.
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Table 7.2:
The Importance of Area Networks

E-4 In your opinion, was there any formal or infalmetwork or group of persons, cities or agencias
that were instrumental to the start-up of thisaiwmdiration? If yes, please explain how it startedl an
why it matters to this collaboration effort.

E-5 Obviously you're employed by this community gmair work is designed to improve the
conditions of this community. That being said, @ yhink your work should have any broader
implications or benefits for the larger metropali@ommunity?

E-6 Whether or not you belong to them, are theyepmafessional organizations or local networking
groups that have been important to this effort?
E-7 Do you think that an officials participationtime Michigan Municipal League, the International

County-City Management Association, the Nationadduge of Cities and other similar
organizations or having professional training @aoflege degree in administration (i.e. MPA of
MBA) influences how or even if an official might gmach the issue of interlocal collaboration?
yes, how?

f

Effects of Local Area Networks on Collaboration

Previous research emphasized the importance of area netwookslajdvernment
officials. Research by LeRoux (2007) showed that community confsenct the
Metropolitan Detroit area played an important role in encouratfireg formation of
networks among the local government officials of nineteen sepa@@ternments.
Thurmaier and Wood (2002) concluded that regional organizations likeahgak City
Metropolitan Area’s Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) mé&yster collaboration
among jurisdictions in their area. The respondents were askedalseumystions to
illustrate the role of professional networks in this collaboration.

The communities involved in this DFA collaboration have cooperated through a
system of mutual aid to deliver public safety services for maars. The respondents’
answers indicate that these communities, and most especialbtattieat the five fire
departments, have come to trust one another and depend on one another iteeabtns
extent. “Interlocal agreements are more likely the productgasitively connected

exchange relationships facilitated by a regional norm of recgtgraad a brokering role
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that synergistically augments local resources into the providiceffective government
services in a metropolitan area” (Thurmaier and Wood 2002, p. 590).

When asked about the presence of formal or informal networks or grbppsple
instrumental to the start-up of this collaboration, the respondentgedfyementioned the
importance of organizations facilitating the development of laealvorks. Over half of
the respondents mentioned the DCC as being important to tfeegts géspecially early on.
The Acme city council president said that “the Downriver Community €ente was one
agency that contributed strongly.” The mayor of Eliseville statdst Downriver
Community Conference has been instrumental.” Other groups importantheto
development of this collaboration were the Downriver Fire Chiefsodagon, the
network of local fire fighters unions and the long-standing informatiomships that had
developed among the mayors of these communities.

This research also examined the views of these elected and stdmtive officials
about how important their work is to neighboring cities. Asked ifr tveirk should have
significance beyond the community in which they are employedvabemajority of the
respondents indicated that they believe their work should have bedoefdtesmmunities
beyond their employing jurisdiction.

The Acme fire union president stated “yes, | think more fghtérs working . . .
you have better safety in numbers . . . you can provide a bettareser . | think my work
definitely benefits the surrounding communities.” The mayor of Dedaid “our quality
of service depends a lot on the whole area . . . if we can impravéotoby helping
Eliseville, then we are better off . . . you never lose your dexir neighbor without

hurting yourself . . . we are still neighbors.” The mayor of Colatgaid, “I'm a great
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believer that what happens in the city next door is important toityy . . our people live
in one city, work in another, play ball somewhere else . . . we intermingle tategtent .
.. we are all concerned about one another’s city.”

The city manager of Detour said “my major efforts ar®eatour, but | also think
my efforts should benefit the entire Downriver area . . . Tianegelling economically . . .
wherever | go | try to promote the region . . . we all have theegasues, just in different
degrees.” The city manager of Eliseville said “yes, | thitgtesplanning laws now say
you have to notify your neighbors on issues . . . none of us is
an island anymore, we all affect each other . . . we have tadeor®w this is going to
work in the region.” The mayor of Eliseville stated “Yes, absolutely. You woae o be
a fool to believe that you can contain your actions within your bordersagain, these
artificial borders, these lines drawn on a map mean nothing to dexslopgeople
looking for a new home.” The mayor went on to speculate about arebbpgent, “a new
plant is going to potentially involve pollution coming into my city | think you always
have to be thinking in a broader context.”

Overall, the administrative officials interviewed appeared cardish the opinion
that their work had impact beyond their own city. However, one excefat this view was
expressed by the newly elected mayor of Detour. He stasatve the citizens of this city
. . . higher levels of government can worry about the larger.arethe County Executive
looks out for the County, the Governor watches out for the state.”

With very few exceptions, the respondents indicated that their worke whi
primarily benefiting their own community, should and does haveifgignce for the

surrounding area. Responses to this question reinforce the idea thaghthepacked
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communities making up this regional area are interdependent andwliat each
community does has an impact on it's neighbors. This data shows oate thgt

metropolitan area elected and administrative officials expmelslief that the artificial
boundaries drawn on a city map do not accurately capture the esséoeetbkse regions
are actually organized and how they operate on a daily basis.

When asked if there are any professional organizations or lowabnke important
to this collaboration effort, the respondents were almost unanimobsirrésponse. The
city council president of Acme said the “Michigan Municipal Leadwes been an
important tool for our city and others to discuss collaboration.” DE€, the Michigan
City Manager Association, the Michigan Association of Mayors,Sbetheast Michigan
Council of Governments, the Michigan Municipal Finance Officer Asdimti, the
Michigan Fire Fighter Association, the Michigan Suburbs Alliankce, Ihternational Fire
Fighter Association along with the Downriver Fire Chief Asstommwere all mentioned
as organizations that promoted collaboration generally or facilitatesbriet critical to the

collaboration.

Figure 7.1: Networks Mentioned as Valuable in Facilitating this Collaboation.

Networks Percentage of Respondents
Mentioning this Network
Downriver Community Conference 55%
Downriver City Managers Association 35%
Downriver Fire Chiefs Association 30%
Michigan Suburbs Alliance 20%
Michigan Municipal League 15%
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 15%
International Association of Fire Fighters Locals 5%
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Several respondents indicated that one or more of these organizetioced
white papers, model formats and model agreements that were usefeltting their
collaboration started. Many of the respondents also indicated thasties surrounding
collaboration had been a topic of conversation within these networksofoe time and
that those conversations had helped prepare them for this activity.

It is clear from this data that these participants have angtperception that
networks of professional organizations do have a positive influencthisrpotential
collaboration by fostering conversation and debate about the topidyamveloping
model agreements used to organize collaborative activity.

When asked whether they thought that certain kinds of professidnehteon or
participation in certain professional organizations might influerove ey approach this
issue (question E-7), the consensus was that education, particuBatyelors or Masters
degree in Public Administration (MPA) or a Bachelors/Masteegree in Business
Administration (MBA), changed the way they did their job and how thewed issues
like collaboration. A sergeant at the Coletown Fire Departmencateti that “yes,
education plays a significant role . . . | have a B.A. in Busingisiistration and it
clearly influences how | approach these issues. | think it makemgoel realistic, you're
exposed to more.” The city manager in Eliseville stated tits common platform they
are working from on similar programs and topics . . . | have an BiftAit changes how
you look at issues.”

Most of the respondents also said that participation in professionalizagans
such as the Michigan Municipal League, the International City-Courdpnagement

Association and other similar organizations influenced how collaborataandiscussed
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and undertaken. The fire chief in Coletown said “absolutely, in profesisorganizations

we meet and discuss these issues all the time . . . we lcavenaon education/training/life
experiences that definitely impact our approach to how we do thiegs.” The mayor of

Eliseville stated “I think that this kind of progressive ideaafaboration is advanced by
these kinds of professional organizations.” The Bedford Falls @tyager concluded that
“participation in the Michigan Municipal League helps . . . you getoader perspective
by talking to people from other cities . . . you develop a broadeonetw . you tend to be
less parochial in your views.” The city council president of Elikesaid that “through

those connections and the experience they offer . . . you have fite tabibok at things

from different viewpoints.”

The responses to this question indicate that having an education ificspesas
and participation in professional organizations which promote the cootepliaboration
can have a significant affect on how these issues are percendedaced upon.
Professional organizations provide a forum or platform where tiesees can be

developed and refined before they are put into practice.

The Importance of Political Constituency in Supporting Collaboration

The next set of questions focuses on the importance of political tocemsiies in
favor of collaboration and how such a supportive constituency can btedrelrhese
guestions also examine the respondents’ perception of who works hardettd edr

administrative officials, to facilitate collaboration.
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Table 7.3:
Political Constituencies & the Activities of Elected & Admnistrative Officials
E-8 Is it important to have a political constitugrior cooperation? Do you think administrators plpy
a role in creating one?
E-9 Thinking in terms of the overall effort to dsfiah this collaboration, what percentage has been

driven by administrative officials and what peraa@ has been driven by elected officials?
E-10 | What kind of activities can elected officialsgage in to accomplish this kind of collaboration
E-11 | What kinds of activities can administrativéiaéls engage in to accomplish this kind of
collaboration?

-~

When asked if it is important to have a political constituency support
collaborative activity (question E-8), the fire chief of Acnagds‘yes it was important to
have the people on board, to have them understand.” The mayor of Detounasditist
important, but even without it | would still pursue it . . . if theyagainst it maybe |
haven't explained it well enough . . . they can always vote me ouffiog,0but I'm not
going to change my standards for political reasons.” Thenaétgager in Eliseville, who
others describe as a driving force in the DFA collaborativd,“¢alon’t think there is one

. . individual officials may be for or against it but | don’t think itritical to have one
before you proceed.”

The fire chief of Detour stated that “if the citizens wetrergyly against it, were
negative about it, we would not be involved in this collaboration.” The nafyliseville
said that “yes, a political constituency is helpful.” The BedfoatlsFcity manager said
“yes | do, | think you have to have it.” He went on to explain #ate this happens
through a political process it was most important from his peligpetd have a “city
council that will approve it.” The mayor of Coletown said “yesa twertain extent | think
it's important.” An Eliseville city council member said “yasis overall eventually, but it
IS not a critical issue before starting something like thihe Eliseville city council

president concluded “no | don’t...we could do it without that support if we had to.”



224

Although most respondents agree that it is good to have public suppatistinet
a clear consensus on this. Many respondents indicated that they wdatevga without
such constituency support if they believed it was in the best interest of the coynmunit

When asked what percentage of the initial work to establish tkeboodtion was
conducted by administrative personnel and what percentage bydebéoteals (question
E-9), the responses appear to depend on the role of that respondengahization.
Although there were exceptions, administrative personnel geneeslhpmded that 50 to
80 percent of the overall effort was accomplished by the adnaitiv&rpersonnel working
on the collaboration and that less than 50 percent generallgongrgbuted by the elected
officials. Elected officials generally reported that thlegught that 50 to 80 percent of the
initial effort was attributable to the elected officials inxed in the collaboration and 50
percent or less was attributable to the administrative personhel.eXception to this
pattern is seen in the responses of the fire chiefs who universditated that 60 to 100
percent is attributable to the activities of the elected officials.

When asked what kinds of activities elected officials could engade better
facilitate this collaboration (question E-10), a dominant theme oredi was educating
the public about the benefits of collaboration. The Acme city copnedident stated that
they could “educate the people.” The mayor of Detour said that thdg ¢help in the
education of administrative personnel and citizens.” The city manager of Detotiomee
that “they need to guide the overall policy effort.” The Eliseviily manager said that
they could help “by maintaining a positive role in the effort . they can give
encouragement to the administrators and let them know that it’'s temp@nd a part of

their regular duties.” The fire chiefs of Detour and Elisevidleth said they “should
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educate the public about the benefits of this collaboration.” The nadyBliseville noted
that elected officials should “stay informed, stay focused on thetkadjoals . . . put
away our personal gains and think about the greater good.”

When asked what administrative officials could do to better faili this
collaboration (question E-11), the fire chief of Acme said thatolddc‘free-up his union
representatives to be actively engaged in the effort.” The Detbumanager said that
“the biggest thing we cannot do is to get frustrated by the proc#tay positive about it.”
The city manager in Eliseville stated that they coulg HeY conducting good analysis of
what you're doing . . . know for sure whether or not it's a goodytfon your city . . . stay
up to date on what's going on in your region, your state.” The fird ohiBedford Falls
said that it was “maintaining a positive perspective.” The Ouletfire chief said that his
most important contribution was “keeping an open line of communicatitin our fire
employees.” The mayor of Eliseville said that the adminiggabfficials should “stay
educated, articulate and up to date on the collaboration.” The Coletoyor ssd that

they should “provide information to us that is fair and accurate.”
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Figure 7.2: How Elected & Administrative Officials Facilitate Collaboration

Percentage of Percentage of
Respondents Respondents
Elected Officials Mentioning Administrative Officials Mentioning

Educate Public on the 0 Provide Fair and Accurate 0
Benefits 55% Information 55%
Stay informed and Stay 0 Keep Lines of Communication 0
Focused 35% Open 40%
Maintain a Positive Role 25% Maintain a Positive Perspective 30%
Encourage Administrators 20% Stay Current on Developments 20%
Educate Administrators on 0 Not get Frustrated by the 0
Benefits 15% Process 20%
Focus on the Greater Good 15% Conduct Good Analysis 20%
Guide the Overall Policy 0 Free up Subordinates Time to 0
Effort 10% Participate >%
Forget about Personal Gains 10%

The responses to these questions indicate that both elected and aalmmist
officials play important roles in the collaborative process. Als®,consensus is that while
they play different roles, both have roles to play with a 8@ant impact on the outcome
of the collaboration. The respondents said that it is important fomtrative officials
working on collaborative activities to maintain a positive attitiel@y up to date on the
activity and keep lines of communication open, while providing accaadepertinent
information to elected officials. Elected officials need mwaurage their administrative
officials, let them know that collaboration is an important parheirt‘regular” work and

help educate the public about benefits that can be gained.

Table 7.4:

Can Problems be Addressed Internally
E-12 | Is there any way that these issues could bega resolved solely within your jurisdiction? If
yes, how?
E-13 | Have you or has your jurisdiction ever engageztoss-functional coordination within your
community such as public safety officers or simdativities? If so, how did that come about
and what were the results?
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Other Avenues for Addressing these Problems

When asked if the problems faced by the city could be resolvedatiewithout
collaboration (question E-12), the Acme fire chief said that tleeydcnot handle these
problems alone “because of the issues . . . the cities are damgg tbtally different, it's
like night and day . . . it's too hard to act jointly right now ancbatplish everything we
want to.” The Detour city manager said, “no, this collaboration isist klnowing what is
coming up for us . . . increasing cost of equipment.” The fire dii&edford Falls noted
“l don’t think we could . . . we can’t control our costs or our revenudsssgetting out of
our control.” The Coletown fire chief said “no, finances would be jast much of a
problem . . . we have been hit hard over the past three years canwaly restructure so
much.” An Eliseville city council member said “no, we can’'t dastbn our own . . . we
can’t even maintain the level of services we have now . . . tHeygolservice cannot be
maintained unless we figure out some way of working with other grotips. Eliseville
city council president said “you can only cut so much and then sdexets become
unacceptable . . . we need a bigger organization.”

A few respondents identified internal solutions to these problemsutehant in
the Detour Fire Department responded that he thought they could passilbhss these
issues successfully on their own, “people have a lot of pride intdiis. If we had to
increase taxes to keep good fire services here, | think thaldwgo for it.” The fire chief
in Bedford Falls stated “sure, add money to the mix and we canadi¥ef this . . . [we
should] separate medical rescue from fire fighting.” The nesidgted mayor of Detour

stated “yes we could, legacy costs are a big issue . . . wk tnego to a defined
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contribution pension system . . . change some of the union contracte need to change
the systems for new hires.”

When asked this question, all but three of the respondents indicatedvisere
way that the problems they were encountering could be resolved by each conalmnat
Given the increasing costs of labor and equipment necessary to ep@witbdern fire
service, coupled with the decline in state revenue sharingraiapated decline in local
tax base as a result of declining home values, the respondents ddieva belving the
problems alone is a realistic alternative. Most of the respondisaisaid that they believe
they have accomplished as much as they can through the DCC Midu@&ystem and that
better collaboration is necessary to maintain an adequate lepebbf services. Those
indicating these issues could be addressed by individual commustéted that doing so
will require significant increases in funding, an alternative haks increasing unlikely
given the current economic outlook in this area and statewide.

When asked whether their city had ever considered or engaged iffuzrossnal
internal collaboration such as combining police and fire fightimgices (question E-13),
the Acme fire chief said “we have talked about it, eight or gesas ago but not lately. It
never happened, because you know, if my guys wanted to carry a guwdhlelyhave
checked that box . . . they are different kinds of people.” The Detour city maaatjens
| think we should, but | have not been able to convince folks here of tdemwisf doing
that . . . | think this city would be perfect for a public satehd of coordination but when
| bring it up, | get the cold shoulder.” The fire chief in Bedfolld-stated “it's been
brought up as a threat before.” The fire chief in Detour Sa®l have discussed public

safety officers before, but it never went very far . . . gonareviously tried to actually
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appoint a public safety chief over both police and fire . . . it didnfagd The mayor of
Eliseville said “it was discussed here previously, but never camat. | don't think it
could ever happen here.” The newly elected mayor of Detour sama8 discussed
previously, but shot down quickly . . . the unions have strongly objected to this.”

The strategy most often mentioned by the respondents in answes fquéestion
was an attempt to combine or coordinate fire and police senAdest the cities had at
least seriously discussed the possibility, but none actuakynpted to combine such
service provision. Many of the respondents mentioned the strong union presence in their
region as a major reason such coordination was never serious unueNakdelieving
such coordination to be a true alternative, these communities lbegdiscuss the

possibility of forming an inter-jurisdictional fire authority some tinge.a

Looking Back and Looking Forward
The following represents a final set of questions asked ohtheview subjects as
a way of concluding the research interview and asking them t@ gaus moment and

look ahead at the potential implementation of the DFA collaboration.

Table 7.5:
Looking Back and Looking Forward
F-1 In your view, what is the most difficult aspeétpursuing this effort?
F-2 As you look forward, what are your three biggesicerns about the future of this effort?
F-3 If you made decisions on this project agairhlie information you have now, would you stil
support working with another jurisdiction?

All of the respondents had been involved in the planning of the DFAbco#ton
for over eighteen months at the time of these interviews and mparigipated in the

planning of the same type of collaboration back in the early 1990s. @#hken what the
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most difficult aspect of pursuing this collaboration was (questior), Fhé Acme city
council president indicated that it was achieving a win-win solufion all five
communities because of their differing constituencies. Echoing dhle @f John Kingdon
(2003) on policy streams and policy windows, the council president evetd point out
“this is complicated by the fact that each community hadesleafficials that will change,
newly elected officials may not be supportive . . . there imi@ window during which we
may achieve success.” The fire chief in Acme thought “puttimg labor agreement
together” was the most difficult aspect. The mayor of Detouwd $aat “getting the
implementation plan in written form so as to address the conceatisfioe communities”
was a big issue.

The city manager in Eliseville stated that it was “keepliregenergy level up . . . it
takes a lot . . . it isn’t part of your daily work . . . wetnerrently negotiating a new labor
agreement with our fire department while at the same time mgtki establish this fire
authority . . . it's a challenge in many ways.” The fire cloieBedford Falls said “I liken it
to taking five established families and putting them into one housand most of those
people are going to have new parents . . . new rules to live kyy. making that work.”
The Coletown fire chief thought that “trying to establish a stdbhding source” for the
fire authority was the most difficult problem. The mayor of Elisevilld sai

these local principalities that are deeply rooted politically

are difficult and you cannot discount them . . . there is a lot

of influence coming from the labor organizations . . . they have
a long history of sending retired firemen and policemen to
serve on the city council to ensure the continued flow of
benefits to their groups.

The mayor of Coletown said it was “the union issues . . . an unwiésgto start new.”

The city manager of Bedford Falls thought it was “the attitnfdeome of our fire fighters
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. . . their mistrust . . . some of our fire fighters think welgeng this just to screw them
over somehow, that’s not true.” The fire chief in Eliseville iatkd that the most difficult

part for him was “finding the time to be really active in the process.”

Figure 7.3: Biggest Concerns about the Future of this Collaboration.

Future Concerns Most often Mentioned Percentage of Respondenis
Mentioning this Issue
Putting Together a Labor Agreement 60%
Establishing a Stable Funding Source 35%
Putting Implementation Plan Together 35%
Achieving a "Win-Win" for Everyone 35%
Lack of Trust between Labor and Management 15%
Keeping our Energy Level up 10%
Losing Control over Services 5%
Changes in Elected Participants 5%

The responses to this question indicate that getting an opergtlanahnd labor
agreement in place was the most difficult aspect of collaboraSeveral respondents
stated that it was very difficult maintaining day-to-day opens while simultaneously
working to develop and implement such a big change in those very dayr®-day
operations.

There is significant agreement among the respondents about hiesr diggest
challenges in the future (question F-2). Three-quarters ofey@ondents indicated that
getting a labor agreement that covered the new authority fivaltities would be a big
challenge. Yet, even with such consensus about how important whiéinglior agreement
was, not even a rough draft of a labor agreement had been produeee &md there was
considerable disagreement as to which side would make the firstimdredting one. The
responses indicate that the two sides are far apart on theistamting of how the labor

issues will be addressed.
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A second issue raised by nearly half of the respondents is he®wedw fire
authority will be funded. Agreeing on a stable source of fundinghisrcollaboration is
clearly critical to this effort, yet this issue did not setmbe very far along toward
resolution at the time of these interviews. When asked spegifiablbut the funding
source, the respondents had different ideas about how the authority would be funded. Some
thought a separate millage would be introduced to fund the operationss @ideeach of
the five communities would merely contribute what they were drepending for their
fire services and from those resources provide the funding for theukarity. Some of
the respondents speculated that a combination of tax base anshfirevould be used to
assess the costs to each city. Finally, some of the respondapty said they did not
know how the new authority would be funded.

Several of the respondents also mentioned the operating agreeimiat fire
authority itself as a major concern going forward. Among the itapbissues mentioned
was making sure that the relationship is a stable one andhie &re guarantees
providing each city the option of leaving the authority. Another issudow the
differences in operating costs of the five cities would be vesoby the agreement. All
five fire departments currently have different pay rates, panbenefits, health care
options, vacation and leave time policies and operating rules.

Another issue raised was whether state statutes governingddpartments
somehow guaranteed that no bargaining unit would suffer a loss @suét of
consolidating operations in this way. Most respondents were notlyesace what that
meant in a practical sense. Some respondents feared thismaghtthat all personnel of

the new fire authority would have to be brought up to the highest existiyn and benefit
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level of any of the five cities. If so, many wondered how the<itiould possibly achieve
any kind of cost savings. The two statutes raising the most rcoace the Michigan

Public Act 312 of 1969, mandating binding arbitration for fire union contliaputes with

communities, and the Michigan Urban Cooperation Act of 1967. If thehiyan Urban

Cooperation Act is used to form this new organization, the law raegyire that all

members of the new organization be paid the highest wages anddenediing in the

previous constituent communities.

Another major concern reported by the respondents is the need tooceotive
public of the benefits of collaboration once all agreements and plams place. The fire
union president in Eliseville said that his major concern goingaa was “that people
will grow tired of this effort . . . that they'll settle féess than what is needed . . . if this
collaboration doesn’t move forward then we have some serious safety issues.”

At the time this research was conducted, the respondents had beely acgaged
in the planning of the DFA collaboration for eighteen months. Martherh were active
in the failed attempt to collaborate in the 1990s. Looking back on tkeariences over
this time frame, the respondents were asked if knowing whetktin@v now, would they
still support working with another jurisdiction on such collaboration agaitne future
(question F-3). Without exception, every one of the respondents saidhggsyould
support such collaborative activity again in the future, even ifcilmigent effort ultimately
fails. The Acme fire chief said that “even if some of thesges drop out, | would go
forward and | would do this again.” The mayor of Detour said “defyi without

hesitation.” The Detour city manager went even further and salf $feah, I'll do any
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collaboration | can . . . this is a good idea in general . . . we toastart thinking in these
terms . . . if it works well for us, lets do it.”
The city manager in Eliseville said

yes . .. if the principles are good, the operating plan is good,
improvements in service are good. It should not be an idea
that anyone should give up on . . . there are significant challenges
because this is the first time such a highly represented group in
the public sector is trying this . . . it's done in the private sector
all the time but this is somewhat new for us in the public

sector . . . the labor and management relationship issues in
the public sector are daunting.

The Coletown fire chief said “yes, if the benefits are there.a. atand alone department
we are struggling . . . if this fails we have to do somethingt’s.not safe the way we are
operating now.” The mayor of Eliseville said “yes, the publindhi¢ far outweighs the
pain you have to go through to get there . . . | would do it again, iartbbat, absolutely.”
A captain of the Coletown Fire Department stated “what weédieg now, service wise,
it's a disservice to our citizens.” The city manager in BadifFalls said “yes, absolutely,
collaboration is not always the answer but it is certainly kvadnsidering.” The city
council president in Eliseville responded,

definitely, | think the rewards are great and not being willing

to look at alternatives is stupidity in this day and age . . . If |

could talk to other elected officials about this issue, | would

say, go forit. .. there isn't any reason to not at least consider

collaborating like this. When costs are spiraling and services

are declining why not look at doing this?
Summary Analysis of Open-Ended Questions

These responses illustrate that the administrative respondehts study believe

they have much more regular and substantive contact with their qoamsesind that such

regular contact is an important factor in this collaboration. Thporeses also show that
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administrative and elected officials predominantly believe thatdommunities in this
study area do not cooperate on public policy issues to any significant extent.

When asked if elected and administrative officials think alikditéerently about
the issue of collaboration, the overwhelming response was tewttlimk differently.
Administrative officials have to be concerned with making theesysbperate well,
regardless of the circumstances, while elected officaés more concerned with the
politics involved, the budgetary issues and how residents perceive collaboratits) effor

The respondents indicated that networks are an important part dfocatian and
several are important to this specific effort. The Downrivem@wunity Conference, the
Downriver City Manager Association, the Downriver Fire Chief Asstton, the Michigan
Suburbs Alliance, the Michigan Municipal League and the Southeastddrti@ouncil of
Governments were mentioned frequently by these respondents.

Examining the respondent’s views about collaboration, it is cleanthay of them
believe that their work, while predominantly benefitting theirpiying community,
should also have a beneficial impact outside that city. Manthefrespondents also
expressed the belief that having an MPA or other college dedieets how they view
their work in general and collaboration specifically. The resporse=al the belief that
membership in organizations such as the International City/Countyaddarent
Association and the American Society for Public Administratioa mifluences how these
administrators view collaboration.

When asked if a political constituency is a necessary féatarollaboration, no
clear consensus emerged. When examining what kinds of acti@atedeofficials could

undertake to facilitate collaboration, several were mentioned. Tduisdties mentioned
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most often included: educating the public about the benefits of oddiibn, staying
informed, maintaining a positive role and encouraging administrath@ads. Activities

mentioned most often for administrative officials included providing &id accurate
information, keeping the lines of communication open, remaining cuarehpositive and
conducting good analysis of the issues.

When asked if these problems could be solved internally without calladrgr
nearly all of these respondents said they could not. The fewdlthathey could be solved
internally all indicated that doing so would involve the infusion ofdaagms of additional
money.

Finally, when asked what were the most difficult problentedaand the biggest
concerns for the future of this collaboration, respondents mentioned piagether a
labor agreement, coming up with an acceptable funding sourcéndondw authority,
putting together an acceptable operating agreement and achievingnanwesult for all

parties.
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CHAPTER 8
THE REST OF THE STORY: THE COLLAPSE OF THE DOWNRIVER FIRE

AUTHORITY COLLABORATION EFFORT

While the information and data of this study was being tabulatedaigized in
early 2009, the five communities that spent almost two yeampting to form a fire
authority to replace their five separate fire departmentsge@dio suspend their efforts.
Given this unexpected development, | decided to re-interview ag afdhe participants
as possible. Those epilogue interviews took place between April 6 aguasia21, 2009.
All of the original interview subjects were contacted and agkigy would participate in
the epilogue interviews. A total of sixteen of the originalrttyeinterview subjects (80
percent) agreed to be interviewed again. All five of the cifiee represented in these
interviews and the following elected and administrative roles were egyiees Most of the
interviews were again conducted face-to-face, but a few obpondents answered these

guestions by email. The roles of the actors interviewed are detailed in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1:
Roles of Actors Interviewed and Percentage of the Whole

Mayors 25 %

City Council Members 6 %

City Managers 13 %

Fire Chiefs 30 %

Fire Command Officers 13 %

Fire Union Representatives 13 %
Total 100%
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Summary and Analysis of Second Interview
Following are the questions asked in an effort to explore spabifievhat

happened to cause these actors, after nearly two years of tefeujdenly stop all efforts
to form a joint fire authority to serve these five communitiefiat\are the main factors
present that caused this collapse? Is there anything that caloneeto re-start this
collaborative effort? Did the intervening political election have any impathe collapse?
If fiscal stress was such a major factor as most of thetses previously indicated, what
has changed to alleviate that stress? Of what importancéheastors inability to draft a

labor agreement, and develop the method for funding the fire authority?

What is the Current State of this Effort?

The city manager of Eliseville indicated that discussions/dxt several of the
participants continue to surface relative to current plans for i@epahd fire central
dispatch. The city manager of Bedford Falls indicated thatftbe es merely stalled and
the subject continues to come up from time to time. With the arocepf two city
managers, all of the others interviewed responded that this adasdeie, no longer under

active consideration.

Did the Last Election Impact the Decision to Stop Collaborating?

Why did the DFA effort collapse? There does not appear to baraglg sause for
the collaboration failure, but there is a consensus that the end ataonely. However,
electoral change seems to have been a major factor. Alldimencinities held elections in

November of 2008 and at the next meeting of the DFA, held post-elettwas obvious
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that this collaboration effort was not going to move forward. The maydcliseville
attended the first meeting after the elections and statéd'within a matter of twenty
minutes, eighteen months of work went right out the door.” That magot @n to explain
that “the unions got very active in that election; they had a lotfloence in the process.”
Four of the five communities elected new mayors at that timdettee mayor of Eliseville
concluded that three of them were not up to speed on the effort toHerauthority or
were actually hostile to the idea. He went on to state “Iltiak bf no other reason for this
than the change in political leadership.” The city manager wfelle echoed that
conclusion stating “we believe it failed for political reasonBedford Falls and Detour as
the change in position of these two cities followed the lasergérelection.” The city
manager of Bedford Falls said “policy makers as a whole choge sapport it.” The fire
union president of Acme said that “two of the supportive mayors involhedati get a
second term.” The former mayor of Detour lost his bid for reelecnd stated “the fire
union . . . worked to defeat two of the mayors and were successful.n@detyvo of the
remaining mayors questioning the high cost.”

The majority of the respondents answered that the intervenirtgpakedid have an
influence in the decision to cease the attempt to collaboratelyNiedirof the respondents
stated that the results of the elections were a factor irdeéhision not to form a fire
authority. The city manager of Eliseville stated, “from pulsliatements, it appears that
was the case in Detour and Acme as those new mayors stajedidheot wish to
continue.” The city manager of Bedford Falls responded that yes,ditwhree of the new
mayors did not support the idea.” A fire command officer in Coletstated that “the loss

of the mayor of Detour and the mayor of Acme who had been strong sergpof
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collaboration hurt the effort.” The fire chief of Eliseville s#it “absolutely the election
had a very strong impact in Detour and Bedford Falls. In my opiniorg thas a real
serious change in the wind right after that election.” The fire chief in Detsponded that
“yes, in some sense, | think the political views changed . . . thegonbticians expressed
very pro-union sentiments during their election campaigns. Thishadworking union
town and | think that influence is going to be felt.”

Twenty-five percent of the respondents answered that the integveleictions may
have or probably had some influence in the decision to cease catlahafforts. The fire
chief in Bedford Falls said “that occurrence does appear to hamealiaening point.” The
fire union representative in Eliseville said that two of the anaywho were strong
motivators for the collaboration were not there after the eleddenexplained “I don’t
think it was an organized deliberate thing as much as just theahahange that occurs
over time.” Only a quarter of the respondents did not think the @heatfluenced the

decision.

Did Other Factors Contributed to the Collapse of this Collaboration?

The mayor of Coletown stated it was merely the lack ofnesggthat provided the
primary reason his city stopped participating. A difference in ékpected results of
collaboration appears to have been another reason the effort ceaseite Tdieef of
Bedford Falls said there were a “multitude of reasons but thaljniery quietly spoken
catalyst or motivator of saving money for the taxpayers did not puhas a by-product.”
A fire command officer in Coletown indicated that he thought thartefiiled because the

mayor “started to posture saying he wanted changes in the peystem . . . started to
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discuss the issue of Public Act 312 protections being applicable metha@uthority.” The
fire chief in Eliseville agreed responding “there were individualho wanted to
renegotiate contractually before they would move forward withudgng the forming of
the authority . . . sort of damaged the trust levels betwsemgroups.” The fire chief of
Detour stated that he “saw a lot of posturing by some of theedlefficials of other cities.
They wanted short-term savings, they wanted concessions up-fronhatnmist wasn’t
going to work.” A fire command officer in Coletown agreed, statielected officials have
short-term goals. The DFA would cost money up-front and probably not shewefit for

several years.”

Is the Lack of a Labor or Funding Agreement Significant?

The importance of having a labor agreement in place is one afdbesignificant
findings of this research. While one or two respondents thought havatgpraagreement
and a funding agreement was not the biggest issue they faced, tivbelw@ng majority
thought this issue of critical importance. The strongest and eteisbrate responses were
in reaction to this question. Nearly nine out of ten responded that motghthose
agreements in place made a difference, was very importantpimdrisely or was critical.
The fire chief of Coletown responded that “the lack of a proposed Edreement hurt
immensely.” The city council president of Eliseville saide'labor agreement is critical.”
The newly elected mayor of Detour stated “both of those issees critical and never
resolved.”

The fire union representative of Eliseville said “we should Haae a master

agreement to start with. We (the unions) were given the authordsaft it ourselves and
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not doing that was a mistake | think.” He went on to say thatt‘ass, we didn’'t narrow
down the fears of people on the speculative nature of what wede®rg. It's hard when
you’re used to traditional bargaining methods, it's tough to show gibwf cards and put
everything on the table.” A fire captain in Coletown responded tee¢r’ the union
couldn’t agree on the labor agreement . . . that was a mistekanion not being able to
agree on a draft of how we would handle all of these issueséglards to the funding
agreement, the captain stated that “nobody had a good handle on homothtds be
funded, it never got that far.” Elaborating on why negotiations on ggsements did not
progress, he noted that “elected officials have a shorterftaus . . . the benefits might
be farther down the track, not on their watch. Nobody wants to do somé#éthinte next
elected official gets to take all of the credit for. They need to think more éong-t
Both the fire chief of Detour and fire chief of Eliseville madieresting comments

relative to how these agreements could be developed. The fifeothkseville stated “it
would help if we had a model agreement to use for something likelthisuld be
developed by the state, unions, a third party, some outside source. dt haxd been
helpful because the trust issue wouldn’'t have been as difficldea#een the cities and
their employees.” The fire chief of Detour stated,

the labor agreement, not having it caused distrust to

emerge in the process . . . it would have been helpful

if a third party, outside party drafted a labor agreement

and a funding agreement that the authority could

then use . . . a standard agreement that we could use,

capable of tweaking a little but a basic draft . . . at

least some basic outlines, best practices, something
that is working in another location.
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The fire chief of Acme responded “the unions were afraid because they thoatght t
if they drafted the labor agreement, that would cap them and they taadérfor more,
they wanted the city to write it.” In regards to the fundingeagent, the chief went on to
say “we got stuck on who was going to pay for the retiremerffereht rates of pay,
legacy costs were a serious issue that we never overcagregiAg with his colleagues in
Eliseville and Detour, the fire chief of Acme went on to stateiould have been helpful
to have a model labor and funding agreement ahead of time, but onlyai$ ibeing used
someplace else already and working successfully . . . bestcpsagtformation would be

helpful the next time we try to start something like this.”

Can the Collaboration Effort be Re-Started?

Nearly all the respondents said that possible collaboration orsdmaces will
come up again, and may happen at some future date. They also agreedithtake a
higher level of government forcing, or at least encouragingp#rges to collaborate.
Several of the respondents argued that it will take a serimidepr such as the fiscal
collapse of these cities or the death of somebody to bring evebamhketo the table to
make this collaboration happen. The city manager of Elisevilledstthis will happen, the
crisis of the economy is very real and this is the end of thgeptreway of funding
municipal services as we know them.” The mayor of Elisevillé gt it might take “one
of these local cities going into receivership, which will ¢peint serious about this kind of
collaboration.” A fire captain in Coletown stated that it migtketédthe fiscal gun to
everybody’s head.” The fire chief in Eliseville contends thatighintake “total economic

crisis . . . | think things will have to get worse.”
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Taking a different approach to what might get the parties t@alowthte in the
future, the city council president in Eliseville said “I bebewe need to get labor to agree
to a middle ground pay and benefits package . . . perhaps look at iaredbarrangement
for wages . . . it has worked elsewhere.” The fire union repr@santin Eliseville
responded that it might take “somebody that is bold enough to do wuside party
perhaps.” He also thought that the state fire fighters union “couldatgiesition to make
this happen if they wanted to. There is no official position on collabarabr
consolidation . . . it makes a lot of sense for us to share, how can people not see that?”

Offering one final comment to this question, the fire chieDefour stated “the

cities and the unions need to be partners in the true sense of the word.”

Has the Problem of Fiscal Stress been Alleviated?

The issue of fiscal stress in these communities is frequenibyed as being a
primary motivator in this effort. Because the collaboration faited interview subjects
were asked if those fiscal stressors had somehow been removedsibgbeyrespondent
indicated that no, the fiscal stress was still present andahtts#m agreed it was growing
worse. The city manager of Eliseville commented,

It has become the primary driving factor and will soon reduce
municipal services so significantly that the successful ones will
be those using cash balances at a slower rate. We are based on
building fees, income tax, sales tax and real property values,
all of which are crashing at double-digit rates. A regional
fire service may not even be affordable now.
The city manager of Bedford Falls responded “in my opinion thalfs&cess remains, and

is, if anything, worse than before. In my view cities will done departments when they

are so stressed that they have no alternative.” The former m@atour said that his city
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“has an estimated $ 70 million unfunded liability for post-employnbemefits . . . Ford
Motor Company has reduced their personal property taxes to the citgost cities are in

fiscal stress.”

What Obstacles or Mistakes Limited Collaboration?

There is a considerable amount of agreement about the biggestiesbstathis
kind of collaboration and about the mistakes made in this effort. BaBlendicates the
obstacles the participants discovered in this effort to collabdragerespondents were not
prompted or led in any way when answering this question. The respsnekmet not given
a list of obstacles or mistakes to choose from. Their respansdkeir own which makes
the frequency with which the top obstacles and mistakes areomesht all the more

impressive and significant.

Table 8.2:
Obstacles to Collaboration
Obstacle Percentage of Respondents Mentioning Obstacle

Absence of Agreement on Goals 63 %

Lack of a Comprehensive Labor Agreement 63 %

Lack of Elected Leadership 56 %

Current Attitudes of Fire Fighters 50 %

A Comprehensive Funding Agreement 31 %

Sufficient Trust between the Parties 31 %

Current Employee Compensation Structuye 25 %

The respondents were also quite frank in assessing what midtakethink were
made in this attempted collaboration. Table 8.3 indicates some ofnth&tsd&es. Many of

these mirror judgments as to obstacles to collaboration.
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Table 8.3:
Mistakes Made During Collaboration Attempt
Mistakes Made Percentage of Respondents Mentioning Mistake
Failure to Agree on Goals of Collaboration 56 %
Failure to Develop a Labor Agreement 50 %
Too many Different Union Positions 44 %
Failure to Develop a Funding Agreement 38 %
Failure to Adequately Communicate 31 %
Involving Labor Representatives too soory 25 %
Involving Elected Leaders too soon 25 %
Failure to Develop an Operating Agreement 19 %

The city manager of Bedford Falls said that if he could dol ibwr again he
would “go to extreme lengths to explain to all what their pauditton would mean . . . we
cannot find out if the project will save money and provide better sewithout a labor
agreement and an agreement about sharing resources.” The éfeotidedford Falls
commented that elected officials should not “try to sell the afea safety improvement
for fire fighters when in reality it is a cost cutting @aj.” The fire chief of Eliseville
stated in regard to mistakes that were made that the “&yeement is the most glaring
example, a lot of lateral dancing but no forward movement.” Theufiren president in
Eliseville agreed stating “not getting an agreement up frontlaft our goals are was a
mistake.” Noting that these same communities attempted thislisachef collaboration in
the mid 1990s, he went on to say “we’ve tried it in good economic @mesiow we’'ve
tried it in bad economic times and we couldn’t get it done. Not ngria draft labor
agreement was a big mistake. It would be helpful to have theletgdtature come in and

write a model agreement.”
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Concluding Comments

This research is based upon a single case study, so iuidenprto refrain from
generalizing these findings too broadly. Still, some of tlearer findings of this study
deserve to be tested in future research. Based on extant shemmenon to the applicable
literature, these five cities should have been able to succgsshlithborate in providing
fire services. The follow-up interviews highlighted why this attempt daloofation failed.

One of the initial problems this collaboration effort encounteredansignificant
difference in the expectations for short-term cost savingseldwed officials anticipated
significant short-term cost savings. Overwhelmingly, the adtnatige officials of these
five communities did not anticipate any significant short-teast cavings. The majority
of these respondents indicated that it is very important thatipariis all seek the same
benefits from collaboration, yet these officials clearly did mbicgpate achieving the same
benefits.

Roughly three-quarters of these respondents indicated that thegbaltanges that
occurred as a result of an intervening election in all fiveschigd a very strong influence
on the decision to cease this effort. Of the three mayors wietheistrongest proponents
of this collaboration, two lost their bid for reelection and the thiddnot run. While there
are differences of opinion as to how active the labor unions wetleege changes in
elected officials, it is clear that the changes had a stgnifiand negative impact on this
collaboration.

The vast majority (88%) of the respondents stated that ittisathy important to
achieve a labor and a funding agreement and that it was a hsigdertio not do so in this

case. Many respondents indicated that it would be very helpful torhadel agreements
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in place before such collaboration was attempted again. It iwffened that such a model
agreement should be drafted by the state legislature, thensiateipal league, the state
fire fighters organization or some combination of these groups mgragether. Not

having a labor and a funding agreement in place allowed the inhenishamong the

parties to emerge and seriously impair this effort.

In the future, a model labor agreement and perhaps even a ruoadihg
agreement will be required to ensure the smooth development of theseofyauthorities.
Significant changes may need to be made in the enabling statutes thatldéak kind of
public sector collaboration. Because public safety personnel in géichare heavily
unionized, a method of capturing economies of scale, while still provatingcceptable
level of protection for employees, will need to be developed. It isalistic to think that
such developments can be accomplished on a city-by-city basis.sJBsbbc Act 312,
non-residency for public safety personnel and other factors impaostantiéaboration have
been imposed by a higher level of government; these suggestegeshtao may have to
come from the state legislature. Voluntary collaboration is guassible but some of these
basic preliminary issues may be best handled by the staggrgnment in order to ensure

uniformity.
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CHAPTER 9

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH

The study of interlocal collaboration undertaken here is impottastholars of
local government, the administration of urban areas and espdoidhipse charged with
making policy decisions in times of increasing fiscal strégg basic research questions
this study was designed to help answer are (1) what spégifioativates interlocal
collaboration? (2) what benefits are the collaborators hoping to gaim the terms of
collaboration? (3) what attributes are important in a partner aatl avh partners seeking
from one another? and (4) what are the roles played by electedrandsdrative officials
in collaboration. This research helps advance our knowledge of theseassliprovides a
better understanding of collaboration in the provision of fire servamesng local

governments.

What Motivates Interlocal Collaboration?

This research was undertaken in order to examine the reasonhevimierview
subjects attempted to collaborate. Of equal interest is theiquestwhat mechanisms
they developed for dealing with the transaction costs involved in haaizowitaboration?
What incentives are present that encourage local public officiaislaborate? This study
makes a valuable contribution to a better understanding of the fawb@e important to
collaboration efforts. Clearly the actors interviewed for #tigly have a positive attitude
toward intergovernmental collaboration. The respondents in this stuthveoe¢hat the
organizations they work in are generally open to new ideas, qurtiagtively and looking

for new ways to collaborate with other local governments. Thisurgsélustrates that the
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perceptions of local government actors regarding collaboration eagn important

predisposition to voluntary collaboration.

The Role of Trust in Collaboration

This research reveals that a certain level of trust amaotngs cattempting to
collaborate is important in order to deal with the transactionsctsit are often
encountered. The costs associated with developing a labor agre&mdintg agreement
and operating agreement are just such transaction costs. lidiftrust exists among
the participants, excessive drafting and re-drafting of documaerds nzonitoring of
partners performance is required which makes collaboration more difficult.

Respondents in this study perceived their residents as somewhastflis of the
elected officials from surrounding cities and were also somegis@ustful of the elected
officials in their own city. Respondents frequently mentionedldlek& of trust between
labor and management representatives as being an obstacle tolli®ration. As a
result of insufficient trust, a great deal of time was expehga@spondents in attempts to
pre-negotiate issues before even a draft labor agreement wasetmngRespondents
noted that the initial lack trust became, over time, a downwaidhling vortex that
continuously lowered the level of trust. Given the long history of sséakcollaboration
among these respondents, their inability to deal with this traosactist, is somewhat

surprising.
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Option of County Provided Services

One particularly interesting finding of this study was thernahelming responses
of the interviewees who believe that their residents strongiggdee with having the
county provide services to them. There are counties in Michigan aodsathe nation
providing an array of public services to local residents, but tresgmdents indicate a
strong preference for not allowing the county to provide those serVicmsstesponse was
consistent across cities and across the different roles oésperrdents. Elling and Carr
(2009), found much the same in a survey of Michigan citizens. The respmrbes
guestion, indicating disagreement with the concept of the county provieiviges, was

by far the strongest negative reaction to any question asked.

Loss of Local Control over Service Provision

Loss of control over fire services has long been thought to be dackebso
collaboration. Previous research has argued that the fear ofj losmirol over service
production is strong and therefore the net gains of turning to ek®woeces must be
substantial (Ferris 1986). Bickers (2005), indicates that local pafflaals fear losing
control over service delivery and that fear can be an obstactélaboration. Morgan and
Hirlinger (1991), argue that when local officials fear the losslockl control, less
intergovernmental contracting tends to occur. The desire to rie@@pendence of action
induces local officials to avoid agreements with other politiotities. This research found
only limited support for those conclusions.

Respondents perceive their residents to be only somewhat in agreeithetite

idea that maintaining control is more important than lowerimgfscor improving service
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effectiveness overall. This response is fairly consistent aetbfige cities and across all
five roles of respondents. When asked to indicate their own viewsrr#tan their
perceptions of community residents, respondents said the potentialflassitrol was
unimportant. Control over such services is seen by many respondéhisaag. For those
respondents indicating that it was real; most argued that éhefits of collaboration
outweighed any potential loss of control. When considering the issue of an elsceggein
the authority agreement, which can be seen as reserving some owatrttese services,
the respondents argued for the necessity of having one. However,ghepmto explain
that actually withdrawing from the authority and establishingew city fire department

would be very difficult and cost prohibitive.

Interdependence of Cities as a Motivating Factor

Cooperation on public services is generally thought to be driven, in Ipart
recognition of interdependence among local jurisdictions (Frederickd899, Parks and
Oakerson 2000). This study illustrates, however, that it was tkegiem of these elected
and administrative officials that their residents do not see #leess as particularly
interdependent with the residents of surrounding communities. This daalyndicated
that the respondents, in general, do not believe there is a&gmifiolitical constituency
in their city for this collaboration, but they worked to bring aboutat@tation regardless.
When asked if they thought it was appropriate to work collaborati@\yoenefitted the
whole collaboration area even against the desires of some judedjdhese respondents

agreed they should collaborate even against the objections of other cities.
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General Conditions and Specific Events that Motivated Collaboration

Asked what was motivating the effort to collaborate, the moguéet response
given was declining revenues and increasing costs. Many respondenti®nad that
continuing cuts in revenue sharing from the state and decliningrpyoadues are making
it nearly impossible to provide the level of services that theg iathe past. Respondents
also frequently mentioned that their history of cooperation through titeallAid Pact
motivated them to attempt greater collaboration. This finding is stemgi with the
argument of Park and Feiock (2003), that cooperation is more likelpriger the actors
have cooperated with one another.

Respondents also mentioned specific events that motivated them twatka A
multi-state power outage in 2003 led to a high level of cooperation athesg cities
which led to discussions of greater cooperation. The initial ssiatffea computer server
sharing arrangement for police information also led to discussiogieafer collaboration

among these cities.

The Role of Policy Entrepreneurs and Area Networks

The findings of this study also provide strong support for the theorjoloh
Kingdon (2003), that policy entrepreneurs can provide strong suppocbilaboration.
This research revealed that a few policy entrepreneurs aetnee in this effort. Both
elected and administrative actors were frequently mentionednaldgng significant
contributions to the collaboration effort. In particular, one city rganavas mentioned by

nearly every respondent as being a primary actor driving thigbawlition. In addition,
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two elected officials were frequently mentioned by many respuadas being
significantly engaged in moving the collaboration forward.

This research also provides support for previous research as itopbeance of
networks in helping to facilitate collaboration. Lackey, FreshwateérRupasingha (2002),
argue that a good and long-established relationship among cooperaisdicijions
increases the chances for continuing success. Processes omthlgnbecause of
accumulated levels of trust among the participants. Putnam (1998emamstrated that
networks of civic engagement can help promote cooperation. The DowG@owemunity
Conference, a nonprofit network of twenty local governments in they siteh, was
consistently mentioned as a strong motivating force helping iddte this collaboration.
The DCC provided initial support for collaboration, assisted in obtainisigite grant to

study the feasibility of this collaboration and provided ongoing support to partgipant

The Difficulty of Collaboration on Fire Services

This research found mixed perceptions as to whether it is eastetlaborate on
fire services than on other kinds of public services. On one handefinees are seen as
moving toward greater uniformity and a national (NFPA) standard sedfvice
characteristics. Yet, many of the respondents mentioned tcaull be more difficult
because of the strong unionization levels and the desire ofresidents to maintain a

separate fire department.
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Overview of Findings

This research reveals a number of factors that are importail&toration and
catalogs a few problems that local actors considering co#iiborneed to be on guard
against. Although the respondents were generally positive about antbap®iaboration,
insufficient trust was a problem they could not overcome. This faduseirprising given
that these cities have collaborated through a Mutual Aid Pantday years and generally
consider their cities to be highly interdependent.

This research also discovered that the potential loss of control sereice
delivery, generally considered to be an important obstacle tdoaodition, was relatively
unimportant to these respondents. Respondents believe that much of thel waist
already eliminated by the state government. Given the factitése cities appear strongly
opposed to the county providing services, this kind of horizontal collaboratite imost
logical alternative open to them.

This research found that both elected and administrative policypemeirs were
present and played an active role in this effort. A nonprofit commaunityerence (DCC)
also played a significant role in facilitating this actividg did the network of local
associations of city managers and fire chiefs. These netwoitisthie necessary

groundwork for collaboration.

What Benefits are Expected from the Terms of Collaboration?
Important insights have been obtained into what benefits jpentits expect to gain

from the terms of collaboration. Seeking an answer to that quastimportant, because
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collaborating cities are creating a contractual relationahigh central to any contractual

relationship is what the law refers to as a meeting of the minds.

Cost Savings from Collaboration

Respondents expressed a strong and consistent expectation that normuoetite
fire department personnel would lose their job as a result ofdHeboration. When asked
if they expected short or long-term gains from this collaboratibe, respondents all
clearly expected cost savings in the long-term, described as oveeéixve yHowever, there
is a significant difference of opinion in the expectations of gspondents relative to
short-term gains, described as the first three to five years. &lefftaals in this study had
much greater expectations of short-term cost savings than datithmistrative officials
and fire fighters. There was not a common understanding betweetedeland
administrative officials as to what savings could reasonably be expedtezlshort-term.

Such differences in expected benefits is a serious obstatile twrafting of labor
and funding agreements which require an accurate assessmertt @fenating costs.
Responses indicate that it is very important that collaborating partiees@a meeting of
the minds as to their expectations. But a clear agreement &1rggaires an operating
agreement among the cities and a labor agreement withefisennel so that costs can be
accurately assessed.

A key finding of this study was that unfortunately, after eighteeonths of
meeting regularly, and working diligently on the planning of this duméhority, the issues
of a detailed operating agreement, a detailed labor agreenteahagreement on how the

authority would be funded, remained unresolved.
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Improved Service Quality and Financial Equity

This research revealed that nearly all of the respondents exptectachieve
improvements in service quality through this authority and expeti@dcost savings
would be equally distributed among the participating cities. Thisareh also illustrates
that the respondents anticipated achieving financial equity athengties. Respondents
expected to achieve a better allocation of state and fedevakces than is now the case.
They expected a more equitable commitment of resources byradiigating cities. The
respondents expected to gain better access to resources ouisidevtheity and greater
overall resources to purchase facilities and equipment. Thesomae «f the primary

factors motivating this collaboration and the benefits respondents anticipatetresult.

Overview of Findings

This research illustrates a variety of benefits that @éhgmrticipating in
collaboration expect to gain. Interestingly, nearly all of thespondents went into this
effort with the conviction that none of the current fire servicesgael would lose their
job as a result of collaboration. Given that personnel costs accousudbr a large
proportion of the budget, it is a significant commitment to enter into collaboratanipy
with that understanding.

One of the most interesting findings of this research was gndisant difference
in the expectations of elected and administrative officialstivelato short-term cost
savings. Nearly all of the administrative officials exprdste belief that the cost savings
of collaboration would be long-term. Although the Plante-Moran fedagibdtudy

anticipated a twenty percent cost saving long-term, and wasllyartiontingent on
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attracting new members into the collaboration, nearly ever onbeotlected officials
expected short-term cost savings as a result of this effort. Signaificant difference in
expectations was one factor that foreshadowed the collapse of the collaboration.
Nearly every one of the respondents listed improved service gaalibye of the
benefits they anticipated from collaboration. Several of the responelgmsssed a belief
that some of the Downriver cities were not contributing sufiittyeto the provision of fire
services currently. Several respondents indicated that they did not have rsubigcsonnel
to send to other cities under the current Mutual Aid Pact. Vigt@llof the respondents
indicated that another benefit of collaboration was that all of itiess avould contribute
equitably to the provision of fire services. Respondents alsozattd a better allocation

of federal and state resources as a result of collaboration.

Important Characteristics of Collaboration Partners

The economic, social and political characteristics of a contyisiuopulation can
help shape their preferences for public goods and also help detehmipetential gains
from collaboration and the transaction costs associated witleidafE 2007). These five
cities are relatively homogenous in terms of racial composkut, there are differences in
terms of wealth and the revenues available to each. The respondémits study stated
that such differences are relatively unimportant to them instefimvhat they are looking
for in a collaboration partner. Respondents said that it wasvetyatinimportant or that
they were ambivalent on the issue of having partners witHasifiorms of governmental
structure. But, all five of the cities that decided to collateoma the DFA effort share a

mayor-city council form, employ a city manager and are honeqities. Several of the
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respondents indicated that it would be difficult to collaborate invthig with townships. It
may be that this is a more important issue than these respondents indicated.

This study also provides insight into how important it is thatngas are able to
provide similar levels of resources and are seeking the sameatddreeh collaboration.
Nearly forty percent of the respondents indicated that fttiisally important to them that
their partners seek the same benefits from collaboration.

These five cities share common borders and their officials leeated contacts
with one another and have collaborated over a long period of time oaniiteother
services. A history of positive cooperation between local governnoémisdeads to the
development of norms of behavior that build social capital and theeeloge transaction
costs (Park and Feiock 2003). This research provides strong suppb#d ¥oork of Feiock
and reveals that it is important to these respondents that thiiegsahave successfully
collaborated with them in the past. It is also important that #lected and senior
administrative officials have regular contact. Feiock (2008) argjuais shared borders
expose neighboring cities to externalities, require repeat atay provide officials
opportunities for mutual assurances. Efforts at collaboration amaggrplnot as familiar
with one another can be much more costly, as key players takeotiget to know one
another and develop the trust necessary for successful collabo(ggmtk 2007).
Overall, these respondents indicated that it is important to mggriant that they had a
previously successful collaboration with their partners. Respondents alsat@udihat it is
very important that their elected officials are in frequent @irdad even more important

that their senior administrative officials are in frequent contact.
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Land Uses and Service Requirements

The respondents in this study indicated that it is important to ingrgrtant that
their partner cities have similar land uses, similar servamuirements and similar
equipment and training needs. Many of the respondents further etabtrat this was not
a critically important issue because under the terms of thetudfl Aid Pact, these five
cities are required to assist one another regardless. Tpensesto the question of how
important it is that their partner cities have similar s@&vequirements to theirs, indicated
it is a very important issue to these respondents, more impdnmtsimilar land uses.
The most important factor of the three was the response to tegoquesgarding partners

having similar equipment and training.

Trust of Collaboration Partners

Responses to several open-ended questions provided valuable insgjnte tel
trust, how partnering cities are selected and the important ¢dastics collaborators are
seeking in their partners. Post (2002) found that repeated contacts lacargpvernment
actors led to greater levels of trust and performance experietech often led to
increased levels of cooperation among governments in a metropaigan Rroviding
support for that research, these respondents overwhelmingly indibatetitust in their
partners is a very important factor. Many respondents stateduld be impossible to
collaborate with officials that you do not trust and indicated that there we8arest trust
present in this effort.

Park and Feiock (2003), argue that cooperation is more likely therltimg actors

have cooperated with one another. Supporting that finding, this reseaedled some
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interesting definitions of trust in the context of interlocavier collaboration. Trust was
defined in terms of working together over time, and the abilityust that their partners
would pull their own weight and share goals and objectives. Trustofteis defined in
terms of having a proven track record in previous collaboration.

When asked how trust is developed, the respondents indicated thahitexfuires
taking a leap-of-faith and simply beginning. Respondents statedithagies in personnel,
elected and administrative, often made developing trust diffitu#.also clear that trust
can be undermined and damaged. Lack of communication, not following thi@mug

promises and inappropriate political influence can damage trust levels.

How Collaboration Partners are Selected?

This research illustrates some interesting issues in tefnfeow collaboration
partners select one another and what characteristics aretampdrhis research provides
support for Post (2002), that the geographic concentration of local govemoa lead
them to cooperate and that the geographic density of metropolitag@reaaments is a
significant predictor of the occurrence of intergovernmergedements. All twenty of the
DCC area communities initially discussed this DFA collaboralionthe five cities that
moved forward share contiguous borders and are tightly packed geodltgphite
respondents indicated it is important that these five are clos@lernowshare resources
effectively. These five are very similar demographically aid employ full-time,
unionized fire personnel. Several of these respondents stated tteafitieesities could
contribute financially to the effort and are financially mstable than some other cities

nearby.
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It is clear from this study that how partners are seleciealves strong logistical
considerations. The similarities or dissimilarities of partimgcommunities and financial
issues are very important. There was an interesting differartbe opinion of elected and
some of the administrative officials on this issue. Most of tteedhiefs and fire fighters
expressed the opinion that having more than these five citiesttymparticipating would
be a good idea. Most of the elected officials thought that expandirmndbelgese initial
five cities was not a good idea at this time.

This research also confirms that having satisfactory pastrierpes with their
partners made this collaboration easier to undertake. Many oes$perndents indicated
that they would be reluctant to consider collaborating with ditieg had bad experiences

with.

Overview of Findings

Clearly, there exist several important factors local governmaetdrs consider
when seeking a collaboration partner. This research illusttagdsit is important that
partners seek the same benefits and have similar equipmentiamdyiréhere are strong
logistical considerations to the process of selecting partnerse Weze mixed findings in
this research as to what might be too large or too small a mwhbgies to successfully
collaborate.

Although past collaboration experience is thought to encourage fuffods ethe
current collaboration of these five cities through the Mutual Aict,Faay have been an
obstacle in this case. Several of the respondents expresdeli¢i¢hat simply enhancing

Mutual Aid would be preferable to functionally consolidating these tepartments.
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Several respondents indicated that the cities had already dtwdpas much as possible
through Mutual Aid and that it was now necessary to develouthority. Being able to
capture some of the economies of scale such as joint purchasing, joint dispatdhmigta
training through the Mutual Aid Pact may have made the neddrfotional consolidation

through an authority, seem less urgent to some of the participants.

The Roles Played by Elected and Administrative Officials

The findings of this research provide support for the work of Zeem€2iv07), as
respondents predominantly indicated that elected officials do hageificant role to play
in facilitating interlocal collaboration. Zeemering has shiftédraion back to the role of
elected officials in this kind of activity. Of the policy emqgreneurs most often mentioned
as actively promoting this collaboration, one is a mayor and the other ismaatigger.

However, elected and administrative officials in this stahgtto view the issues
in collaboration differently. A large majority of respondents indidahat regular contact
among the officials of the cities engaging in collaboratiomigortant. Yet, the kind of
contact is different in type and frequency. The responses of eleffteials reveal that
contact with their counterparts in other cities was lesslae@nd more often of a social
nature. The responses of the administrative officials reveal dbatacts with their

counterparts are much more frequent, much more substantive and work-related in nature.

Cooperation on Policy and Service
This research illustrates important differences betweasteeleand administrative

officials relative to their cities cooperating on public policyd aservice. Elected officials
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for the most part indicate that they do not think they discuss or aiepan these issues,
with their counterparts in other cities, to any real extent.administrative officials were
more likely to respond that they discuss these issues and coomgatding them, with
their counterparts in other cities, to a significant extent. Theggonses also illustrate the
fact that elected and administrative officials think differgmtbout the issues involved in
collaboration. The majority of responses indicated that elected officials@eeconcerned
with today, balancing budgets and not offending the electorateindsirative officials on
the other hand, are generally more concerned with making threbaadtion work on a
daily basis. They have to think long-term in planning, whereadeeleaafficials tend to

have a much shorter time horizon.

Networks, Professional Associations and Training

This research supports the findings of LeRoux (2008) on the importanceaof a
networks of local government officials. The nonprofit Downriver Commu@iinference
is repeatedly mentioned as playing a significant part in fatig this collaboration. The
Downriver Fire Chief Association, the fire fighter union locatgl dhe Downriver City
Manager Association were also frequently mentioned as imparéawborks involved in
this effort.

This research also found that the professional education of atdfiand
membership in professional organizations influences how collaborat@ppi®ached. A
few respondents mentioned that having an MPA or a BBA changed théhesaviewed
collaboration. Many of the respondents also indicated that patitompean organizations

such as the Michigan Municipal League, the International City-Courdpnagement
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Association and the American Society for Public Administrationuerfted how

collaboration was discussed and facilitated.

Need for a Political Constituency

Another difference between elected and administrative offitiaswas revealed
in this research is the need for a political constituency in fatarollaboration. The
majority of administrative officials, particularly fire chgefand command officers
responded that if city residents were opposed to collaboration they would not beiagiempt
it. The majority of elected officials responded that a politczaistituency is nice, but that
they would proceed without one. Such responses seem counter-intuitive beleatse
officials are generally expected to be more concerned witkdbies of their electorate.
The city managers responded with mixed opinions and thereforeegesrch did not

discover a clear consensus on this issue.

Collaborative Activities of Elected and Administrative Officials

This research also reveals different roles played byetb#gials in terms of the
most important things they can do to facilitate collaboratiskedl what elected officials
can do to facilitate collaboration, the three most frequently wreedi activities were to
educate the public on the benefits, stay informed and focused and maipiasitive role.
When the same question is asked relative to what administrafivcgalef can do to
facilitate collaboration, the three things most frequently maetl are to provide fair and
accurate information, keep lines of communication open, and maintgposgive

perspective.
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Another key finding of this research was a significant conselstgeen elected
and administrative officials regarding the need for this colktimr. Asked if there was
any way that the problems facing these cities could be handlechafly without
collaboration, the overwhelming majority of the respondents repliedhtbgtdo not see a
real alternative to collaborating in this way. Most of the respatsdedicated that they
had already cut back as much as possible and that everythinguldtbe accomplished
by individual cities had already been done. Respondents, who indicatedhésa
problems could be solved internally, stated that it would take disagrtiinfusion of new

money to accomplish anything worthwhile.

Obstacles Encountered and Future Concerns

As for major obstacles to success, responses foreshadowed the subseltpese
of the collaboration effort. Many respondents said one significantegobiey had was
convincing elected officials that collaboration was a part of thegular work”. Echoing
the work of John Kingdon (2003), many of the respondents expressed a conténe tha
window of opportunity to accomplish this authority might be closing. fite cities
involved in this collaboration were all facing elections soon aftesd interviews were
conducted. The results of those elections significantly influencedollapse of the DFA
collaboration.

The biggest concerns these respondents expressed about the futures of thi
collaboration were drafting a labor agreement, establishingoke standing source for the

authority, drafting an implementation plan and achieving a win-win for everpootved.
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Respondents were for the most part satisfied with the benefitscasi$ of this
collaboration but city council members were the least satisfith the costs and the least
satisfied with the level of input they had in the process. Fiefswere also less satisfied
with their input than were other groups.

Finally, this research reveals that the use of an authaitgeen by these
respondents as the best alternative for achieving the goalssotdhaboration. Most
respondents concluded that they have achieved all they can as indepérelent
departments and that this collaboration was necessary in ordeirttaim current service

levels and ensure the future delivery of quality services.

Overview of Findings

Supporting the work of Zeemering (2007), this research revealedeleted
officials do have important, although different, roles to play. Anofiveting of this
research is that elected and administrative officials veelaboration differently and
engage in different activities to help facilitate it. It itsca clear that elected and
administrative officials have different time horizons in termshoiv collaboration will
occur and when benefits can reasonably be expected.

This research illustrates that while regular contact amelegted officials is
important, regular contact among administrative officials is demed to be more
important. That contact is also more substantive and work-relatadctirdacts among
elected officials. This research also reveals that respontteniksprofessional education,
such as an MPA degree, and participation in professional organizatichsasthe ICMA

or ASPA, influences whether and how collaboration develops.
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Lastly, although nearly every respondent indicated that theicaitynot solve their
service provision problems internally without a huge infusion of newuress, this
collaboration failed. This study clearly shows how interdependesetcities are thought
to be by the respondents. This interdependency is also shown to beegukdog the
respondents as a major factor causing these cities to collabalatéd these cities are
suffering fiscal stress and it is growing worse. Manythe#f respondents mentioned that
they share seamless borders, have repeat contact with one anathdoulgat fires in one
another’s cities over a long period of time and that the poliioahdaries drawn on the
map are, in many ways, meaningless to them in terms of providingervices. Yet, this
collaboration failedThis failure appears to be largely a result of the particpamability

to deal with the transaction costs associated with collaboration.

Conclusion and Directions for Future Research
As the discussion above has made clear, voluntary collaboration in theqgramf
fire services faces several obstacles. What local governmotors a&can do to overcome

such obstacles is an important area for future research.

What role precisely does fiscal stress play in motivating interlocal collaboration?

This study examined cities that attempted collaboration in ivelat good
economic times and in times of severe fiscal stress. Thatd collaboration was not
successful in either case. Future research would benefit fromirearg whether fiscal

stress is really the primary motive that these respondeotgltt it was. Can fiscal stress
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that is too severe be an obstacle to collaboration? If fisiteks is not the primary

motivation for collaboration on fire services, what factors do provide such motivation

What Benefits Can Realistically be Expected from Interlocal Collaboration?

This study clearly revealed that the elected and admingratfficials involved in
this two year effort at collaboration had significantly differempectations as to what
benefits could realistically be expected from their joint keffé-uture research would
benefit from a better understanding of what the costs and the bewfefibllaboration on

fire services are.

Is Local Control over Fire Services a Serious Impediment to Collaboration?

The extant literature largely concludes that the potentialdbsscal control over
services is an impediment to collaboration. However, this study tedithat many local
elected and administrative actors consider such control illusolsasttin terms of control
over fire services. It would be beneficial for future reseaocfutther examine this factor

and whether or not it does inhibit collaboration.

How Important is a Level of Trust Among Collaboration Actors?

This research revealed quite clearly that a signifitau@l of trust among interlocal
actors is required for collaboration to succeed. Fire servicegeaexally considered to be
a system maintenance function and collaboration on such servicelsl $i® easier to

achieve than collaboration on other services. Future research wouldt henefa better
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understanding of precisely what the term “trust” means irtioeldo collaboration, and

how such trust is developed, damaged and destroyed.

The Role of Policy Entrepreneurs in Collaboration.

A few policy entrepreneurs were active in this attemptedalgothation, some
elected and some administrative. Future research would bemefit & clearer
understanding of the roles played by such entrepreneurs and wheatemtiassists and

inhibits their activities.

The Role of Area Networks in Collaboration.

The Downriver Community Conference played a significant roladrlifating the
attempted DFA collaboration. It is unclear from this researcit wbntinuing role, if any,
they maintained throughout this nearly two year attempt. Futgesareh would benefit
from gaining a fuller understanding of the roles played by such nonpafiimunity

conferences and what they can do to facilitate this kind of collaboration.

What Role is Played by the Informal and Formal Networks of Interlocal Actors?

This research indicates that it is very important that sexdorinistrative officials
be in frequent contact in order to better facilitate collaboratidthough it is less
important for elected officials to be in frequent contact, ittil considered important.
Future research would benefit from a closer examination of how libeseactors interact

and what significance that has for potential collaboration efforts.
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What Role might the State Legislature or State Municipal League Play?

Future research would benefit from examining the role that capldyed by a
state-wide municipal league and/or the state legislature idagpevg model frameworks
relative to labor agreements, funding agreements and operatingmagteeamong

interlocal collaborators.

What Role does Strong Unionization of Public Workforces Play?

Future research would benefit from examining the role played byetred or
intensity of unionization of the public personnel attempting collaboratiopublic safety
services. Is there a significant role that can be played bstéte-wide fire fighters’ union

in facilitating this kind of collaboration?

The Differing Roles of Elected and Administrative Officials.

This research reveals that elected officials play agfaater role in interlocal
collaboration than was previously believed. Future research woulditbieoms a better
understanding of the differing roles that elected and administratiiveals play and how

the interaction between these two groups influences the ultimate decisiorabm .

| started this study in 2007 wanting to perform research that wprddide
practical and valuable information for practitioners at the Ideakl, the level of
government to which | devoted such a large portion of my adult lifenger think that |
have accomplished that goal. | chose a descriptive study bectniise that it is currently

missing from the literature. This study is a very detaitibscriptive analysis that delves
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deeper into the complexities of local intergovernmental collabordian other studies
have. To my knowledge, no other study has examined so closely, anchidetail, the
issues of collaboration dealt with in this research. | hope to do ofdhés research in the

future.
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Appendix A
Wayne State University

Department of Political Science

Downriver Fire Authority Project

Survey Instrument

Today’s date:
Place interview took place:
Time of the interview:
Interviewer’'s name:
Interviewee’s name:
Organization’s name:

A. Respondent Professional Experience

A-1. | want to begin with some questions about your professional experience.

a) How long have you been with the city? Do you also reside in the city?

b) What is your current position? How long have you been in it?

c). Have you had other positions in this organization?

d) Have you ever worked for any of the other cities participating in the DFA?

e) Do you have any previous experience as an elected officials(an administrator) in
this or another local government?

B. Factors Stimulating Interlocal Cooperation

Next, | want to ask you a few questions about the factors thab ldds current effort to
cooperate on fire services across these several citiesllynitiaould like to focus on the

stimulus for cooperating on fire services, not on cooperating in teiradie authority.
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The fire authority is a specific approach to collaboration andlllagk you about the
authority in the next section. At this point, | am interestedgniderstanding the factors that

simulated your city’s interest in cooperating across jurisdictionad lomefire services.

B-1. Please turn to Scale A on the back of the instructions | providedJgeuthem to
indicate the extent to which you agree with the following set ofns¢guis about how the
organizational and political culture in your city affects the likelihoodhwse types of
cross-border efforts emerging.

On a scale of 1-10, how much do you agree these statements generalilyedgsar
organization and/or community?

a) My organization is usually receptive to doing things in new ways.

b) My organization usually approaches problems proactively.

c) My organization is usually open to possibilities for collabaatin services with other
local governments. (Here, we refer to governments other than the county.)

d) Our residents demand that direct provision be the default optionoftr asic public

services.

e) Our residents demand that we consider what's good for Dowrwiven we make

decisions about providing important public services.

f) Our residents tend to be suspicious of the motivations ofeeleafficials from the

neighboring jurisdictions.

g) Our residents do not care about how services are delivered éd¢osaydocus only on
the quality and cost of these services.

h) Our residents would rather we contract with other local goventsrthan with private
or non-profit organizations for most services.

i) Our residents want us to let the county provide services whenever possible.

J) Our residents place more value on protecting our city’s abatrer public services than
on lowering costs.

k) Our residents place more value on protecting our city’s controlpudic services than
on improving service effectiveness across the Downriver communities.

[) Our residents see themselves as highly interdependent witbhcdlegovernments that
surround this community.

m) There is a significant constituency in my community for segkegional solutions to
our problems.

B-2. In your view, what are the factors that led to this effort? (Dejpg on the answer,
follow up with the following prompts):

a) Were there any specific events that directly encourggedcity’s participation in this
effort? If yes, explain.
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b) Is there a person in your city that has stood out as an engapteader in this effort?
If yes, who? What are some examples of the activities thsopeaindertook? Why do you
think this person took on this role? What motivated his or her efforts in this regard?

c) In your view, has a person from another city been instrumémttilis effort going
forward? If yes, who? What are some examples of the actititiegperson undertook?
What do you see as his or her motivations for this leadership role?

d) Are there any third parties whose involvement was instrumenthis collaboration
moving forward? If yes, who? How so? Can you offer some examplesiothey helped?
Do you have any thoughts about their motivations for involvement in this effort?

B-3. This effort involves collaboration on fire services. Does theetlfiat it involves fire
services make it more or less easy to do this? Explain.

C. Perceptions of the Terms of Collaboration

Now, | have a few questions about your view of the costs and benetitwpérating on
fire services. These include an identification of the benefitgipated to flow from this
collaboration and your expectations about how these benefits vdistsduted among the
cities participating in this collaboration. We are also intecksh the expected costs, if
any, of this collaboration and how the fire authority is expetbedffect the costs and

benefits of participating in this project.

C-1. Turning to Scale B on the back of the instructions | provided you, please indicate your
agreement with the following statement about the importance of thesécsfaators to
your support of this effort to cooperate on fire services.

a) Our city will save money in the short run (3-5 years).

b) Our city will save money in the long run (over 5 years).

c) Our residents see improvements in the quality of the serviee what we have
provided previously.

d) Cost savings are distributed equally among the participating communities.

e) None of our fire department staff will lose their jobs due to this collaborati

f) Participation in the authority gives our community access tetiagi facilities and
equipment currently unavailable to us because of their location in another juisdicti
h) Participation in the authority gives our community access tdinlacial resources
needed to construct facilities or purchase equipment that we cannot afford byesursel
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i) The authority will distribute future nonlocal (state and federesources among the
Downriver communities in a more rationale way than is now the case.

J) Creation of this authority results in equal spending on fire ptioteamong the
participating jurisdictions.

C-2. Are there benefits | have NOT mentioned that you hope willt rsoh this
collaboration?

C-3. Previously, we discussed the perceptions of your city’s residbout the existence
of interdependencies among the Downriver communities. | would like ydabtorate
further on this question of interdependence.

a) Do you agree these interdependencies exist among the Downriver comrfiunities

b) If so, what is the nature of this interdependence?

C-4.Turning to the specific issue of the fire authority as the mechafosnthis
collaborative effort, | have several questions about your views of andtatipes for the
authority.

a) Is the use of a fire authority important to your support forefi@t? Why or why not?
How confident are you that your city will be better off by participatmthis authority?

b) Are you confident that your community will retain sufficient cohtver the quality of
services provided to your residents? If so, why?

c) In your mind, how do the potential gains of the fire authority oigtwéhe loss of
complete control over this service?

d) How confident are you that the elected officials of your camity will be able to exert
meaningful influence over the managers of the fire authority?

e) If your residents become dissatisfied with this arrangeroantit be easily altered? Can
your community easily withdraw from the authority?

f) How will the costs of the fire authority be allocated amahg participating
communities?

D. Perceptions of Partners (and Potential Partners) in the Collaborabin

Next, we are interested in your perceptions of the partnerssrcdfiaboration. We are

especially interested in understanding the levels of trust éxadted among the
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participating communities prior to this collaboration and how confideataye that these

other communities will meet their obligations to the others.

D-1. Turning again to Scale B, how important are the following characterigtics
potential local government partner for ANY significant effort to collat®ron public
services, and not just fire services? These can be thought of as gpnaciples of
collaboration. They should be.....

a) ...communities we do not directly compete with for residents and development.

b) ...similar to our community in terms of wealth and racial composition.

c) ...similar to our community in terms of governmental structure (i.e., eithler bot
council-manager or both mayor-council systems).

d) ...similar to our community in terms of powers (i.e., both cities or both townships).

e) ...able to provide similar levels of resources to the effort.

f) ...seeking the same benefits from this collaboration as we are.

g) ...communities that have successfully collaborated with us in the past.

D-2. A general concern about intergovernmental collaborations on public eervic
involves the level of trust among the participating governments. Wentarested in
understanding how trust is developed, maintained, and lost. First, using Scalea& ple
answer the following questions about trust in your collaboration partners.

a) | must be able to trust the political leadership in the other communities.

b) In your opinion, how important to your community is the reputation of your
collaboration partners for trustworthiness and cooperation?

c) Do you think your community has a generally trusting orientation rebwaher
communities?

d) In your opinion, has the level of trust between the participanis gndown or stayed

about the same since this collaboration effort began?

e) Do you trust your partners in this effort? All of them?

f) how do you define trust?

g) how can the required trust be built?

h) how can this trust be undermined?

D-3. | am interested in understanding how were the participants in this effort decided on.

a) How were the participants decided on? Is this the final group youwenvision others
will be added in the future?

b) Are there any nonparticipating communities you wish were involegés, why do
you think they are not participating at this time?

¢) What makes the current participants good partners for your community oaertiie?
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d) Can you think of some local jurisdictions that would NOT be good parfoe your
community? If so, why?

e) How are your perceptions about these actual and potential paffested by past
interactions? Please explain with an example or two.

D-4. Does your city already cooperate on any of the services thateyiiovided through
the fire authority? If yes, could you talk about the specific sesyievhich of the
Downriver cities are involved, and the nature of the cooperative arrangemitbrnthe city.
(Some examples are an interlocal services contract, mutual aid, etc.)

D-5. What has been the public reaction in your community to this effort?

E. Differences in Roles Played by Elected Officials and Public Manager

Next, we are interested in understanding the roles played I®yeitted officials and public
managers in this effort. A common perception by researchdratislected officials play a
secondary role in interlocal arrangements. Elected offiaigdsoften described as having
jurisdictional-based interests, whereas managers are sdie toore likely to embrace

solutions that involve intergovernmental cooperation.

E-1. | would like to ask you a few questions about any institution(s)taorig€s) either
formal or informal that helped bring about this collaboration effort. (Intem&e note
whether interviewee is an appointed administrative person or an elected official)

a) Do you talk with officials from other local governments oregular basis? If so, how
often in a typical year?

b) What form do these contacts take? (Choose all that apply.)
political meetings

SEMCOG

MML functions

DRCC

MSA

Regular meetings of city managers

Other
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a) Was any particular institution (hierarchy?) used in lomoppgbout the start-up of this
collaboration? If yes, what was that institution?

b) How necessary was any institution to the emergence of this collab8ratio

¢) How much time would you estimate you spend monthly on this collaboration effort?

d) How much time would you estimate you spend monthly meeting with your counterparts
in surrounding communities?

e) In regards to working on this collaborative effort, how importimtou think your
knowledge, expertise and shared beliefs with your counter-parts is? Why?

f) How difficult will it be/has it been to sell this collaration to the political leaders of
your community? How did you/will you do that?

g) Is there any way these issues could have been dealt oldly svithin your
jurisdiction? If yes, how?

E-2. Do you belong to any professional organizations or local networking group that hav
been important to this effort?

E-3. Have you relied on your professional network within the participatngnaunities in
the development of this proposed fire authority? If yes, how? (Havesmeiad this with
the above questions or do we still need something more?)

E-4. Is it important to have a political constituency for cooperation? Do @idtrators
play a role in creating one?

F. Final Questions

In your view, what is the most difficult aspect of pursuing this effort?

As you look forward, what are your three biggest concerns about the future ofdhi? ef

Are there any topics | have not covered that you would like to talk about?

If I have additional questions in the future, would it be okay for me to contact you again?
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Appendix B

Wayne State University

Department of Political Science

Downriver Fire Authority Project Research

2009 Supplemental Survey Instrument

Today’s date:
Interviewer’'s name: Bill Hatley
Interviewee’s name:

Organization’s name:

Hello, my name is Bill Hatley and I'm a doctoral candidate fAdayne State University
and I'm working on a project examining the proposed Downriver Fire Auyh@FA). |
am working with Professor Jered Carr in the Department ofi¢bliBcience. You will
recall that | interviewed you previously and we discussed varfiac®rs and issues
surrounding the effort to establish the DFA. Your participation in fitease of our
investigation helped us to better understand interlocal cooperation iralgand the DFA
effort in particular.

We are currently examining the attitudes and insights of publiageas and local elected
officials as to the current state of the DFA collaborativereffWe are particularly
interested in your thoughts as to why the DFA effort appears sufigended and what
may have happened that caused that.

We are interviewing several officials from each of the judsdns that previously
participated in our study. Thank you for your willingness to partieigagain in this
research project. Your participation is very much appreciatedr®&gbu start to answer
the following questions, | would like to highlight a few things:

Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary.

You may refuse to answer any question or part of a question.

You are free to withdraw from the research at any time.

The transcript of your answers will be available only to membgthe research
team.

e Excerpts from these answers may be made part of the final research report.
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We welcome any questions you might have about this researchpmowthe future.
Professor Jered Carr is my dissertation advisor and workingmetion this project. He

may be contacted through the WSU Department of Political SEi@i3-577-2630) or on

his cell phone (313-310-3632) should you have any questions. | can be reached at 313-388-
6210 or via email at hatleylaw@wowway.com.

Question #1: What do you believe is the current state of thet éfamplement the
Downriver Fire Authority? Is the planning group still meeting? Wias the last meeting
held? Is the concept still being discussed formally or informally, If yes?how

Question # 2: If the DFA effort has been discontinued, what do you believihe main
reasons as to why the DFA effort has been discontinued? M&xee any specific events
that directly caused your city to stop participating in this effort?

Question # 3: Did the local elections of 2008 have any impact on ygig décision to
continue or discontinue the DFA effort? For example, did the electiannefv Mayor in
three out of the five cities make any difference to your participation?

Question #4: When we conducted the last interviews for this resélaecplanning group
had not yet drafted a proposed labor agreement nor had it drafted aepropethod for
funding the DFA. What importance, if any, do you attach to those two factors?

Question #5: Do you believe that anything can be done to re-stddFheollaboration?
If so, what specifically?

Question #6: Our previous research indicated that all of the ipating cities were
experiencing considerable fiscal stress and had hoped to allegate of that stress
through the DFA effort. Has that fiscal stress been elimthat some other way? If yes,
please explain how?

Question #7: Looking back on your effort to establish the DFA, whae e three
biggest obstacles to your achieving your goals? What in your opimenha biggest
mistakes that were made in this effort to form the DFA?
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Metropolitan regions have emerged in the United States as impedanbmic
units with numerous small local governments each providing various panlices. The
movement toward city-county consolidation has frequently been defeati aiolls.
Frederickson (1999) argues that metropolitan areas have beconagserited in their
approach to service delivery that they constitute what he desa#hes“disarticulated
state”, characterized by the declining salience of jurisiictine fuzziness of borders and
an erosion of the capacity of the local jurisdiction to contain and, therepggemaomplex
social, economic and political issues. Feiock (2009) contends that muitte afrban
politics and public administration literatures tend to focus on reggmaernments and
authorities as a way of solving collective action problems inmapetitan regions. Feiock
(2008) also argues that little is currently known about the dyssaofi how governance
mechanisms emerge and operate in fragmented metropolitan areas.

This study sought to examine how such governance mechanisms develop

metropolitan area and more specifically how fire serviceshimige provided through
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interlocal collaboration. Using the case study method, this réseaes Feiock’s (2004)
Institutional Collective Action framework to examine the followirggues and their
relation to interlocal cooperation: (1) state level rules, (2)saation and production cost
characteristics of public services, (3) characteristicegions and communities and, (4)
political structures. This research also uses the thagdramework of Zeemering (2007)
which measures (1) the conjunction of policy stimuli, (2) perceptiongerigovernmental
partners and social capital and, (3) the terms of the propodatiaration. This study also
uses Zeemering's framework for examining the differing rqikzs/ed by elected and
administrative actors in collaboration.

Findings of this study indicate that a certain level of traustong, and prior
experience with, partners is important in overcoming the obstaclesollaboration.
Contrary to much of the literature, this study found that losing clootrer fire service
delivery was not perceived as an important obstacle to collatwordthis study provides
support for prior research that fiscal stress can be aisgmifmotivation leading cities to
collaborate. Supporting the work of Kingdon (2003), this study found thetiest of
policy entrepreneurs, both elected and administrative officials, to be imptwthis effort
at collaboration. This study also provides support for the theory thatlsand
professional networks may help facilitate interlocal collaboration (LeRO0GS).

This study concludes that voluntary interlocal collaboration on dawvices is
difficult and a lack of trust among the cities participatiagd between the labor and
management within each city, is a significant obstacle talothtion. This study also
found that it is very important that participants in collaboratioreteclear understanding

of the goals they are seeking and have similar expectationseolikely benefits of
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collaboration. Collaborating partners generally seek out citiesatieatdjacent to their
own, have similar demographics to their own, fire service needfasitoitheir own and
that have sufficient fiscal resources to facilitate the joint effort.

This study found strong support for the need to have an outside thirdpgettgps
a higher level of government, provide standard labor, funding and operating agreements
collaborative efforts to local governments rather than allowing the attempt drafting

individual agreements.
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