M INTEHGOVERNMENTAL HELATIU

e of Mayors meeting in Washington, D.C, Altending Mayorg
Conferen of the CDBG program and Protested Proposeq Obamjy
anﬂi"ersa;yoo million in FY 2015.4 Writing about the Protest iy,
of about $ s that CDBG funds are treasured by local chjef executi
Farmer no(tieto finance a wide range of projects anq unlike mog; f,
can be;;;ﬂy tocities. She provides examples of oy cities have ys
cOMmeS

lOCal purposeS:

Overning Magazine, Liz
Ves becayge the monje

dera] 8rants the largess
ed the Money to achjoy,

hena Vietnam veteran took a fall that left hin,
! e;],‘m money to help make his house wheelc
gz‘rﬁol;sh blighted homes abandoned dlvll‘ing th
the township of Piscataway, N J. . . .;)ebmld local
and Superstorm Sandy a year later.

paralyzed, the city

of Pembroke Pines, fly
hair accessible, Ak

ron, Ohio, used funds tq

.It seems the protest efforts of the mayors were hfea.rd
gress. Although the mayors did not receive th.e $3.3. billion
2015 for which they had lobbied, the $200 million in prop i .

rogram was funded at about the same level as jt was In 2014—about $3 billiop. Despite
IgJeneral concerns with block grants, including the CDBG, that funds may be spread too

widely and are not targeted, 5! most observers, especially front-line leaders at the local level,
consider the CDBG program a solid success.,

by President Obama and Cop-
in CDBG funding in fisca] year
osed cuts was restored and the

The EZ/EC Program

Program came Primarily through the Social Services Block Gfal.lt
.ngfam administereq by the Department of Health and Human Services. Responsibil-
1y for dESigHating urban Empowerment Zones (EZs) and Enterprise Communities (ECs)
they fficials in the Department of Housing and Urban Development (H_UP) E}ﬂd
Partment of Agriculture (USDA) administered the rural portion of the initiative.
nifl@ty-ﬁve 3 4,.t e secretaries of the two departments designated nine EZs and
5 Specifics of g, EZ/EC program included the following effects:
iy e,

hil Ones—Atlanta, Baltimore, Chicago, Detroit, New York
: adelph;j
8rantg total: €lphia/ Camd

en, New J €rsey—were created. Each EZ could rece15V(;’.
Wil ;é 18 $100 Million an tay breaks worth between $150 million and $2
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Oneq_-l(enl'ucky Highlands, Mid-Delty iy, Misg;
ZONEs ;

qs—were created. Each of the rura] 7 coulq
dy

g _¢950 million in tax breaks.
ngrans s i i i l upplemental Empowermen -,
40 million in grd Jand were demgnaleds pp -
! d Clevel

o Los Angelesan

4450 million in grants and tax incentives, and Cleyl,,,
received
Los Angeles

received $174 million.
o Sixty-five of the ninety
rural areas. Fach recelv

ise CO
A i entf;(rlpnjleCalifornia. T
H dOﬂ and,
Kansas City, an

$47 million.”

1
yermel
e Three rural empo

iy
1in Tex V
and Rio Grande Valley In

vere located in big cities and the remaining
e ECS-‘ d tax incentives worth about $6 million_
ed grants ﬂlj‘nitiES" were also created—Boston, Hoysq,
i he aid package for each was aboyr

75 and four “enhanced” ECs were added to address “isap.

hat had been left out of original funding decisions. Thjgj; o
pointments” amor?g' areas t.1a ted the selection process. Recent research by Marc Wallag,
to suggest that politics 10”;1;: Henry Cisneros’s claim that “a city’s degree of neeg an
ind:‘rsi?;)lizréofzr;;szac'lelcwasr;]aramount to its selection.”? In January of 1999 , seconq
:':u;d of competitions was held, in which twen.ty new EmchV\'ferm ent Zones—sfifteen urhap
and five rural—and twenty new rural Enterpnse Communities were chosen.

The two “supplemental” E

RC/EZ/EC: The Next Round

Building upon previous programs in this policy area, in December 2000 Congress
passed the Community Renewal Tax Relief Act to create forty Renewal Communities
(RCs)—twenty-eight in urban areas and twelve in rural areas—
Empowerment Zones (EZs)—six in u
USDA.5 Accompanying the legislatio
wage credits, tax deductions, capital

and to fund eight ney
rban areas under HUD and two in rural areas under

nwas about $17 billion in tax incentives to be usedfor
gains exclusions, and bond financing. HUD Secretary

(Ark.); Fresno, (Calif)): Jacksonville
X %, (OKla.); San Antonio, (Texas); and
hes (primarj] ‘ngeles, 3 FranCiSCU, Detroit, and Chicago,?
S tl oun tain)ig l:nt;e :tates OfAlabama, Kentucky, Louisiand
third- of Chj ; 4
The EC ro ram l_rd rOuUd EZS Cal’l’ied . .rCl;;fpewa n North Dakota paruclpafe
. . ‘ ghations ] D ber 2009
o O CXpie eRC 0 ecember |
. '“n;]ei(t)h : Prograritfr?m "XPired at the end of 2009. Whil
ETaX REh mplos eXtendEd (including the DC EZ) U"“I
Ymth InsUrance Reauthorization,ﬂnd
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job Creation Act- of 2010. Next, for empo:;/e(;ment zone tax credit purposes only, the £7
prograim (excluding the DC EZ) was exten .e to Dec.ember 31, 2013,-unde-r the American
Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012: Fmally,- the third extension of the EZ designation for claiming
tax credits only was authorized until December 31, 2014, under the Tax Increase Preven-
tion Act of 2014
How did the various federal economic stimulus/revitalization programs fare? Marilyn
Gittell and her associates examined the first-year experiences of the six urban EZ areas to
determine the extent to which the program had enhanced civic opportunity.” They found
variation in citizen participation levels among the six EZs—local political elites’ control of
the program had stifled the expansion of civic opportunity in some communities. These
researchers urged caution, however, about a hasty evaluation of the EZ program with
respect to expanding opportunities for community and citizen participation, pointing out
that greater community capacity takes time to develop.
Community activists in EZ cities have also offered a mixed report card for the
EZ program.*® In Camden, New Jersey, Yvonne Haskins, an attorney who helped to write
the EZ plan for the city, voiced concerns about ﬁghting among participants over who
got what and about the lack of concrete accomplishments. Gerald Roper, president of
the Chicagoland Chamber of Commerce and a member of the city’s thirty-nine-member
EZ board, offered a similar story for Chicago. More positive assessments of the program
came from Detroit and Baltimore. In the final analysis, perhaps Richard Nathan, director
of the Rockefeller Institute of Government, provides an appropriate assessment of the
program: “I'd give it a B-plus overall because this is a very ambitious agenda. . . . These
things don’t happen overnight.” e
In March 2004, the General Accountability Office (GA\:O) published an extensive review
of federal revitalization programs in the area of community de‘velopme\nt.59 As part of the
report, the GAO laments the lack of tax benefit data that could be used by HUD and the
USDA to “administer and evaluate the [EZ/EC/RC] programs.”®® The GAO report offers
summaries of eleven studies focusing on EZs, ECs, and RCs, many of them highlighting the
issues of citizen participation, citizen involvement, and community capacity in the revital-
ization programs. The number of participants, depth of participation, and sustainability
of citizen involvement vary across the studies and across the sites studied. Some studies
report minimal citizen involvement, some that citizen participation waned as the proj-
ects moved from planning to implementation, and some that citizen participation reached
“moderate to substantial” levels. Another study reports that employment grew faster in
four of the six EZ zones than in demographically similar neighborhoods, that large busi- -
nesses are more likely to take advantage of tax incentives offered under the program, and
that the number of business establishments owned by zone residents increased.

For the most part, the Empowerment Zone (EZ), Enterprise Community (EC), and
Renewal Community (RC) Programs are gone. These programs have been replaced by a
New, more holistic approach to federal government aid to local community development—
President Obama’s Promise Zones (see Policy and Practice Box 2.2). Nevertheless, for many
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rate = 30.2 percent (20 percent), unemployment rate = 15 percent (4.5 percent), violent crime rate = 2.78
per 1,000 residents (0.78 per 1,000), percentage of adults without a high school diploma = 33 percent

(18 percent), and the vacant housing rate = 14 percent (9 percent). In short, according to Wogan, "Eastside is
a very troubled place with pockets of potential.”

There are small traces of a turnaround. Bars and restaurants are starting to pop up. A refurbished pedes-
trian bridge with a view of the downtown skyline has become a gathering spot for outdoor yoga classes.

Charter schools have opened. A cluster of contemporary townhouses, built by a Houston developer,
stands in sharp contrast to the older, dilapidated buildings around it

Some of this revitalization can certainly be tied to a combined $54 million in recent federal grants received
by the city of San Antonio to increase educational achievement, reduce violent crime, and replace public
housing before the Promise Zone designation was given to the Eastside Neighborhood. But some of the turn-
around probably can also be attributed to the additional $32 million in federal grants ﬂqwing into the Eastside
since its designation as a Promise Zone. The Eastside received grants to (1) create a Headstart program,
(2) treat substance abuse, (3) offer job training, (4) treat and prevent HIV and hepatitis, (5) provide drug treat-
ment and employment services to inmates, and (6) expand charter schools. Two federal grants were received
to pay for comprehensive plans to formulate long-term strategies for. neighborhood economic develop-
ment and improved public safety. Moreover, the city of San Antonio earmarked more than $17 million for
street improvements in Eastside. The city and its nonprofit partners impounded more than 900 stray animals,
mowed over 3,400 lots, and repainted 15 houses. Finally, a nonprofit organization called San Antonio for
Growth on the Eastside provided granés to 50 small businesses for landscaping and storefront improvements:

Promise Zones represent a departure from the Emppwerménf Zong, Enterbrise Commur_iity, and Renewal
Communities Programs. These programs focused more on ta‘xl crédits and regulatory relief for businesses
with a focus on employment and economic dev‘elopmen’tf In contrast, Promise Zones focus on more human
development. “The same families that are getting upgrades tb‘théir streets, sidewalks and parks are gaining
access to child care services, job training programs and an updated high school curriculum for science, tech-
nology, engineering and mathematics.” Promise Zones offer a wid
positively impact the quality of life of local residents. = "' ARt Wiy

On April 28, 2015, the Obama administration announced eight additional Promise Zones, including Camden,
New Jersey (urban); Hartford, Connecticut (urban); Indianapoalis, Indiana (urban);

(urban); Sacramento, California (urban); St. Louis/St. Louis County, Missouri (urban):
tion of the Oglala Sioux tribe, South Dakota (tribal); and South Carolina Low Countr

e range of coordinated federal grants that

Minneapolis, Minnesota
Pine Ridge Indian Reserva-
y'9(rural)b
SOURCES: » The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, “Fact Sheet: President Obama's Prdmisé Zones lnitiétive,' at
https://wwwwh]tehouse,gou/the-press-Office/2014/01 /08/ Fact-she'et—president-obamé-s-b‘rolmise-‘zones-"initiative,
bulleted key strategies for San Antonio are direct quotes; ® U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De\ielopmen\t, "Promise
Zones,” at http://portal hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/ program_offices/comm_planning/ économicdevelopmeht/
Programs/pz; <y, s, Department of Housing and Urban Developmenf, PD&R Edge: An Online Magazine, "Promise Zones to
L:lzgz\;e ?he Life Chances of Children,” at http://www.huduser.org/pqrtal/ pdredge/ pdr_‘que_featd_art_icié_Jl 021 13.htm|;
-Cbsnev::lcifno/ndon' Obama to unvei‘1 ‘proln;wise‘ ;one" econqmic init‘iative.," CBS New;. January 9, 2014, at http://www

: news/obama-to-unve||-promise-zone-economic-initiative/; ¢ J. B. Wogan, “Obama Tries to End the Cycle of

Broken p Es 5. ; ! i

el overty Promises, Governing, July 2015, at http://www.governing.com,/topics/ health-human-services/
“Promise-zones-obama-pove i fye

Bl o - poverty htm,
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The Local Response 10
We noted earlier that

ﬂtiQn

Local officials, for example, tation. They
. . - menta * : : i
ciated with grant :m;;le A more timely information on new progran, i
ocal p red by different federal agencies & Ro} ( |
ey

s
ar programs administer
g .o federalism of the 1930s to 1960s has given e

nd pureaucratic management: The actions of C Ongre{
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gh an increasingly directive burea,

between federal and
knowledge about simil

Agranoff suggests that
to even more federal control a

id
the Supreme Court, and presi .
supervisory than collegial behavior, funneled throu

cratic administration.”62 . |
Here we should note that localities are not as helpless in the face of federg] grang
they might seem. A great deal of bargaining and nego,

requirements or mandates as
tion commonly occurs among levels of government; federal enforcement efforts are oftg
to suit local needs, regardless f

weak: and cities can frequently shape grant programs
federal intent. As public administration scholars Jane Massey and Jeffrey Straussman

point out, some grant-requirements provide a range of compliance choices or allow dif
ferent Jevels of compliance. Local governments, then, do not simply comply or fail t
comp(l{y with grant mandates; instead they choose the method and/or degree of compli
ance.” We hav -
s b::\; he:\e more to say about federal and state mandates on local governme[:lts |
T, rst we examine the relationshi
; :
p between state governments and their legd

offspring.

THE STATES AND THE CITIES
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responded? Do they have the cap

acity to meet the challenge? Capacity means more than
money, of course; it means mana

gement skills and political will as well 67

e Reagan budget cutting, some states stepped in to help
fill the gap, but most made only modest efforts to replace the lost federal funds By the
middle of the 1980s, as states began to grapple with their own budget shortfalls, state aid
to localities slowed down.® The states’ fiscal problems continued through the early 1990s,
until, as the national eco

nomy registered steady improvement over the latter half of the
decade, state finances also rebounded. Most of the new money went for traditional state
services—education, prisons, and Medicaid captured the lion’s share of spending growth.
* Then, the twenty-first century welcomed American cities with yet another wave of budget

woes. Michael A. Pagano, writing in a research report titled City Fiscal Conditions in 2004
for the National League of Cities, notes: :

While economists announced the end of the recession two yearsago, afiscal recession contin-
ues in America’s cities. Ongoing economic struggles, combined with soaring health care and
pension costs, marked declines in state aid to local government, and other factors continye
to cause serious fiscal problems for municipalities across the country. .

ing to the deteriorating fiscal conditions in a variety of ways. The mo
has been to raise or

- Cities are respond-

st common response
institute new fees and charges for services. Cities haye also increased

Productivity levels and reduced city employment, service levels and operating spending.”

The “marked declines in state aid to local government” Pagano refers to in line three
of the above quote represented a loss to cities of about $2.3 billion, or 9.9 percent, in
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. n the receiving end of most of them, because invariably they 5:00111 to re'qmre_
v arcdo' ire of money. Thus, the burden of dealing with many social ills falls dispro
# e'xl::::cll)"‘on those governments least able to absorb the shock because their revenue
i restricted.
urce_ls alr]e ll:lz:::\()gsrless drastically reduced aid to states and localities during the 1980s,

Mlllloq“gfmakers were reluctant to relinquish control over certain national prograrr;:
fcdmfor‘e as money dried up, mandates exploded—much to the displeasure of local a
Z;l;lesr.iBasicall}', it'sa matter of buck-passing,” complained Mayor Victor Asfhe of Kr:; Ofg(])l::_j
Tennessee, then chairman of an advisory board for the US Conf(.er.enc? 0 ME;Y? t;) T
gress has decided it can impose anything that it wants just by writing its goals in

nd then passing the costs on down to state and local governments. . . . Carried to its logical
a . ”
extreme, it's going to drive us all into bankruptcy.”s

SO

Mandates typically cover valuable and even popular programs. Most (?f these direct
orders concern civil rights and environmental protection. Various pol']utxon maflda.tes
require states or localities to comply with federal standards for clean air, pU{e drinking
water, and effective sewage treatment. Another major mandate protects the rights of the
disabled. The 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), requiring businesses as well as

state and local governments to provide equal access for the disabled, became one

of twenty
mandates enacted in that year.

" Many times, the real question associated with mandates is
not so much the desirability of the policies as who should pay for implementation.

When Republicans gained control of Congress in 1994, the pleas of state and local offi-

cials received a sympathetic hearing. The result was the Unfund
(UMRA) 0f 1995. The

ing civil rights.

ed Mandates Reform Act
awwas not refroactive, and it exempted unfunded mandates cover-

7 8till, it represented a major shift in the relationship between the national
government and state, local, and tribal governments. Basically,

gress cannot pass any unfunded mandate without first submitt
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). If the CBO finds that t
mental mandate exceeds an estimated $50 million or $100 milli
date (the figures are adjusted for inflation and in 2013 the thre

the act declared that Con-
ing it for cost estimates to
he cost of the intergovern-
on for a private sector man-
sholds were $75 million for

"% The report
tergovernmental mandates with
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» Municipal services are provided less efficiently because of overlapping jurisdictions,
duplication of services, and lack of economies of scale.

« Political accountability is reduced becayse citizens are confused as to which
government is responsible for which activities.

» Area-wide planning is impossible—the lack of an area
coordinated attack on problems (trans
local boundaries.

» Fiscal disparities are created between central city and suburb.
» Great variations in service levels occur among parts of the metropolis.

* The inability of the metropolitan area to handle its own problems compels state and
federal intervention and reduces local initiatives and options.

-wide government precludes a
portation, pollution, housing) that transcend

In short, reformers blame many of the problems associated with big cities on the faulty
metropolitan political structure. In an earlier period, local reform groups often urged the cre-
ation of some form of government that would encompass an entire metropolitan area, per-
haps through city-county consolidation. But in this country, far-reaching structural changes
almost always require voter approval, and over the years voters have not been kind to pro-
posals that would drasﬁcally reshape government in metropolitan areas. Few city-county
consolidation efforts have been successful. Only seventeen of the eighty-three referenda pro-
posed on city-county consolidation passed between the years 1921 and 1979; seven out of
twenty-seven passed in the 1980s, two in the 1990s, and one in 2003. Since the early 1900s,
only four consolidations of a large city (250,000 or more people) and a county have been
approved: Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee, in 1962; Jacksonville~Duval County,
Florida, in 1967; Indianapolis—Marion County, Indiana (imposed by the state legislature),
in 1969; and Louisville-Jefferson County, Kentucky, in 2003. Historically, fewer than one-
quarter of the consolidation issues placed on the ballot have been approved by the voters.38

Reorganization Successes and Failures

Why have far-reaching changes occurred in some places and not in others? There is
no simple answer. Perhaps voter approval can be won only under unique, crisis-related
circumstances. Or, as some contend, a crisis may be a necessary but not a sufficient reason
for change. A variety of other forces—in particular strong local leadership from influential
Segments of the community—must converge if reorganization is to succeed.s?

Which groups customarily oppose one another over the issue of metro reform? The
central-city business elite, civic organizations, big-city newspapers; and reform groups.
often Support reorganization, while suburban nhewspapers, mayors and employees of small
IEW“S, fringe-area business people, and central-city blacks often lead the opposition, Despite
thi szolrseme_r}tl of Whaf- seem t.o be powgful local groups, the status quo usually carries
.. ~-n addition, the confusion and distrust created by reform opponents frequently
Induce voters to take the traditional way out. The adage, “Better the evil that is known,” and

th « . . ” Bur-e
€tule of thumb. “When in doubt, do nothing,” are probably decisive for many voters,%
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Even though city-county consolidation has not SWEPt the country, mechanisp e
available for ensuring some measure of coordination among local governments ip Metrp.
politan areas. Before examining councils of governments and metropolitan planning orga-
nizations as coordination mechanisms, we should consider local governments that further

decentralize administrative and political power: special districts.

SPECIAL DISTRICTS: A “SPECIAL" TYPE QF DECENTRALIZATION

Over the past fifty years, special districts haye been
government in the United States, increas;

2012. Although they represent 43 p
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So, then, are special districts “good” of “bad”? The answer
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purpose water district in a rural area to lay pipes
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The benefits of special districts are that they can fund and provide services and infrastruc.
ture; they are able to get things done in a

fragmented American polity. The difficulties are
two: They do this while no one watches ex

cept interested developers, and they are gradually
becoming the realm where much of the substance of local politics happens. Thus local po-li-
tics becomes quiet, not necessarily through . . . consensus, but rather through the invisibility
of special district politics.%

MECHANISMS FOR COORDINATION: COGs AND MPOs

Aside from the few successful instances of genuine metrop.olitfm r_eorgainza;t)llci)tz,nafrzl;
the only means of bringing about greater governmental ce.ntrahzatllon;:ef;i;?f(sped i
has been some form of voluntary cooperation. A host of mterlocal ige urban area, but the
tricts, contractual arrangements, and so on) characterize e(‘l’.erzﬁznghas been the creation
major development in effecting greater 80"emm‘emal i 1n0 rganizations (MPOs). Few
of councils of government (COGs) and metropolitan planmrlligmpetus for the formation of
such arran gements existed prior to the mid-1960s. The rel?tan Development Act of 19'66,
(o)X Came with the Demonstration Cities and Metropo axfgiintsbe subject to review
Which required that a number of federal urban developm
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COG Activities and Funding

Regional councils essentially perform three functions: the
applications, and provide technical assistance to member governments, especially in gryy
preparation. The area-wide review-and-comment role gave COGs their greatest potentis

leverage for bringing about some measure of metropolitan area coordination, After Presi
dent Reagan revoked the provisions of the A-95 review power, state governments wer

asked to develop their own procedures for reviewing federally funded activities, Under
order, federal agencies are stil] required to make every effort to accommodate state and

local recommendati i
tons eoncerin Ograms affecting their jurisdictions. Almos

10n of the review-and-comment function, i

Y prepare plans, overgee grant

Scanned with CamScanner



CITIES AND THE SYSTEM OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Evaluating the COGs

How successful have COGs been in bringing about some measure of metropolitan cen-
tralization? The assessment of COGs varies considerably. The federal-COG partnership
peaked in 1977; since then, COGs have been engaged in a continuing quest to redefine
their role and their relationship to local governments. Even though these organizations
now provide more direct delivery of services and offer more management support services
than before, former COG official Charles Shannon believes they have declined in impor-
tance. Writing in 1986, he noted that COGs have served as vehicles for incremental change,
but “they have not met the more fundamental tests of equitably redistributing public
resources, including attendant metropolitan financing methods, nor have they fulfilled
comprehensive regional planning needs.”® A recent quote by a regional council director
speaks further to the issue of the lack of comprehensive regional planning on the part of
COGs: “Members [of regional councils] are comfortable with regionalism that stops at the
county/urbanized area boundary. Extraregional activity (megaregions) are viewed skepti-

cally, a way of losing local control.”** Most supporters have abandoned hope that COGs
can evolve into genuine metropolitan governments.

SUMMARY

The social, economic, and political context in which urban managers must function
is a complex one. Especially in larger urban areas, the world of municipal governance has
grown even more complicated and demanding in recent years. As population shifts accen-
tuate the special needs of disadvantaged groups even as they decrease the resource base,
city governments are finding it increasingly difficult to manage the seemingly endless ser-
vice demands of the urban populace. Having sustained cuts in many federal aid programs,
some cities have had an especially tough time adjusting to the new fiscal realities. But
some observers contend that by relying more on their own resources—in many instances
increasing taxes or fees to maintain service levels—cities have become stronger. They have
had to grow stronger in an era of “fend for yourself” federalism.

The urban manager’s intergovernmental environment is not by any means confined to
higher levels of government. A bevy of local jurisdictions, often in competition with one
another, is found in virtually every metropolitan area of any size. Questions of metropoli-
tan government reform arise periodically, but Americans seem to like fragmented govern-
ment and local control—and this is not a feature of politics American-style that is likely to
change. Perhaps the best we can hope for is to address area-wide concerns in metropolitan
areas through COGs and MPOs.

As we discuss in greater detail in Chapter 4, systems management requires the urban
administrator to recognize and manage the “big picture.” Many factors act as inputs into
the local political system. Some of these factors the urban executive can control, but many
cannot be controlled. Among the inputs that are really beyond local contrf)l are actions
taken by other governments vertically (federal and state policies) and actions taken by
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