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Figure 5: Study Area Household Density 

In 2004, the estimated population of the study area was 365,207 people. As shown in 

Figure 5, population in the study area is much denser in the City of Dayton than the 

remainder of the jurisdictions. Population also tends to be more heavily concentrated around 

the borders of most of the surrounding jurisdictions.  

Historically, the central business district (CBD) was the hub for downtowns.  This 

was where the economic activity was concentrated, indicating that people were likely to 

travel to the CBD to conduct most of their business.  In other words, the flow of people was 

into the CBD, with essentially little economic activity taking place outside of the CBD due to 

the lack of business located outside of the CBD.90 

                                                 
90 Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1998. pg 144. 
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When the automobile was introduced, it greatly increased the distance that could be 

traveled compared to the distance covered by walking in the same time frame. In turn, this 

had an impact on the spatial configuration of a city and its CBD.  To avoid the congestion of 

the city, people began to spread out and diffuse along roads and rail lines, occurring 

wherever the time-space convergence manifested, pushing the spatial boundaries of the city 

and creating tentacle-like extensions along these routes.  As the automobile became more 

indoctrinated into American culture, the city’s landscape continued to change to meet the 

demands of better time-space convergence.  For example, the interstate system greatly 

contributed to the advancements of the time-space convergence and some larger cities even 

constructed beltway interstates, intensifying the diffusion of the city’s influence, in some 

cases extending twenty miles beyond the CBD.91    

During the early decades, this spatial dispersal of people was mostly confined to 

residential growth. Much money was pumped into the building of suburban housing, while 

downtown housing was neglected.  By 1970, the suburbs had higher populations than the 

urban and rural areas combined.92  

Numerous businesses initially chose to stay in the CBD despite the relocation of their 

customers to the suburban areas. The negative effects of the population’s relocation, such as 

traffic congestion, were not yet evident during the early years of suburban construction.  The 

threshold for change was the 1960s when businesses began to abandon the CBD with 

regularity in favor of suburban sites.  The interstates provided quick and efficient access to 

the suburbs, where lots where plentiful and inexpensive in comparison with parcels in the 

CBD.  Locating in the suburbs was no longer cost-prohibitive, causing businesses “to vote 

with their … rubber tires”.93   Consequently, activities are no longer concentrated in the 

CBD, contributing to the hollowing out of the downtowns of larger cities.  The flow is no 

                                                 
91 Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1998. pg 176-80. 
92 Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1998. pg 176-80. 
93 Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1998. pg. 184. 
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longer into the CBD, but away from the CBD and either staying in the suburbs, or occurring 

as lateral transactions between suburbs.94  In place of the traditional CBD, concentrations of 

activities in suburban population clusters have developed, called edge cities.95 

In addition to those previously discussed, other factors continue to entice businesses 

to locate in the suburbs instead of in the CBD.  There are many positive externalities 

associated with suburban living, and businesses anticipate that their employees will want to 

take advantage of these benefits.  Another consideration is how well-located the site is.  

Traveling to a location with relative ease is important to a business, as well as the visibility 

of the location.  Additionally, the amount of status associated with a location is another 

factor when businesses contemplate location for there is hope to raise their reputation status 

by simply being near an affluent location.96 

Estimated Daytime Population 

According to the U.S. Census, three of the 

communities studied in this report experience significant 

increases in daytime population due to commuters. The 

estimated daytime population in the City of Dayton 

increases 27.9% due to commuters working in the city 

from the surrounding jurisdictions. Vandalia and Moraine 

also see extraordinary increases in their daytime 

populations, 43.3% and 234.7% respectively. The cities 

of Kettering and West Carrollton remain relatively 

unchanged — West Carrollton has a +1.2% shift in 

population and Kettering has a -2.6% shift in population. 

                                                 
94 Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1998. pg. 183-4. 
95 University of Washington. http://faculty.washington.edu/krumme/gloss/t.html 
96 Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1998. pg. 185-7. 

In terms of population 
exchange, the daytime 

population of the jurisdictions 
change significantly, 
indication that each 

jurisdiction’s population 
crosses residential boundaries 

for work.  This means that 
residents to a significant 

degree utilize the services of 
other jurisdictions.  

Employment, of course, is only 
one dimension of interlocal 

exchange and only one 
example of a shared 

dependency on the services 
provided by neighboring 

communities. 
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The remaining incorporated jurisdictions experience a negative shift in population during the 

day greater than 15% (See Figure 6 for a complete breakdown of estimated daytime 

populations by incorporated jurisdictions.). 

Residents 

Daytime 

population change 

due to commuting 

Workers who lived and 

worked in the same 

place 

Place name 

Total 

resident 

population 

Total 

resident 

population 

in the 

workforce Number Percentage  

Total 

workers 

from any 

jurisdiction 

working in 

the place 

Estimated 

daytime 

population Number Percent 

Dayton, OH 166,179 67,339 33,406 49.6 113,657 212,497 46,318 27.9

Huber Heights, OH 38,212 19,077 3,451 18.1 10,811 29,946 -8,266 -21.6

Kettering, OH 57,502 29,079 6,656 22.9 27,575 55,998 -1,504 -2.6

Moraine, OH 6,897 3,390 1,016 30.0 19,577 23,084 16,187 234.7

Oakwood, OH 9,215 4,333 584 13.5 2,389 7,271 -1,944 -21.1

Riverside, OH 23,545 10,804 1,114 10.3 6,521 19,262 -4,283 -18.2

Trotwood, OH 27,420 11,230 1,566 13.9 6,876 23,066 -4,354 -15.9

Vandalia, OH 14,603 7,535 2,095 27.8 13,862 20,930 6,327 43.3

West Carrollton, 

OH 
13,818 7,198 1,042 14.5 7,370 13,990 172 1.2

Figure 6: Estimated Change in Daytime Population, 200097 

What does this mean to the City of Dayton and those jurisdictions whose daytime 

population increases? Commuters may not use as many services as residents do, for example 

commuters generally do not use or are not affected by housing code enforcement, but they do 

use city services. Commuters take advantage of the local roads and snow removal services, 

safety and rescue services, road and transportation services, water and sewer services, and 

cultural and recreational services. 

                                                 
97 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, Journey to Work and Migration Statistics Branch 
December 06, 2005, < http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/daytime/daytimepop.html> 



 

 

93

June 2006

Creative Government

Residents in Dayton and the surrounding communities exhibit a great deal of cross-

border interaction between the neighboring jurisdictions. They cross jurisdictional 

boundaries to work. They cross jurisdictional boundaries to shop, play and socialize, as well. 

This is evident with the insurgence of large regional retail developed in the outer-ring 

suburbs (i.e., Meijer, WalMart, shopping malls, and multi-plex theatres).  

Revenues  

This section summarizes ten-year governmental funding trends for the municipalities 

in this study. Whenever possible, tax collection data are discussed on a per capita basis and 

adjusted for inflation98 to standardize analysis. However, data were not available for each 

variable analyzed.  

Municipal Income Tax 

In 2003, the mean per capita municipal income tax revenue for the study area was 

$582. Only two of the cities within the study area collect more than the average per capita 

income tax revenues. The City of Dayton collects $53 (9.1%) more than the average and the 

City of Moraine collects $1,482 (254.6%) more per resident than the average. Both of these 

cities witness significant daytime worker population shifts contributing largely to their 

increased income tax collections. 

Most municipalities (6 of the 8) experienced little or no increase in municipal income 

tax collections during the period 1997 to 2003. Municipal tax collections decreased 7.9% or 

$14.6 million ($351 per capita)99, while income tax rates rose 4.7%. Two of the jurisdictions 

experienced significant increases in municipal tax rates. Riverside increased income tax rates 

                                                 
98 Implicit Price Deflator, Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product Account Table 1.1.9 

Implicit Price Deflators for Gross Domestic Product (Index numbers, 2000=100), January 27, 2006. 
99 Harrison and Jefferson Townships do not collect income taxes. 
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by a half percent in 1999 from 1% to 1.5% and Huber Heights increased .2% from 1.75% to 

1.95%, also in 1999. 
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Figure 7: Capita Municipal Income Tax Collections, 2003 

Real Estate and Public Utility Tax 

Taxes charged on all real estate and on public utility tangible property within cities by 

all municipalities in the study area in 2004 were $282 million on a total assessed value of 

$4.1 billion. The gross amount of real estate and public utility tangible personal property 

taxes levied (before reduction factors) was $401 million.100  

The per capita assessed value was $15,756. Mean per capita taxes charged on all real 

estate and on public utility tangible property within the study area in 2004 were $1,099. The 

average per capita real estate and public utility tangible personal property taxes levied 

(before reduction factors) was $1,621.  

                                                 
100 Ohio Department of Taxation. <http://tax.ohio.gov/divisions>. 
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In calendar year 2004, the City of Dayton had the largest amount of taxable value 

($1.5 billion), and taxes charged on all real and public utility property was $108.5 million. 

However, Dayton has the lowest per capita values compared to all other study area 

jurisdictions. The per capita assessed value was $9,547 and mean per capita taxes charged by 

Dayton were $677 (v. $1621 on average). The average per capita real estate and public utility 

tangible personal property tax levied was $942. 

In contrast, the City of Moraine had the smallest amount of taxable value, gross taxes 

levied and taxes charged, at $165.3 million, $14.8 million and $11.6 million, respectively. 

But when examined on a per capita basis, the assessed value was $24,528 — 56% greater 

than the mean value of $15,756. The average per capita real estate and public utility tangible 

personal property taxes levied was $2,202 and taxes charged were $2,155. 

Tangible Personal Property Tax 

Tangible personal property taxes levied by all municipalities in the study area for 

calendar year 2004 totaled $4.3 million on a total taxable value of $533 million (after 

deduction of the $10,000 exemption granted each taxpayer).101 The mean per capita tax levied 

on all tangible personal property by cities within the study area in 2004 was $11 and the 

mean per capita total taxable value was $2,533.  

In calendar year 2004, the City of Dayton had the largest amount of total taxable 

value ($287.2 million), and tax levied on tangible personal property was $2.9 million. 

However, when the per capita values are examined, Dayton is one of six jurisdictions that 

reported a per capita tangible personal property value below the mean —  $1,792 (-29.3%) 

while the average per capita tangible personal property taxes levied was $18, 63.7% higher 

than the mean. 

                                                 
101 Ohio Department of Taxation. <http://tax.ohio.gov/divisions>. 
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In contrast, the City of Oakwood, which has very little industry, had the smallest 

amount of taxable value and taxes levied, at $1.7 million and $19,585, respectively and when 

examined on a per capita basis, the per capita total taxable value was $188 — 92.6% smaller 

than the mean value of $2,533. The average per capita tangible personal property taxes levied 

was $2, 81.8% under the mean. 

Service Delivery and Expenditures 

This study examined a variety of topics pertaining to the evaluation of local 

government service delivery — its efficiency and effectiveness. 

In the past few years, there has been an interest in reorganizing 

local government resources and sharing services to cut costs. 

This interest is being spurred by Ohio House Bill 66102 (HB66) 

and citizen pressure to maintain the level of services while not 

increasing the cost to citizens.  

HB66 mandates that each jurisdiction with a population 

of one hundred thousand or more persons submit a report to the 

State Auditor describing efforts on the part of the county or city 

to reduce costs by consolidating services and engaging in 

regional cooperation. In addition, these reports must specify the cost savings resulting from 

these interlocal partnerships and describe future plans of cooperating with one or more 

neighboring jurisdictions. 

While jurisdictions are required to report standardized financial information to the 

State Auditor, substantial variations among reporting methods and units of analysis still exist. 

The organization of the departments is also very different from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

                                                 
102 Ohio House of Representatives, 126th General Assembly, House Bill No. 66, Section 557.12.01, p2278. 

<http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=126_HB_66.> 

Jurisdictions share a 
common set of service 

functions.  Expenditures 
by function, e.g. general 

government, public 
safety, parks and 
recreation, vary 

significantly.  Variation 
is due in part to the 

different methods used by 
jurisdictions to allocate 

resources and due to 
local preferences. 
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For this analysis, most calculations have been standardized on a per capita basis or per square 

mile. 

Budget items discussed in this section refer to figures pulled from the Comprehensive 

Annual Financial Reports (CAFR) prepared by the individual jurisdictions as submitted to 

the Ohio Auditor of State for certification with the assumption that jurisdictions are reporting 

the same information in each of the represented program groups. Additional data for 

comparison were also collected from jurisdictions’ websites, administrative offices, and state 

and national statistical organizations. Most of the jurisdictions in this study are responsible 

for: 

1. Security of persons and property (police and fire protection services),  

2. Leisure time activities (parks, recreation, and cultural facilities),  

3. Community environment (planning, zoning, and public housing),  

4. Transportation (street construction, maintenance and repair, storm sewers and 

drains, traffic signals and signs, parking facilities, and sidewalks), and  

5. Public works (water, sewer, and sanitation services). 

In this study, we compare basic operating characteristics across ten neighboring 

jurisdictions: the cities of Dayton, Huber Heights, Kettering, Moraine, Oakwood, Riverside, 

Trotwood, and West Carrollton and Jefferson and Harrison Township, see Figure 8. These 

eight cities and two townships also vary greatly in land area, the population served, size of 

government, and level of service provided to the public. No two jurisdictions offer the same 

level of service, but by far, the City of Dayton offers the most comprehensive array of 

services to its residents and visitors. 
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Jurisdiction 
Population 

(2004) 

Land 
Area 

(Sq. Mi.) 

Total 
Perimeter 

(Miles) 

Number of 
Employees 

Dayton 160,293 56.3 130.3 2691 
Huber Heights 38,229 20.4 23.7 65 
Kettering 55,903 18.5 29.3 119 

Moraine 6,741 9.4 29.9 No data 
avail. 

Oakwood 8,817 3.0 7.6 91 

Riverside 22,869 8.0 45.8 No data 
avail. 

Trotwood 26,800 28.0 47.4 128 

West Carrollton 13,299 6.6 18.1 No data 
avail. 

Harrison 
Township 23,523 9.1 34.6 No data 

avail. 
Jefferson 

Township 6,679 27.0 39.4 10 

Figure 8: Jurisdictional General Characteristics Comparison 

On average, in 2004 jurisdictions in the studied area spent $1,075 per resident to 

provide government services. Two of these jurisdictions exceeded this average by more than 

fifty percent. The City of Moraine spent the most to provide services to its residents ($2,980) 

— 51.3% more than the largest jurisdiction, Dayton ($1,969), and 177% more than the mean. 

For a complete breakdown of total expenditures per capita, please refer to the following 

table. 
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Figure 9: Per Capita Total Expenditures 
 

General Government 

General Government Services include those services which provide for the day-to-

day operations of the government not properly assignable to other programs.103 These 

include the daily operations of the government center and the administrative staff not 

covered in one of the other programs such as Community Environment or Leisure Activities. 

The average general government per capita expenditure of the studied jurisdictions in 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2004 was $209. Six of the jurisdictions spent at least 54.5% less than the 

mean per capita expenditure of $209. Four of the study area jurisdictions spent more than the 

average. But in particular, the City of Dayton spends 90.0% more and the City of Moraine 

spends 231% more than the mean per capita general government expenditure. 

                                                 
103 Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005, pA-1-5.1. 
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Figure 10: 2004 General Government Per Capita Expenditures 

 

Security of Persons and Property 

In this section, we examine the security of persons and property. Services covered in 

this program budget include any activity which reduces the amount and effects of external 

harm to individuals, and in general to maintain an atmosphere of personal security from 

external events.104 These include the daily operations and maintenance of fire and emergency 

medial services and the police department, but exclude the costs of capital equipment 

expenditures and structures provided by capital outlay program funds. 

In 2004, the average per capita cost of all public safety services among the ten studied 

jurisdictions was $427. Three jurisdictions spent more than the average — Oakwood ($493), 

Dayton ($580), and Moraine ($1,311). However, it is important to note that not all of the 

                                                 
104 Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005, pA-1-5.1. 
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jurisdictions provide police safety services to their residents. While fire services are provided 

by each of the jurisdictions, police services are provided exclusively by the Montgomery 

County Sheriff for Harrison and Jefferson Townships. 
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Figure 11: 2004 Security of Persons and Property Per Capita Expenditures 
 

Yearly, the Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation collects data from 

law enforcement agencies across the United States to report the total number of sworn law 

enforcement officers and civilians in their agency as of October 31 of that fiscal year. The 

data are broken down for cities by cohort size, for comparison by number and rate of law 

enforcement personnel per 1,000 residents. 
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Officers per 1,000 Residents 
Nationally 

Jurisdiction 
Population 

(2004) 

Total 
Number 
of Local 
Officers 

Local 
Jurisdiction 

National 
Cohort 

(population) 

Jurisdiction 
of Similar 
Population 

Dayton 160,293 441 2.8 
Group II  

(100,000 to 
249,999) 

1.9 

Huber 
Heights 38,229 52 1.4 

Group IV  
(25,000 to 

49,999) 
1.8 

Kettering 55,903 83 1.5 
Group III 
(50,000 to 

99,999) 
1.8 

Moraine 6,741 33 4.9 Group VI 
(Under 10,000) 3.3 

Oakwood 8,817 32 3.6 Group VI 
(Under 10,000) 3.3 

Riverside 22,869 27 1.2 
Group V 

(10,000 to 
24,999) 

1.9 

Trotwood 26,800 52 1.9 
Group IV  
(25,000 to 

49,999) 
1.8 

West 
Carrollton 13,299 25 1.9 

Group V 
(10,000 to 

24,999) 
1.9 

Figure 12: Full-time Law Enforcement Officer as of October 31, 2004105 

The Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program defines law enforcement officers as 

individuals who ordinarily carry a firearm and a badge, have full arrest powers, and are paid 

from governmental funds set aside specifically for sworn law enforcement representatives. 

The rate of law enforcement officers per 1,000 residents was 2.3 sworn officers in the United 

States in 2004 or 429,630 officers nationwide. 

Three cities employ more than the national rate of the number of officers per 1,000 

residents — Dayton, Moraine, and Oakwood. Nationwide cities of 10,000 or less in 

                                                 
105 U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigations, Crime in the United States, 2004. 

<http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/law_enforcement_personnel/index.html> 
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population had the highest rate, 3.3 officers per 1,000 inhabitants in 2004.  Both of the 

jurisdictions, Moraine (1.6 officers more) and Oakwood (0.3 officers more), which fall in 

this cohort, employ more than their national counterparts106 do. Two city population groups, 

those with populations from 25,000 to 49,999 and those with 50,000 to 99,999 had the lowest 

rate, 1.8 officers per 1,000 inhabitants. The cities with populations from 100,000 to 249,999 

residents averaged 1.9 officers per 1,000 in population and the City of Dayton exceeds this 

number of officers by approximately one officer per 1,000.  

Crime rates are also an important measure of public safety effectiveness. However, 

these measures are not available for all of the jurisdictions examined here and further 

research is necessary to complete a comparison of public safety departments. Only data for 

four of the ten jurisdictions could be pulled from the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 

Justice Statistics, and the Crime & Justice Data Online.107 This method is preferred because 

the data are reported uniformly and the assumption can be made that a direct comparison can 

be made between variables.  

According to the United States Department of Justice, violent crime involves force or 

threat of force and is composed of four offenses: murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, 

forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. In 2004, there were an estimated 1,367,009 

violent crimes nationwide or 465.5 per 100,000 inhabitants.108 

In 2004, three of the four local reporting jurisdictions experienced violent crime rates 

significantly lower than either the national or state average rates. The City of Dayton 

reported violent crimes at 1.5 times the national rate and twice the state rate, while reporting 

property crimes at twice the state and national rate. 

                                                 
106 Group II cities, population 100,000 to 249,999 
107 U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Crime & Justice Data Online, 

<http://bjsdata.ojp.usdoj.gov/dataonline/>. 
108 United States Department of Justice. Federal Busreau of Investigation. Crime in the United States Series. 

<http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/offenses_reported/index.html> 
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Property crime involves the taking of money or property, but there is no force or 

threat of force against the victims and includes the offenses of burglary, larceny-theft, motor 

vehicle theft, and arson. An estimated 10,328,255 property crimes were committed in the 

United States in 2004, a rate of 3,517.1 per 100,000 residents.109  

Not one of the jurisdictions reporting UCR statistics fell below the national property 

crime rate in 2004. The City of Dayton reported property crime rates nearly twice the 

national rate. 

Reporting Agency Violent 
Crime Rate 

Property 
Crime Rate 

United States-Total 713.6 3517.1 
Ohio 485.8 3673.2 
Dayton Police Department 1006.0 7868.0 
Huber Heights Police Department 180.1 4086.9 
Kettering Police Department 166.1 3773.3 
West Carrollton Police Department 252.0 3707.3 

 
Figure 13: Property and Violent Crime Rate, 2004110 

According to the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), fire killed more 

Americans than all natural disasters combined. Fire loss in the United States in 2004 resulted 

in 3,900 civilian deaths and 17,785 civilian injuries that occurred as the result of fire. One-

hundred firefighters were also killed while on duty in 2004.  Direct property loss due to fires 

was estimated at $9.8 billion.  

                                                 
109 United States Department of Justice. Federal Busreau of Investigation. Crime in the United States Series. 

<http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/offenses_reported/index.html>. 
110 Rates are the number of reported offenses per 100,000 population, FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, prepared by 

the National Archive of Criminal Justice Data. 
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Civilian 

Fire Department 

  

Residential 
Fires 

  

Dollar 
Loss 

Average 
Loss 

Per Fire Injuries 

Injuries 
per 

1,000 Deaths 

Fire 
Fighter 
Injuries 

Response 

Time 

Dayton 473 $3,947,600 $8,346 15 31.7 1 8 4.68 

Kettering 39 $524,800 $13,456 6 153.8 0 3 6.18 

Moraine 98 $46,500 $474 2 20.4 0 1 5.02 

Riverside 29 $315,000 $10,862 0 0.0 0 0 5.72 

Trotwood 60 $313,700 $5,228 2 33.3 2 4 6.83 

West Carrolton 13 $6,260 $482 1 76.9 0 1 4.77 

Harrison Twp 63 $531,200 $8,432 2 31.7 0 1 4.57 

Jefferson Twp 20 $180,500 $9,025 0 0.0 0 3 7.11 

Study-area Mean 99 $733,195 $7,038 3.5 43.5 < 1 2.6 5.61 

Figure 14: Losses Due to Fire, 2004 

Data could not be obtained for all of the jurisdictions within the Dayton area study 

group. The State Fire Marshall could report standardized statistics for eight of the 

jurisdictions being examined. There were no fire fighter reported fatalities. However, in the 

study area, three civilian deaths and twenty-eight civilian injuries occurred as the result of 

fire in 2004. On average 43.5 civilians were injured per 1000 fires.  Only two jurisdictions 

witnessed injuries greater than the average from the reporting jurisdictions — Kettering 

(153.8 per 1,000) and West Carrollton (76.9 per 1,000).  

Average property loss due to fires was estimated at $7,038 per fire in 2004. Five of 

the eight jurisdictions examined here reported losses in excess of the area average per fire, 

$7,038: Dayton, Kettering, Riverside, and Harrison and Jefferson Townships.  

Average fire department response time for the study area jurisdictions was 5.61 

minutes. Half of the jurisdictions reported response times greater than the average — 

Kettering (6.18), Riverside (5.72), Trotwood (6.83), and Jefferson Township (7.11).  It is 

important to note that response time can be affected by many factors. Where jurisdictions 

rely heavily on volunteer forces, we would expect to see higher response times. Coverage 
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area and population density may also affect response time. Further data are necessary to draw 

conclusions. 

Fire Department 

Number 
of 

Stations 

Active 
Firefighters 

Career 

Active 
Firefighters 
Volunteer 

Active 
Firefighters 

Paid per 
Call 

Area 
(Square 
Miles) 

Response 
Time 

Dayton 12 340 0 0 56.3 4.68 
Kettering 7 54 114 0 18.5 6.18 
Moraine 3 51 0 0 9.4 5.02 
Riverside 2 17 6 20 8.0 5.72 
Trotwood 4 24 0 85 28.0 6.83 
West Carrolton 2 8 0 44 6.6 4.77 
Harrison Twp 1 62 0 0 9.1 4.57 
Jefferson Twp 4 1 0 42 27.0 7.11 

Figure 15: 2004 Fire Jurisdiction Characteristics 

Leisure Time Activities 

Leisure time activities include those functions which provide leisure time 

opportunities for the citizenry which are accessible, dissimilar, safe, physically attractive, 

not overcrowded, and generally enjoyable.111 Most jurisdictions provide open-space, 

recreation facilities, cultural programs, youth and senior centers and programs, and parks. 

These public spaces may not necessarily be formal public spaces, but may include open areas 

to protect wildlife or flood plains. 

In 2004, the mean cost per resident to provide recreational spaces and programs was 

$88. Seven jurisdictions spent less than $50 per resident to provide recreational services. 

Three jurisdictions: Kettering, Moraine, and Oakwood exceed the average. In fact, Kettering 

spent $212 per resident or almost 2.5 times the average and Moraine spent almost five times 

the average ($429 per resident). 

                                                 
111 Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005, pA-1-5.1. 
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Figure 16: 2004 Leisure Time Activities Per Capita Expenditures 

Important benchmark indicators for leisure time activities include: acreage of public 

park space, persons per acre, number and square footage of recreation, senior and youth 

centers per capita or per 1,000 residents. Data pertaining to these key indicators was not 

possible to obtain for most of the study area jurisdictions and further research is necessary to 

make adequate jurisdictional comparisons other that expenditure per resident. 

Community Environment 

Appropriations cataloged under the Community Environment Program are for 

services that provide opportunities for satisfactory homes for the citizenry including 

provision for a choice, at affordable prices, of decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings in 
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pleasant surroundings, and to improve the economic environment of the community in 

general.112 
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Figure 17: 2004 Community Environment Services Per Capita Expenditure 

In 2004, the mean cost per resident to provide community environment services was 

$68 per resident. Six jurisdictions spent less than $50 per resident to provide community 

services. Four jurisdictions: Dayton, Oakwood, Trotwood, and West Carrollton exceed the 

mean. In fact, Oakwood spent $221 per resident, more than three times the average. 

Transportation 

Transportation appropriations are intended for services that provide facilities to 

transport needed amounts of various types of traffic quickly, safely, and pleasurably.113 In 

                                                 
112 Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005, pA-1-5.1. 
113 Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005, pA-1-5.1. 
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particular these services provide street construction, maintenance and repair, storm sewers 

and drains, traffic signals and signs, parking facilities, and sidewalks. 

The average per capita expenditure of the study jurisdictions in Fiscal Year (FY) 

2004 was $101. Seven of the jurisdictions spent less than the mean per capita expenditure. 

Three of the study area jurisdictions spent more than the average. But in particular, the City 

of Huber Heights spent 88.0% more and the City of Moraine spent 3.33% more than the 

mean per capita expenditure. 
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Figure 18: 2004 Transportation per Capita Expenditures 

 

When asked to provide data pertaining to street maintenance and repair, storm sewers 

and drains, traffic signals and signs, parking facilities, and sidewalks, only half of the 

jurisdictions responded with some level of detail. The average per paved mile of road 
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expenditure of the study jurisdictions in Fiscal Year (FY) 2004 was $19,874. Three of the 

five jurisdictions spent less than the mean per mile expenditure. Two of the study area 

jurisdictions spent significantly more than the mean. But in particular, the City of Huber 

Heights spent twice the mean per mile expenditure largely due to expansion projects to 

accommodate rapid development in the City. 

  Transportation 
Paved Roads 

(Miles) 
Cost per 

Mile 
Dayton $9,570,123 855 $11,193
Huber Heights $7,253,184 174 $41,805
Moraine $2,955,562 276 $10,709
Riverside $1,554,731 231 $6,730
Trotwood $2,603,908 90 $28,932
Mean $4,787,502 325 $19,874

Figure 19: Paved Mile Expenditures, 2004 

Public Works 

Public Works services provide for adequate utility services such as sanitary water 

supply, sewage disposal, electric power, and in some instances collection and disposal of 

solid waste.114 Not all of the study area jurisdictions report expenditures for public works 

because Montgomery County provides all or some these services for their residents. 

Six jurisdictions reported expenditures in 2004 — Dayton, Huber Heights, Kettering, 

Moraine, Harrison Township, and Jefferson Township. The mean per capita expenditure of 

these jurisdictions was $166. Three jurisdictions exceeded the mean, but Dayton exceeded 

the mean by the largest margin, 165%. 

                                                 
114 Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005, pA-1-5.1. 
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Jurisdiction Per 
Capita 
Public 
Works 

Expenditure 
Dayton $440
Huber Heights $154
Kettering $213
Moraine $40
Harrison Township $87
Jefferson Township $62
Mean Per Capita Expenditure $166

Figure 20: 2004 Public Works Per Capita Expenditures 

Conclusions 

As mentioned in the Introduction of the report, Dayton 

sustains a service system for the population it once had 

(262,332), but the resources to support the existing service 

system come from a much smaller (160,293) and less affluent 

population.  Over the years, the first ring suburbs built 

infrastructures and added services, replicating the system 

Dayton built, but on a smaller scale enticing population and 

employers to relocate to the suburbs.  But just as Dayton 

experienced, other jurisdictions in the study area began to 

exhibit similar trends in population decline. Even though these 

suburbs have not experienced population or job losses 

proportional to the City of Dayton, all feel the impact as the 

region’s population continues to drift outward and 

manufacturing jobs decrease.  

In general, service delivery 
systems are similar; 
however, the City of 

Kettering is unique in its 
reliance on volunteer 

firefighters.  The City of 
Moraine is also unique in 

the amount per capita 
spend on leisure activities.  
There is also a significant 
difference in the cost per 

mile for road 
improvements in Huber 
Heights as compared to 

four other cities.  
Differences may indicate 
areas of opportunity as 
opposed to barriers to 

interlocal service delivery.
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 Services are critical to a quality economic and social life and the tax bill for 

maintaining existing services continues to climb. Municipal income tax collections in the 

study area decreased 7.9%, or $14.6 million ($351 per capita), from 1997 to 2003 , while 

income tax rates rose 4.7%. Overall, municipal Real Property taxable value decreased $80.7 

million while taxes levied increased $45.3 million from 1996 to 2004 (Refer to Appendix F).  

Large differences in cost to provide services to their residents exist between the study 

area jurisdictions. Findings are unclear. Jurisdictions report both revenues and expenditures 

in different manners and a direct comparison cannot be adequately drawn. Cost per capita is 

an acceptable gauge for overall comparison, but additional data and the establishment of 

consistent metrics is necessary to complete a more detailed analysis of expenditures, 

particularly at the department level. Direct cost per employee or production ratios could not 

be established in almost all cases, further inhibiting direct cost comparison (Refer to 

Appendix F, Cost per Service Tables).  

Opportunities for cooperation for the study area jurisdictions exist where resources 

can be used more efficiently or elimination of overlapping areas of responsibilities occur, but 

particularly where residents cross boundaries to receive these services.  

Where area residents obtain services or amenities, such as recreation, has little 

relevance to where they live. Residents in Dayton and the surrounding communities cross 

jurisdictional boundaries to work, shop, play, and socialize. Jurisdictions count on area 

residents to cross these boundaries to support the facilities they build.  

For example, one swimming pool per 20,000 people is recommended by Lancaster in 

Park, Recreation, Open Space and Greenway Guidelines, a nationally recognized publication 

of recreation standards. However, when the City of Moraine constructed the Splash Moraine 

facility for a population of 6,934 residents, City Administrators were obviously counting on 

cross-border traffic to sustain the waterpark. 
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When regional facilities, such as parks and pools are constructed, cooperative 

agreements may be drawn to share the cost of construction and maintenance and allow 

neighboring jurisdictions who participate in the agreement to offer use of facilities with 

admittance fees or memberships at the “resident” or reduced cost. 

Further collaboration between purchasing departments to achieve a local economy of 

scale is another example. Joint Economic Development Agreements are still additional 

possibilities, saving Dayton and surrounding jurisdictions the cost of expanding the existing 

infrastructure by using or connecting to the existing. Finally, fleet maintenance is yet another 

opportunity where additional local jurisdictions could continue to cooperate and reduce the 

cost to taxpayers for service utilizing the City of Dayton’s Maintenance Department. 
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VI. Conclusion 

The Alignment of Past with the Present 

Over one hundred years ago, John Patterson called for a local government that better 

fit a new economy and the challenges of improving the living standards of Daytonians.  

Seventeen years later Dayton adopted a business model for conducting the work of 

government.  Dayton became a leader and model for other cities.  Today, the challenges are 

not the same, yet not different.  Dayton, and now many other municipalities and townships, 

must deal with economic change to sustain a high quality of life for all citizens.  Today is 

different than Patterson’s era, though. Dayton and the region are not being lifted by a wave 

of industrial growth; we are drifting, in search of new industries to replace well paying jobs.  

Another difference is Dayton’s influence in the region.  Today, the city is surrounded by 

suburbs.  Some have begun to experience loss of population and wealth and some are 

growing and prospering.  All share a common challenge of providing quality services and of 

balancing strained budgets, but each has own constituencies to serve.  Finally, today there is 

not a John Patterson that can influence decisions; power is as diffused as urban growth, and 

there has not been a catalytic event like the 1913 flood that unites citizens, business, and 

government in a common cause. 

There is, though, a common feeling that local government must change to adjust to 

the new economy and rising governmental costs.  The call for change is not really new, but 

the pressure put upon government by the global economy is high and keeps increasing.  

Government reform, in general, has been a high priority since Jimmy Carter became 

president.  Local government became a target after E.S. Savas wrote How to Shrink 

Government: Privatizing the Public Sector in 1982.  Academic books and journals, 

practitioner magazines and newsletters, and popular media have been filled with ideas about 

alternatives to public services and reinventing government.  The methods are as interesting as 

the ideas: entrepreneurialism, tax revenue sharing, neighborhood empowerment, citizen 
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capacity building, total quality and performance management, and public-private 

partnerships to name just some.  All of these ideas and methods for more efficient and 

effective government have some degree of merit, and there is some evidence that the 

methods have had positive results for communities. 

Yet, the structure of local government today is based on organizational principles 

dating back to John Patterson; the business model.  Division of labor, efficiency, and a strong 

chief executive characterize this model.  The 20th century business model does not fit very 

well in the 21st century.  Today’s growth industries have learned to compete through 

partnerships and shared resources.  For example, Booz Allen & Hamilton described 

information services as evolving from organizational consolidation to supply side and then to 

demand side management.  In the 1990s, escalating costs pushed corporations to adopt 

shared information services and resulted in significant cost savings and gains in 

professionalism, quality and productivity.  In translation, a new local government structure 

would be based on new principles such as flexibility, risk, and sustainability in addition to 

existing principles of accountability, economy, and professionalism.  The current structure is 

focused more on operational design than operational innovation and outcomes.  The new 

structure would be based more on sharing assets, expertise and information rather than 

simply managing them. 

History then provides us with several important lessons.  One, Dayton did not wait 

for indisputable proof that a city-manager commission system would result in better 

government and higher living standards.  Community leaders took risks and it paid off.  

Dayton stood above other cities as innovators  “the model city.”  Two, the decision to adopt 

a business model was really not revolutionary; it was evolutionary.  Government learned 

from businesses (e.g., NCR/John Patterson) that had adopted new management systems to 

become more competitive.  Today, business models are changing to compete in the global 

economy and government must change too.  The metropolitan model defined by OECD 

firmly supports democracy, and, in fact, attempts to expand participation and extend higher 
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living standards.  The model does not call for governmental consolidation or single solutions, 

but it does call for a metropolitan vision and local government service cooperation and 

coordination among other things. 

Dayton Has a Firm Foundation to Start the Change Process  

Our conclusion is that interlocal service delivery is no longer just an option; it is now 

critical to the economic health and vitality of our communities.  Two recent reports, “Playing 

to Win” and “Prescribing Future Health,” lay out convincing cases for interlocal cooperation.  

Case studies tell us that the starting point should not be consolidation or, for that matter, 

interlocal cooperative service delivery.  Instead, local governments need to come together 

and share their visions of the future and their goals for meeting community needs.  Based 

upon this common understanding and respect for local autonomy, discussions of interlocal 

service delivery can gain momentum.  To sustain that momentum communities need to 

assess their internal capacity, begin with a core group of like-minded communities, act, and 

measure progress. 

Capacity to Make Changes 

This report considered a wide array of successful interlocal, cooperative efforts in 

service delivery.  Local governments throughout the world have been very entrepreneurial in 

developing methods, structures, and models for how local government services can be 

cooperatively delivered.  Structures developed by local governments fill the spectrum from 

the creation of an entirely new government entity to mergers of existing functions. Similarly, 

methods of service delivery range from very formal and precise contracts to very informal 

agreements. Almost every type of service that is delivered by local governments has been 

delivered on a cooperative, interlocal basis.  In short, as evidenced by the case studies in this 

report, there is virtually no limit to how, when, why, and where local governments can 

cooperatively deliver local services and address local needs. 
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The Dayton region has a long and rich history of working cooperatively on public 

issues. One only has to examine the hundreds of examples listed in the appendices of this 

report to see a very recent history of cooperative efforts on interlocal service delivery.  With 

all of the success that has been achieved locally, however, one critical area which appears to 

be missing in the region’s specific culture of cooperation is a sense of long term partnership 

and vision on a larger scale.  Without an ongoing sense of common identity, shared goals, 

and joint vision, the area has relegated itself to struggling with the resolution of specific 

problems in an ad hoc, piecemeal fashion.  A more effective model for local governments 

within the region is to develop and sustain a mechanism to build consensus around a 

common vision and goals, common threats/challenges/needs, and a real sense of being part 

of something larger than individual organizational units.  In this regard, barriers to interlocal 

cooperation, while not eliminated, are reduced in their influence on local government action.  

Begin With Core Communities 

The report focused on first ring suburbs.  Dayton and the first ring suburbs comprise 

the region’s core communities.  As the data reveals, the communities share common 

development patterns.  Dayton has a much longer history of relationships with these 

communities due to their proximity and state and federal programs.  While each community 

has unique interests, they do share policy priorities that support urban reinvestment, 

brownfield redevelopment, vacant properties, and other issues.  Most importantly, the first 

ring suburbs have developed services and infrastructures that are becoming more difficult to 

maintain fiscally.  First ring suburbs are a starting point.  Similar to the Carthage, New York, 

case, other communities could be and should be included at any time in discussions of vision, 

goals, and interlocal cooperation. 
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Act Now  

There is an exhaustive body of knowledge about the “how to” of interlocal service 

delivery.  Dayton and the region can and should utilize that information.  For instance, the 

DMG-MAXIMUS study, detailed earlier in this report, is a virtual primer on the necessary 

basic elements to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of local government service 

delivery.  The study considers existing conditions, political environment, citizen/business 

involvement, analysis of opportunities, structural alternatives, and evaluation of selected 

methods. 

Also, there are many other studies that could be reviewed.  For example, Wayne 

Faust and Chris Dunning prepared a report titled, Sharing Government Services: a Practical 

Guide.  This report was funded by the University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension 

program.  This report provides worksheets, sample agreements, and a fourteen step process 

from rationale for shared services to pursuing funding.  The New York Office of the 

Comptroller also produced a manual for local governments considering cooperation titled, 

Intermunicipal Cooperation and Consolidation: Exploring Opportunities for Savings and 

Improved Service Delivery.  New York’s process identified eight stages and provides helpful 

hints throughout the report.  Specific to Ohio, Beth Honadle and Robin Weirauch produced 

an informative report on local government options titled, Local Government Options: a 

Practical Toolkit for Customized Local Government Structuring in Ohio. 

Measuring Progress 

Our study of Dayton and surrounding communities exposed the need for meaningful 

measurements and performance comparisons.  How can opportunities for service cooperation 

be uncovered when each community measures costs and performance in different ways?  

ICMA has already attempted to tackle this problem and has made progress that could benefit 

future analysis.  Measuring and benchmarking progress locally and with peer urban areas are 
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essential for any successful interlocal service delivery effort.  Without appropriate metrics 

(measurement tools), there is no evidence to calculate the results of any cooperative effort.  

Without benchmarks (standards of performance), there is no ability to judge how well the 

effort performed. 

*          *          * 

The next section provides recommendations that seek to bring communities together, 

as a first priority, and then to engage stakeholders in a discussion of interlocal cooperation 

and service delivery. 
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VII. Future Opportunities and Recommendations – Next Steps 

Begin and continue formal dialogue 

This Creative Government report, Playing to Win, and other reports provide enough 

information to more forward to substantive discussions.  Consistent with the Dayton culture 

for intergovernmental cooperation, stakeholders from the region should be invited to join a 

deliberative process.  Convening the group initiates Phase II.  The conveners should be 

representatives of the core communities and the business community.  A schematic of Phase 

I and II and other Phases can be found below. 

The name of the stakeholders could be the Creative Government Committee.  The 

goal of this engagement should be to develop a long-term relationship and understanding 

between local government agencies and their stakeholders.  Strong consideration should be 

given to inviting citizens, state policy makers, local government policy makers, local 

government service employees, business, and civic leaders (e.g., school board members, 

school superintendents, the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission, Dayton Regional 

Network).  Local government officials and service employees should come from the core 

communities; however, if other local governments wish to participate they should be 

included. 

Fill Information Gap 

Any discussion of changing the way local government works and changing the way 

services are provided needs to be informed by what citizens and service employees think 

about these questions.  Citizens pay the bills and consume the services.  Service employees 

will feel threatened and undervalued unless they are involved in discussions of their work 

and operations.  Further, service employees are the experts and best understand opportunities 

for improvements and possible interjurisdictional cooperation, and service employees will be 
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charged with implementing interlocal cooperation agreements and their support is crucial for 

success. 

Engagement Outcome 

The outcomes will be whatever the Creative Government Committee decides; 

however, there needs to be clear objectives in mind even if they are not achieved.  Expected 

outcomes include the following. 

• A cohesive feeling of being “on the same team.”  A mission can be developed 
through discussions of issues of common concern such as development and 
redevelopment; vacant properties; housing; brownfields; changing 
demographics; shrinking budget resources; and interlocal service delivery.  
The discussion would include examination of how other metropolitan areas 
have begun to deal with core community issues. 
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Figure 21: Creative Government Process 

 

• Logical, practical, and creative ideas for interlocal service delivery.  The 
sources cited in the Conclusions section provide detailed steps to deliberate 
and make decisions.  This outcome is the core mission of the Creative 
Government Committee. 

• Initiate a local intergovernmental effort to standardize how data is collected 
and reported. For instance, a uniform “chart of accounts” (major revenue and 
expenditure categories) in each government’s CAFR.  The effort should 
extend to creating and maintaining uniform statistics for all of the major 
functions of local government.  
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• Establish benchmarks to measures regional progress and to compare our 
community with other regions.  The emerging ICMA format could be utilized 
as a starting point for discussions regarding benchmarks. This will allow for 
comparison of local government services on an equivalent basis, as well as 
giving local governments the ability to compare the quality of their services to 
other governments around the country. 

• Create a coordinating body that would provide oversight for interlocal service 
development, continued dialogue, and eventually broaden the mission of the 
Creative Government Committee to other governance issues.  Oversight by 
the coordinating committee might include: 

- work toward the reduction of organizational barriers;  

- develop and sustain cross jurisdictional relationships; 

- review progress on goals; and 

- inform and educate stakeholders about successes, challenges, and new 
opportunities. 

Select services that can bring quick success and can be easily implemented 

Phase III proposes to conduct a detailed examination and comparison of local 

government services (service by service) to determine whether or not there are opportunities 

for interlocal service agreements.  Previously in this report it has been noted that functional 

areas producing public services with relatively large amounts of capital and smaller amounts 

of other inputs are apt to exhibit economies of scale.  Services that could produce 

cooperation quickly include the following. 

• Dayton’s Fire Garage – explore cooperative agreements for vehicle 
mechanical services with suburban departments. 

• Police Dispatch - Explore an areawide police dispatch system.  Opportunities 
rank higher for surrounding jurisdictions and jurisdictions that may be 
considering dispatch equipment upgrades and or investments. 
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• DIBRS/NIBRS - Dayton has a significant investment of both technological 
and intellectual capital in this area that could benefit smaller law enforcement 
agencies in the region. 

• Road Analysis – Kettering has significant expertise utilizing external analysis 
of roads.  Economies of scale could benefit other communities by reducing 
road analysis costs and utilizing the data. 

Seek support from the state 

Several of the successful interlocal service delivery efforts, e.g., Alberta and New 

York, included the participation of the state government. This participation resulted in 

financial support as well as providing advisory support.  Given that the State of Ohio 

considered incentives for interlocal cooperation during biennial budget negotiations, gaining 

the support of the State appears reasonable.  Of equal or potentially greater value to local 

governments would be the State’s support in enacting specific legislation that facilitates and 

rewards interlocal service delivery efforts. 

Investigate high reward opportunities 

The economic health of Dayton and its neighboring governments are inextricably 

linked.  It is also true that inner ring suburbs experience similar economic problems due to 

housing over production, aging housing, vacant strip centers, brownfields and so on.  A new 

interlocal economic development effort should be considered to enhance the economic 

viability of the core communities and, thereby, benefit the entire region.  The Cuyahoga 

County initiative to develop and redevelop vacant commercial properties, discussed earlier in 

the report, deserves close attention.  The Creative Government Committee should consider 

our strengths, weaknesses, strategic advantages, and our opportunities for developing such a 

program.  The key issues from the Cuyahoga County experience that are relevant here 

include: 
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• Area-wide identification and agreement on core community development and 
redevelopment; 

• Broad-based and inclusive regional involvement (public, private, 
philanthropic) in identifying strategic solutions; 

• Significant new funding from a variety of sources, both public and private, to 
implement solutions which create major, immediate, and long lasting impact; 

• Utilization of any economic “windfall” from the new program to sustain the 
effort; and 

• Formation of an ongoing oversight and evaluation partnership comprised of 
civic and business leaders. 

Continuing dialogue and expanding the scope and composition of the 

committee  

Finally it is important to reiterate that without a sense of common vision and goals 

throughout the region and the will to sustain that vision through dialogue and celebrating 

interlocal cooperative successes, overriding interlocal competition will return.  Interlocal 

competition will not and should not go away.  Interlocal cooperation diverts energy from 

interlocal competition to mutually benefit local government stakeholders.  Hence, a delicate 

balance needs to be struck between continued focus on improving services for each 

community’s well being and a shared sense of purpose  higher standard of living for all.  It 

should be remembered that it will take the support, the creativity, and the commitment of all 

citizens, businesses, civic organizations, and local governments to succeed in the global 

economy. 



 

 

127

June 2006

Creative Government

Bibliography 

Department of Local Government. A Vision for Local Governance in New Brunswick. 

June, 2001. <http://www.gnb.ca/0370/0361/0005/0001-e.asp> (12 December 2005). 

Abraham, Anish. Joburg shows Congo the ropes. 3 October 2005. 

<http://www.joburg.org.za/2005/oct/oct3_congo.stm>  (14 October 2005).  

Alberta Urban Municipalities Association Shared Service Strategy. Final Report. 

Price Waterhouse Coopers. July12, 2001. 

Alexander, Frank S., Land Bank Authorities. A Guide for the Creation and Operation 

of Local Land Banks. Fannie Mae Foundation Local Initiatives Support Corporation, 

April 2005. 

Allegheny County: Boards. 2006. <http://www.county.allegheny.pa.us/boards/> 

(March 2006). 

Allegheny Regional Asset District, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania. 2006. 

<http://www.radworkshere.org/> (March 2006). 

Andrulis, Dennis P., Hailey M. Reid and Lisa M. Duchon. June 2004. Quality of Life 

in the Nation’s 100 largest Cities and Their Suburbs: New and Continuing Challenges 

for Improving Health and Well-Being. The Social and Health Landscape of Urban 

and Suburban America Report Series.  

Annexation or Consolidation. Facts and Issues in Randolph Township. Dayton, Ohio: 

Community Research, Inc. 

Babcock, Jim. “Heights Manager Clarifies city’s position; Says officials don’t initiate 

annexation, but welcome anyone.” Dayton Daily News. March 20, 2003. LexisNexis 

Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (Feb 2006). 



 

 

128

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Babcock, Jim. “Jurisdictions to cooperate, no fight.” Dayton Daily News. January 18, 

2001. LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-

nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 February 2006). 

Babcock, Jim. “Merger on paper doesn’t create unity; Riverside’s geography isolates 

citizens.” Dayton Daily News. November 27, 1994. LexisNexis Academic. 

<http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 February 2006). 

Barlow, I.M. 1981. Spatial Dimensions of Urban Government. Chichester, New 

York, Brisbane, Toronto: Research Studies Press.   

Bashford, Howard. et al. The City of Mesa Benchmarking Study. Tempe, AZ: 2001. 

Behn, Robert D. “The Replication Challenge.” Management Insights. February 8, 

2006. <http:www.governing.com/manage/mi/insight.htm >, (1 March 2006). 

“Benchmarking Ohio’s Economic Competitiveness.” Ohio Chamber of Commerce. 

January 2005. 

Berger, Anna and Bill Thomas. “The South Carolina Municipal Benchmarking 

Project.” Public Policy & Practice. USC Institute for Public Service and Policy 

Research (October 2002): 16-23.   

Bertram, H. “Double transformation at the eastern border of the EU: the case of the 

Euroregion pro Europa Viadrina.” GeoJournal 44, no. 3 (1998): 215-224. 

“Best Practices Briefs. City to City Cooperation.” Best practices. Database in 

improving the Living Environment. 1996-2002. 

<http://bestpractices.org/bpbriefs/city2city.html> (4 September 2005). 

“Best Practices Reviews.” State of Minnesota. Office of the State Auditor. 2004. 

<http://www.auditor.state.mn.us/default.aspx?page=bestpractices> (29 August 2005). 



 

 

129

June 2006

Creative Government

“Beyond Merger: A Competitive Vision for the Regional City of Louisville.” 

Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. 2002 

<http://www.brook.edu> (15 August 2005). 

Birrel, Derek and Amanda Hayes. “Managing Cross-Border Cooperation Between 

Voluntary Organizations in Ireland.” Nonprofit Management & Leadership 15, no.1 

(Fall 2004): 41-53.  

Bitter Smith, Susan. “Cooperation between cities will benefit park, everyone.” The 

Arizona Republic online. 30 August 2005, 

<http://www.azcentral.com/arizonarepublic/northeastvalleyopinions/> (8 September 

2005). 

Boutilier, Guy. “The Importance of Working Together. Alberta Planning Exchange.” 

The Newsletter of the Community Planning Association of Alberta. June 2003. 

Bowman, Nancy and Mehul Srivastava. “Boundary debate re-ignites; Huber Heights, 

Bethel Twp. Residents uneasy.” Dayton Daily News. March 10, 2005. LexisNexis 

Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 

February 2006). 

Bowman, Nancy. “Bethel Twp. trustees taking annexation appeal to top court; Lower 

courts allow loss of 37 acres to heights.” Dayton Daily News. March 26, 2003. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Breckenridge, Tom. “Cuyahoga leaders back mutual development fund.” The Plain 

Dealer. January 27, 2006. <http://www.cleveland.com> (1 March, 2006). 

Breckenridge, Tom. “Plan: Share taxes to nurture industry.” The Plain Dealer. 

December 10, 2005. http://www.cleveland.com (1 March, 2006). 



 

 

130

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Campbell, Richard W. and Sally Coleman Seldon. “Does City-County Consolidation 

Save Money? The Unification of Athens-Clarke County Suggests it Might.” Public 

Policy Research Series. Carl Vinson Institute of Government 1, no.2. March 2000. 

<http://www.cviog.uga.edu> (16 September 2005). 

Carmin, JoAnn et al. Leveraging Local Action. Grassroots Initiatives and 

Transboundary Collaboration in the Formation of the White Carpathian Euroregion.” 

International Sociology 18, no.4 (December 2003): 703-725. 

Carr, Jered B. and Feiock, Richard C. City-County Consolidation and Its 

Alternatives: Reshaping the Local Government Landscape. 2004. 

<http://www.suce.syr.edu/community/ocl/ocl_studies/2005/Alternatives_to_City-

County_Consolidation_1.pdf> (20 October 2005). 

Carr, Jered B. and Richard C. Feiock. “Who Becomes Involved in City-County 

Consolidation? Findings from County Officials in 25 Communities”. State and Local 

Government Review. 34, no. 2 (2002): 78-94. 

Carstarphen W.H. ‘’Georgia city-county consolidation progressing rapidly.” Nation’s 

Cities Weekly 19, no.36 (1996): 2. 

Castleman, C. Open Space. Guidelines & Standards. A Guide to Understanding the 

New versus the Old. 1996. National Recreation and Park Association. 

Cities for Citizens: Improving Metropolitan Governance. 2001. France: OECD. 

Cities, Regions and Competitiveness. Second Report from the Working Group of 

Government Departments. The regional Development Agencies. London, June 2003. 

City of Omaha and Douglas County. <http://www.omaha.ne.us> (February 2006). 



 

 

131

June 2006

Creative Government

City of Sylvania and Sylvania Township, Ohio. “Consolidation of Services 

Analysis.” Sylvania Area Community Improvement Corporation. May12, 2005. 

<http://www.sev.org/CICStudy/Study.pdf.> (9 November 2005). 

“City of Springfield and Springfield Township Development Agreement (CEDA).” 

City of Springfield, Ohio. 19 October 2004. 

<http://www.ci.springfield.oh.us/news/ceda.htm> (10 November 2005). 

“City/Township partnering to establish JEDD.” The City of Miamisburg, Ohio. 

News. 19 July 2005. <http://www.mvcc.net/miamisburg/mbnews.htm> (15 

November 2005). 

“City-to-city cooperation.” UN-HABITAT. 2003. 

<http://www.unhabitat.org/programmes/agenda21/c2c.asp.> (18 October 2005). 

“City-to-City Cooperation: Issues Arising from Experience.” United Nations Centre 

for Human Settlements (Habitat) and United Towns Organization (UTO/FMCU) on 

behalf of the World Associations of Cities and Local Authorities Coordination 

(WACLAC). Nairobi, 25 May 2001. 

<http://www.sustainabledevelopment.org/learning/transfers/city-to-city.pdf> (4 

September 2005). 

Church, Andrew and Peter Reid. Urban Power, International Networks and 

Competition: The Example of Cross-border Cooperation.” Urban Studies 33, no.8 

(1996): 1297-1318  

Clark, Jill et al. Growth and Change at the Rural-Urban Interface: An Overview of 

Ohio’s Changing Population and Land Use. The Ohio State University. March 2003. 

Clawson, David L. and Merril L. Johnson. 2004. World Regional Geography. A 

Development Approach. New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc. 



 

 

132

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Cohesive Thinking Towards a Sustainable Future. Report of the Sustainable 

European Regions Network. 2004. 

Colaresi, Michael. “When Doves Cry: International Rivalry, Unreciprocated 

Cooperation, and Leadership Turnover.” American Journal of Political Science 48, 

no. 3 (2004): 555-570. 

Commissioners Annexation Manual. County Commissioners Association. October 

2001. <http://www.ccao.org/Annexation/index.htm> (September 2005). 

“Consider a city-county police merger.” Dayton Daily News. January 11, 2004. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Consolidation of Services: Pueblo County and City of Pueblo. Final report. Study and 

Recommendations. Governance Task Force of the 2010 Commission. Pueblo, 

Colorado. May 8, 2002.   

Conte, Marc. Dare to Share: A Review of Tax-Revenue Sharing in the United States. 

A Report of the Ohio Chapter of the Sierra Club. March, 2001. 

“Cooperate, Collaborate, Consolidate Option for local Government in Monroe 

County.” Center for Governmental Research, Inc. 2003. <http://www.crc.org> 

(October 2005). 

“Cooperation protocol. Twin Cities Uppsala and Tartu. 2001-2002.” City of Tartu. 10 

October 2005. http://www.tartu.ee (18 October 2005). 

Cooperation not Consolidation: The Answers for Milwaukee Governance. Volume 

15, Number 8. Wisconsin Policy Research Institute. November 2002. 

<http://www.wpri.org> (August 2005). 



 

 

133

June 2006

Creative Government

Cost-sharing for Success: A Pro-active Approach. Report. AAMD&C/AUMA 

Rural/Urban Cost-Sharing Task Force. 2002. 

Cowing, Thomas G. and A.G. Holtmann. The Economics of Local Public Service 

Consolidation. D.C. Heath and Company, 1976, p. 29-76. 

Cox, Phyllis. “Municipalities explore merger.” Dayton Daily News. April 7, 2005. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Craig, Gary and Jill Manthorpe. “Unequal Partners? Local Government 

Reorganization and the Voluntary Sector.” Social Policy and Administration 33, no. 

1(1999): 55-72. 

Cross Border Co-operation in the Balkan-Danube Area. An analysis of Strengths, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats. 2003. Council of Europe. 

Cummings, James. “Communities were ready for punch.” Dayton Daily News. 1 

April, 2006. 

“Danube-Drava-Sava Euroregional Cooperation.” Osijek-Baranja County. 

<http://www.obz.hr/eng/clanstva1.htm> (15 November 2005). 

Deaton, Angus and Christina Paxson. “Economies of Scale, Household Size, and the 

Demand for Food.” Journal of Political Economy 106, no.5 (1998): 897-930. 

Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the United States 

2004. <http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/offenses_reported/index.html> (December 

2005). 

New York State Department of State. 2004. 

<http://www.dos.state.ny.us/lgss/pdfs/intergvt.pdf> (14 September 2005). 



 

 

134

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Diamond, Douglas B., Jr and George S. Stolley. 1982. The Economics of Urban 

Amenities. New York: Academic Press.  

Dodson, Marvin E. III and Thomas A. Garrett. Inefficient Education Spending in 

public School Districts: A Case for Consolidation. Working Paper Series. The 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. April 2003. 

Eduardo Alvarez et al. 1999. Beyond Shared Services: e-Enabled Service Delivery. 

Booz-Allen &Hamilton Inc. 

Ehlers, Nicole. “The utopia of the binational city.” GeoJournal 54 (2001): 21-32. 

Elected Officials Handbooks. 1994. Washington DC: International City/County 

Management Association. 

Elling, Duane M., “Community organizers seek impact on issues of land use, 

poverty, regional equity.” Pathways out of Poverty. Charles Stewart Matt Foundation.

Elliot, Bill and Rae Runge. “Alberta Government Services, Edmonton, Alberta, 

Canada. The Alberta Spatial Information (SPIN) System (2001-Single Process).” 

URISA Journal 17, no.2 (2005): 7-11. 

Epstain, Paul et al. “Government Service Efforts and Accomplishments Performance 

Reports: A Guide to Understanding.” July 2005. Governmental Accounting 

Standards Board of the Financial Accounting Foundation.  

Erb, Robin. “Rumbling heard for city, county to unite services.” 17 August 2003. 

Carl Vinson Institute of Government. <http://www.cviog.uga.edu/spotlight/news/> 

(17 October 2005). 



 

 

135

June 2006

Creative Government

“Euroregions.” Council of Europe. 2004. 

http://www.coe.int/T/E/Legal_Affairs/Local_and_ 

regional_Democracy/Transfrontier_cooperation/Euroregions (25 October 2005). 

Exploring the Issue of Merger. Brookings Institution. 2004. <http://ci.clayton.mo.us> 

(November 2005). 

Faludi, Andreas. 2002. European Spatial Planning. Cambridge, Massachusetts: 

Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

Faludi, Andreas. “The European Spatial Development Perspective – What Next?” 

European Planning Studies 8, no. 2 (2000): 237-250. 

Feasibility study for consolidation of police services. Prepared for the cities of 

Grover Beach and Arroyo Grande. ICMA. March, 1994. 

Feiock, Richard C. and Jered B. Carr. 1997. Reassessment of City/County 

Consolidation: Economic Development Impacts. Askew School of Public 

Administration and Policy. Florida State University. 

Feiock, Richard C. and Jered Carr. “Private Incentives and Public entrepreneurs: The 

Promotion of City/County Consolidation.” Public Administration Quarterly 24, no.2 

(2000): 223-245. 

Finley, Price D. “Cooperative Economic Development Made Easy With JEDDs and 

CEDAs.” Bricker & Eckler LLP.  July/August 2004. 

<http://www.bricker.com/LegalServices/Industry/PolSubDiv/municipalrc/oms164.as

> (15 November 2005). 

Five Rivers Metro Parks, Dayton, Ohio. <http://www.metroparks.org> (March 2006). 



 

 

136

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Forming a Metropolitan Government: The Hows and Whys of Local Government 

Consolidation in Tennessee. September 2003. Tennessee Advisory Commission on 

Intergovernmental Relations Staff Information Report. 

Frolik, Joe. “Shifting gears to the Third Frontier.” The Plain Dealer. November 24, 

2002. <http://www.cleveland.com> (1 March 2006). 

Galambos, Eva C. Sandy Springs: A Case Study on Centralization of Local 

Government. Georgia Public Policy Foundation. <http://www.gppf.org> (February 

2006). 

Gottschlich, Antony J. “Franklin group wants to study possible merger; Goal is to 

protect city, township from annexation.” Dayton Daily News. February 1, 2003. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Governmental Consolidation in the Plymouth Community. Report 233. Citizens 

Research Council of Michigan. 1968. <http://www.crc.org> (October 2005). 

Gray, Andrew, et al. 2003. Collaboration in public service: the challenge for 

evaluation. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publishers. 

Greater Dayton Regional Transit Authority. <http://ww.mvrta.org/about.> (6 

February 2006). 

Greenstein, Rosalind and Wim Wiewel. 2000. Urban-Suburban Interdependencies. 

Cambridge, Massachusetts: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

Grossback, Lawrence J. “The Problem of State-Imposed Mandates: Lessons from 

Minnesota’s Local Governments.” State and Local Government Review 34, no.3 

(Fall 2002): 183-197. 



 

 

137

June 2006

Creative Government

Hackler, Darrene. “The information Technology Industry and Telecommunications: 

An Empirical Analysis of Cities in the Minneapolis-St. Paul and Phoenix 

Metropolitan Areas.” Journal of Urban Affairs 11, no.3, (2004): 35-59.  

Hamilton, David K. “Regimes and Regional Governance: The Case of Chicago.” 

Journal of Urban Affairs 24, no. 4 (2002): 403-423. 

Harnik, Peter. Inside City Parks. Washington, D.C. 2000. 

Harris Blake. “Making Sense of Shared Services.” Government Technology’s Public 

CIO 3, no.3, (2005): 28-32.  

Harris, Richard. The Real City: Community Perceptions about City and County 

Consolidation. UTSA Metropolitan Research and Policy Institute. 2002. 

<http://mrpi.utsa.edu> (August 2005). 

Heath, Seth Warren. Consolidation of the City of Albuquerque and the County of 

Bernalillo. <http://www.swheath.com> (August 2005). 

Heim, Carol. Border Wars: Tax revenues, Annexation, and Urban growth in Phoenix. 

Political Economy Research Institute, January 2006. 

Hein, Susan S. “The Future of Government Consolidation in Milwaukee County.” 

Wisconsin Interest. Winter 2003: 35-41. 

Henk van Houtum and Anke Struver. “Borders, Strangers, Doors and Bridges.” 

Space & Polity 6, no.2 (2002): 141-146 

Henk van Houtum and Anke Struver. “Where is the Border?” The Journal of Creative 

Geography 4, no.1 (Summer 2002): 20-23. 

Hernandez, Carol. “Trotwood council makes move toward merger.” Dayton Daily 

News. November 22, 1994. LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-



 

 

138

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 February 2006). 

Hershberg, Ted. “The Case for Regional Cooperation.” The Regionalist 1, no. 3 

(1995). 

Hevesi, Alan G. 2005. Intermunicipal Cooperation and Consolidation. Exploring 

opportunities for Savings and Improved Service Delivery. Office of the New York 

State Comptroller. Division of Local Government Services & Economic 

Development.  

Hevesi, Alan G. November 2003. Local Government Management Guide. 

Intermunicipal Cooperation. Office of the New York State Comptroller. Division of 

Local Government Services & Economic Development. 

History of the National Partnership for Reinventing Government. Accomplishments, 

1993-2000. A Summary. UNT Libraries: CyberCemetery Home 12 January 2001. 

<http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/npr/whoweare/appendixf.html.> (4 March 2006). 

Honadle, Beth Walter and Robin R. Weirauch. 2004. Local Government Options: A 

Practical Toolkit for Customized Local Government Structuring in Ohio. Center for 

Policy Analysis and Public Service at Bowling Green State University. 

Honadle, Beth. Participatory Research for Public Issue Education: A Strategic 

Approach to a Municipal Consolidation Study. Journal of Vocational & Technical 

Education, 27, no.1, (1996): 56. 

Hooghe, Liesbet and Gary Marks. “Unraveling the Central State, but How? Types of 

Multi-level Governance.” American Political Science Review 97, no. 2(May 2003): 

233-243. 



 

 

139

June 2006

Creative Government

Howard Bashford et.al., “The City of Mesa Benchmarking Study.” 2004, 

<http://www.cityofmesa.org/building_safety/pdf/Homepage/Benchmarking_Study_2

004.pdf. (February 2006). 

Hudson, Christine. Regional development partnership in Sweden: a way for higher 

education institutions to develop their role in the processes of regional governance? 

Kluwer Academic Publishers. Netherlands 2004. 

Hudson, Christine. Regional Development Partnerships in Sweden: Putting the 

Government Back in Governance? Umea University. Sweden. 

Huq, Naheed. Making Joint Public service Work in the 21st Century. 

Intergovernmental Cooperation: Case Studies in Southeast Michigan. 

SEMCOG/MAC. March, 2004. 

Iannone, Donald T. “Regional Cooperation isn’t enough.” The Plain Dealer. July 22, 

2002. http://www.cleveland.com (1 March, 2006). 

IBM Center for The Business of Government. The Business of Government Sixth 

Anniversary Issue. Summer 2004. <www.businessofgovernment.org> (February 

2006). 

Implicit Price Deflator, Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product 

Account Table 1.1.9 Implicit Price Deflators for Gross Domestic Product (Index 

numbers, 2000=100), January 27, 2006. 

Innes, Judith E., and Gruber, Judith. “Planning Styles in Conflict.” Journal of the 

American Planning Association 71, no. 2, (2005): 177-188.  

“Intergovernmental Agreements.” Municipal Research & Services Center of 

Washington. <http://www.mrsc.org/> (29August 2005). 



 

 

140

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

International City/County Management Association. The Municipal Year Book 2004. 

Volume 71. 2004. 

 “International co-operation between cities.” City of Vantaa. 15 March 2004. 

<http://www.vantaa.fi/en> (18 October 2005). 

Jensen, Brian K, and James W. Turner. “Act 77: Revenue Sharing in Allegheny 

County,” Government Finance Review, December, 2000. 

Johnson, Linda S. and Richard C. Feiock. City-County Consolidation: A Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis Approach. <http://www.fsu.edu> (September 2005). 

Jonsson, Christen, Sven Tagil and Gunnar Tornqvist. 2000. Organizing European 

Space. London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: SAGE Publications 

Katsuyama, Byron. Is Municipal Consolidation the Answer? Municipal Research 

News. Municipal Research and Service Center. Summer 2003.  

Kelley, Joseph T. 1986. Costing government Services: A Guide for Decision Making. 

Kent, Calvin A., and Kent Sowards. Local Government Consolidation: Lessons for 

West Virginia. Final Report. Marshall University. Center for Business and Economic 

Research. February, 2005.  

Kepple, David. “3 seek mayor post; Clayton merger top issue.” Dayton Daily News. 

October 2, 1997. LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-

nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 February 2006). 

Kepple, David. “Merger panel to wrap up.” Dayton Daily News. July 31, 1996. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 



 

 

141

June 2006

Creative Government

Kepple, David. “North merger feud stalled.” Dayton Daily News. November 9, 1996. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Kepple, David. “Officials plan for merger.” Dayton Daily News. June 12, 1996. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Multi-Agency Benchmarking Project Executive Summary. King County Department 

of Natural Resources Technical Publications Unit. 1999.  

Kitson M., Martin R. and Peter Tyler. The Regional Competitiveness Debate. 

University of Cambridge. 

Krugman, Paul. Increasing Returns and Economic Geography. The Journal of 

Political Economy 99, no. 3. (1991): 483-499. 

Lafayette City-Parish Consolidated Government: Home Rule Charter. Lafayette City-

Parish Charter Commission. April. 1992/ Nov. 1998. 

Laffan, Brigid and Diane Payne. “INTERREG III and Cross-Border Cooperation in 

the Island of Ireland.” Perspectives on European Politics and Society 4, no.3 (2003): 

447-473.  

Lancaster, Roger A. Recreation, Park and Open Space Standards and Guidelines. 

1990. National Recreation and park Association. 

Lawson, Michael. “The World Is Flat for Local Governments, Too. Why 

Performance Matters.” Public Managers 88, no. 3 (2006): 8-12. 

Leontidou, Lila. “The Boundaries of Europe: Deconstructing Three Regional 

Narratives.” Global Studies in Culture and Power 11 (2004): 593-617. 



 

 

142

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

“Less is more, voters say in urging merger.” Fire Districts. The san Diego Union-

Tribune. 10 November 2004. <http://www.sosdmail.com/uniontrib/20041110/ 

news_lzled10bottom.htm> (14 October 2005). 

Lidstrom, Anders.  Commuting and citizen participation in Swedish city-regions. 

Umea University. Sweden. 17 December 2004. 

Lidstrom, Anders.  Multi-level governance-the case of Umea. CERUM Working 

Paper 70:2004. Umea University. January 2004. 

Lobao, Linda and Kraybill David S. “The Emerging Roles of County Government in 

Metropolitan Ares: Finding From a National Survey.” Economic Development 

Quarterly. The Journal of American Economic Revitalization. 19, no.3 (2005): 245-

259.  

Lowery, David. “A Transactions Costs Model of Metropolitan Governance: 

Allocation Versus Redistribution in Urban America.” Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory 10, no.1 (2000): 49-78. 

M van der Velde and H van Houtum. 2000. Borders, Regions, and People. London: 

Pion Limited. 

Manross, Mary, et. al., “Promoting bioscience puts cooperation first among cities.” 

The Business Journal Phoenix. April 23, 2004. 

<http://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/stories> (23 August, 2005). 

Margerum, Richard D. “Getting Past Yes. From Capital Creation to Action.” Journal 

of the American Planning Association 65, no.2 (Spring 1999): 181-192. 

Margerum, Richard D. “Getting Past Yes: From Capital Creation to Action.”  

Journal of the American Planning Association 65, no. 2, (1999): 181-192.  



 

 

143

June 2006

Creative Government

Marlin, John T., Ness, Immanuel and Collins, Stephen T. 1986. Book of World City 

Rankings: The Quality Of Life and Work in Over 100 Urban Centers.  

Martin, Lawrence L. 1999. Contracting For Service Delivery: Local Government 

Choices. Washington D.C.: ICMA.  

Mavroyannis, Maria. “Is Bigger Better? Recent Experiences in Municipal 

Restructuring.” Canadian Tax Journal 50, no. 3 (2002): 1011-1018. 

“Miami Township-Dayton Joint Economic Development District.” City of Dayton, 

Ohio. 2001. <http://www.ci.dayton.oh.us/ed/default.asp> (14 November 2005). 

Miami Valley Communications Council. MVCC History. 2005. 

<http://www.mvcc.net/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=23&Itemid=

74> (March 2006).  

Minnesota Statutes. Section 471.59. 

Montiel, Lisa M., Richard P. Nathan and David J. Wright. August 2004. An Update 

on Urban Hardship. The Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Government.  

Morin, Richard and Jill Hanley. “Community Economic Development in a Context of 

Globalization and Metropolization: A Comparison of Four North American Cities.” 

International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 28, no.2 (June 2004): 369-383. 

Morley, Elaine, Bryant, Scott P. and Hatry, Harry P. 2001. Comparative Performance 

Measurement. 

Muller, Peter O. “Transportation and Urban Growth. The Shaping of the American 

Metropolis.” Focus 36, no.2 (Summer 1986): 8-17. 

 



 

 

144

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Muller, Thomas and Grace Dawson. 1972. The fiscal impact of residential and 

commercial development: A case study. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. 

Municipal Research and Service Center of Washington. 2005. 

<www.mrsc.org/Subjects/ 

planning/intragov.aspx> (18 September 2005). 

Newman, David. “The lines that continue to separate us: borders in our ‘borderless’ 

world.” Progress in Human Geography 30, no.2 (2006): 143-161. 

Nolan, John. “Delphi wants to close four local plants.” Dayton Daily News. 1 April, 

2006. 

Norris, Donald F. “Prospects for Regional Governance Under the New Regionalism: 

Economic Imperatives Versus Political Impediments.” Journal of Urban Affairs 23, 

no.5, (2001): 557-571. 

Ohio Auditor of State, Ohio Township Handbook, 2005. 

Ohio Department of Taxation. <http://www.tax.ohio.gov/divisions> (January 2006). 

Ohio House of Representatives, 126th General Assembly, House Bill No. 66, Section 

557.12.01, p2278. <http://www.legislature.state.oh.us/bills.cfm?ID=126_HB_66> 

(January 2006). 

“Olmsted Falls and Olmsted Township Joint Economic Development District.” City 

of Olmsted Falls, Ohio. <http://www.olmstedfalls.org/jedd.php.> (14 November 

2005). 

O’Neil, Robert J. “Trust, Leadership, and courage: Keys to local Innovation.” 

Management Insights. March 29, 2006. 

<http:www.governing.com/manage/mi/insight.htm >, (1 March 2006). 



 

 

145

June 2006

Creative Government

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. Better Understanding 

Our Cities: The Role of Urban Indicators. 1997. 

Osborne, David and Ted Gaebler. Reinventing Government: How the Entrepreneurial 

Spirit is Transforming the Public Sector. 1992. 

Papadopoulos, Yannis. Cooperative forms of governance: Problems of democratic 

accountability in complex environments. European Journal of Political Research 42, 

no. 4, (2003): 473-501. 

Pataki, George E. and Treadwell Alexander F. Intergovernmental Cooperation. New 

York: James A. Coon Local Government Technical Series, 1998. 

<http://www.dos.state.ny.us/lgss/pdfs/intergvt.pdf> (September 2005). 

Perkmann, Markus. “Cross-border regions in Europe. Significance and drivers of 

regional cross-border co-operation.” European Urban and Regional Studies 10, no.2 

(2003): 153-171 

Phil Gordon, Hugh Hallman and Boyd Dunn. “Agreement brokered among cities-as 

it should be.” The Buisness Journal Phoenix. May 6, 2005. 

<http://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/stories> (27 February, 2006). 

Poel, Dale H. “Amalgamation Perspectives: Citizen Responses to Municipal 

Consolidation.” Canadian Journal of Regional Science 23, no.1 (Spring 2000): 31-48. 

Porter, Douglas R. and Allan D. Wallis. 2002. Exploring Ad Hoc Regionalism. 

Cambridge, Massachusetts: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy 

Porter, Michael E. and Debra van Opstal. U.S. Competitiveness 2001: Strengths, 

Vulnerabilities and Long-term Priorities. Council on Competitiveness. Washington 

DC. January 2001. 



 

 

146

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Powell, Chuck. A Brief Analysis of City/County Consolidations .August 14, 2002. 

<http://www.ci.omaha.ne.us> (September 2005). 

Prescribing Future Health: A Strategic Financial Plan for the City of Dayton. The 

Final Report of the Strategic Financial Plan Study Committee. May 2005.        

Profile in Local Government Service delivery Choices. International City/County 

Management Association. 1997. <http://www.icma.org> (21 January 2006). 

Profile in Local Government Service delivery Choices.  International City/County 

Management Association. 2002. <http://www.icma.org> (21 January 2006). 

Quigley, John M. “Urban Diversity and Economic Growth.” Journal of Economic 

Perspectives 12, no.2 (Spring 1998): 127-138. 

Raphaelson, Arnold H. 1998. Restructuring State and Local Services: Ideas, 

Proposals, and Experiments. New Hampshire: Greenwood Publishing Group. 

Rees, Nicholas. “Inter-regional cooperation in the EU and beyond.” European 

Planning Studies 5, no.3 (June 1997): 385-407. 

Regional Issues. Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission. 28 September 2005, 

<http://www.morpc.org/web/publipolicy/regionalissues> (8 February 2006). 

River Area Council of Government. <http://www.racog.org> (8 February 2006). 

Rodgers, Anika. “Roadblocks hold up consolidation of services in Peach County.” 13 

July 2003. Carl Vinson Institute of Government. 

<http://www.cviog.uga.edu/spotlight/news/> (17 October 2005). 

Ruchelman, Leonard I. 1989. A Workbook In Redesigning Public Services. Albany, 

NY: State University of New York Press. 



 

 

147

June 2006

Creative Government

Rusk, David. Consolidating Wheeling and Ohio County: A Review of City-County 

Consolidation (Unigov) Experiences Regarding Central City Health and Regional 

Economic Growth. 2004. <http://davidrusk.com> (January 2006). 

Rusk, David. Acting as one – Not becoming one (that is, city-county merger). A 

presentation to the Pittsburgh Interfaith Impact Network (PIIN). Pittsburg. March 25, 

2004. 

Rusk, David. Tucson-Pima County: Becoming One or Acting as One? May 14, 2004. 

<http://www.gamaliel.org> (August 2005). 

Rusk, David. Governing Greater Albuquerque: A Report to the Unification 

Exploratory Group of the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. October 18, 

2002. <http://www.gamaliel.org> (August 2005). 

Rusk, David. The David Rusk Document Library. <http://www.gamaliel.org> 

(September 2005). 

Sammis, White. Cooperation not consolidation. The Answer for Milwaukee 

Governance. Wisconsin Policy Research Institute Report 15, no. 8. November 2002. 

Sartin, V. David. “Suburbs study value of merged fire departments.” The Plain 

Dealer. March 10, 2006. http://www.cleveland.com (15 March, 2006). 

Savas, E.S. Privatizing the Public Sector. How to Shrink Government. New Jersey: 

Chatham House Publishers, Inc., 1982. 

Savitch, H.V. and Ronald K. Vogel. “Suburbs Without a City: Power and City-

County Consolidation.” Sage Publications 38, no. 10. (2004): 1-33. 

Scott Allen J. “Creative Cities: Conceptual Issues and Policy Questions.” Journal of 

Urban Affairs 28, no.1, (2006): 1-17. 



 

 

148

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Sealander, Judith. Grand plans: Business Progressivism and Social Change in Ohio’s 

Miami Valley, 1890-1929. Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1988. 

“Shanghai Expands Cooperation with Friendship Cities.” People’s Daily Online. 20 

September 2000. <http://wwwenglish.people.com.cn/english/> (18 October 2005). 

Source Water Protection. Dayton, Ohio. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 20 

June 2005, <http://www.epa.gov> (3 February 2006). 

Spitzer, Eliot. April 2005. Making Government Work. Intergovernmental 

Cooperation, Partnering and Consolidation in New York State. State of New York. 

Office of the Attorney General.   

Stryjakiewicz, Tadeusz. “The changing role of border zones in the transforming 

economies of East-Central Europe: The case of Poland.” GeoJournal 44, no 3 (1998): 

203-213. 

Summary of Municipal Service Alternatives. Villages of Carthage and West 

Carthage. New York, DMG-MAXIMUS, Framingham, Massachusetts, July 14, 1999. 

“Sustainable development co-operation between the cities of Mwanza and Tampere.” 

City of Tampere. 5 July, 2005. <http://tampere.fi/ir/mwanza/> (15 September 2005). 

“SWAT merger encouraging sign of times.” Dayton Daily News. June 30, 2003. 

LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> 

(22 February 2006). 

Sylvania Area community Improvement Corporation. 2005. City of Sylvania and 

Sylvania Township, Ohio Consolidation of Services Analysis. 

Tepper Marlin, John. 1984. Contracting Municipal Services. A guide for purchase 

from the private sector. New York: Council on Municipal Research.  



 

 

149

June 2006

Creative Government

The EU Initiative INTERREG and future developments. December 1997. 

Association of European Border Regions.  

The Financial Implications of Consolidating the City of Grand Blanc and Grand 

Blanc Township. Citizens Research Council of Michigan. No. 1078. January 2005.  

The International City Management Association. Service Delivery in the 90’s: 

Alternative Approaches for Local Government. 1989. 

The International City Management Association. Special Data Issue: Public Works: 

Service Delivery Choices. 

“The Regional Cooperation Dunare - Cris - Mures – Tisa Protocol.” Euroregional 

cross-border cooperation. <http://dkmt.regionalnet.org/docu/ep.php> (15 November 

2005). 

Thomas, David. “A Tale of Two Cities? A Cincinnati-Dayton metropolex could be a 

reality after the census.” Business Courier. May26, 2000. 

Toland, Bill. Louisville Becomes Lean, Less Mean After City/County Merger.  

September 7, 2003. <http://post-gazette.com> (August 2005). 

Ullmer, Katherine. “Centerville, Washington Twp. Consider merger.” Dayton Daily 

News. February 12, 1998. LexisNexis Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-

nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 February 2006). 

Ullmer, Katherine. “Letter explains merger study issue for; Township officials ask 

legal council to clarify Issue 8.” Dayton Daily News. October 13, 2005. LexisNexis 

Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 

February 2006).  



 

 

150

Wright State University 

Center for Urban & Public Affairs

Ullmer, Katherine. “Merger petition draws fire; Commission would study combining 

Sugarcreek Twp., Bellbrook.” Dayton Daily News. March 10, 2005. LexisNexis 

Academic. <http://80-web.lexis-nexis.com.ezproxy.libraries.wright.edu> (22 

February 2006). 

Unifying voices, confronting challenges: A resource guide for Developing Regional 

Collaborations of FIRST TIER SUBURBS. National League of Cities First Tier 

Suburbs Council, December 2005 

University of Minnesota Extension Service. 2005. 

<www.extension.umn.edu/distribution/ citizenship/components/6451_05.html> (14 

September 2005). 

U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigations, Crime in the United 

States, 2004. 

<http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/law_enforcement_personnel/index.html> 

(December 2005). 

U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Crime & Justice Data 

Online, <http://www.bjsdata.ojp.usdoj.gov/dataonline/> (December 2005). 

UW Faculty Web Server. Economic Geography Glossary. 1999.  

< http://faculty.washington.edu/krumme/gloss/e.html > (8 May 2006). 

Vacant Properties and Smart Growth: Creating Opportunity from Abandonment. 

Livable Communities @ Work 1, no.4 (2004): 1-12. 

Vojnovic, Igor. “Laissez-faire governance and the archetype laissez-faire city in the 

USA: exploring Houston.” Geografiska Annaler 85 B, no. 1 (2003): 19-38. 

 

 



 

 

151

June 2006

Creative Government

Vojnovic, Igor. “Municipal Consolidation, Regional Planning and Fiscal 

Accountability: The Recent Experience in Two Maritime Provinces.” Canadian 

Journal of Regional Science 23, no.1 (Spring 2000): 49-72. 

Vojnovic, Igor. “The Transitional Impacts of Municipal Consolidations.” Journal of 

Urban Affairs 22, no.4, (2000): 385-417.  

Walker, David B. “From Metropolitan Cooperation to Governance.” National Civic 

Review 76, no.1 (1987).  

Wartman, Scott. Merging counties, cities may build boom. The Herald-Dispatch. 17 

February 2005. <http://www.herald-dispatch.com> (24 August 2005). 

Weber, Rachel. Do Better Contracts Make Better Economic Development 

Incentives? Journal of the American Planning Association 68, no.1 (Winter 2002): 

43-55. 

Wheeler et al. Economic Geography. 1998. 3rd. ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 

Inc. 

“Workgroup on Joint Economic Development Districts.” 14 October 2004. City of 

Akron, Ohio. <http://www.ci.akron.oh.us/2025/Reports/jedd.html> (14 November 

2005). 

 




