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Welcome and Introductions

William A. Currin
Mayor, City of Hudson
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Time Line to Date

&
Time Line to Completion




« Spring of 2006 Agenda Goals (unanimously approved)

 Goal #4 - “..improved understanding of the concept of
regionalism..”

 December 2006 “NEO Leadership Forum — Regionalism”




January, 2"d, 2007 — PD Lead Editorial — “A Bold Goal”
Spring 2007 — FFOEF awards $90,000.00 matching grant

Spring/Summer 2007 Special Ad Hoc Committee

Fall/Winter 2007 Ad Hoc Committee meet twice per month
raises $60,000.00 from 35 communities

October 2007 — 15t Meeting of the Advisory Committee




Today: Time Line to Completion....

February 12t, 27t & March 13" Advisors Meetings Input
April 9t Advisors Meeting Final Review & Consensus
Special NEOM&CMA May 15" Meeting




Northeast Ohio Metropatterns

Regional Planning




Northeast Ohio METROPATTERNS
Key Findings

The region’s communities are very diverse
Central Cities
Stressed
At-risk suburbs
Developing suburbs
Suburban job centers

All cities and all types of suburbs are hurt
by lack of regional cooperation

All places benefit from regional planning
and cooperation




Northeast Ohio METROPATTERNS
The Need for Regional Land-Use Planning

Despite the fact that population is barely
growing, the region is sprawling



Growth in Urban Land and Population 1970-2000




Northeast Ohio METROPATTERNS
The Need for Regional Land-Use Planning

The Twin Cities region, with comprehensive
regional planning, fares much better



PEEE  MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL SEVEN-COUNTY REGION:
dMEregls = Urbanized Land, 1986
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MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL SEVEN-COUNTY REGION
Urbanized Land, 1991
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MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL SEVEN-COUNTY REGION:
Urbanized Land, 1998
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MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL SEVEN-COUNTY REGION
Urbanized Land, 2002
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Growth in Urbanized Land, Population and Households
Twin Cities 7 County Metro: 1986-2002
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Urban Land Growth / Population Growth (1970 -

2000)
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Jobs: 1995, 2000, 2005 by County
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Percentage Growth
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Figure 3: Job Growth, 1990 - 2006
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Percentage Growth
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METROPATTERNS: FISCAL CAPACITY

The tax resources of local governments

Tax base indicates how high tax rates must be to
support a given level of public servic

Current and prospective residents and businesses
want value for their tax dollars.

Low local tax base combined with high needs
push tax rates up and/or services down.



Gini Coefficient, 2001

Figure 5: Fragmentation and Fiscal Inequality inth e 50 Largest
Metropolitan Area
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METROPATTERNS:
CONSEQUENCES

All types of communities are hurt by the status quo
Central Cities and Stressed suburbs

Low tax base, high and increasing social stress

At-risk suburbs

Low tax base, population decline in some (inner suburbs) or growth-related
costs in others (fringe communities), increasing social or fiscal stress.

Developing suburbs

Slightly above average tax base (largely residential), the majority of the
region’s growth-related costs

Suburban job centers
Growth-related costs and costs associated with non-resident in-commuters



METROPOLICY:
LAND-USE PLANNING

The central elements of comprehensive land-use refo  rm include:

Regional coordination of local planning
Statewide efforts already exist in 16 states

Smart growth
Reinvest in existing areas
Develop in areas that can support it
Protect open space and agricultural land
Reduce barriers to affordable housing




METROPOLICY:
REGIONAL GOVERNANCE

Regional forms of government exist in all metro
areas. They need to perform better by:

Better coordinating infrastructure with growth
Reinvesting in older parts of the region
Developing regional land-use plans
Monitoring and reviewing local plans



METROPOLICY:
CONCLUSION

Regional cooperation helps all types of communities

Central Cities, Stressed and At-risk
Lower taxes, better services and more reinvestment
Low-Density Developing

More resources for the costs of growth and conservation of
open space and agricultural land

Suburban job centers

Less congestion, resources for costs associated with non-
resident commuters or regional services



Current Conditions in NEO

Jim Trakas
Ad Hoc Committee Consultant

Former Member, Ohio House of Representative



Factors affecting NEO
economic growth and
competitiveness:

Number of political jurisdictions
per population size

Costs associated with
maintenance and replacement
of old housing and aging
infrastructure

A tax base that can support
demand for social and public
services without raising taxes

(Dashboard of Economic Analysis)

NEO Rankings of 157 US
Regions in 2005

Akron (1271)
Youngstown-Warren (129t)
Canton-Massillon (131%Y)
Cleveland-Lorain-Elyria (136t)

NEO must identify the
costs associated with
many governments and
determine whether there
are better ways to use tax
dollars!!




August 2005: 1,000 + leaders
identify greatest challenges for
NEO; Among them are:

Territorialism, turf issues

Vo n&ﬁi%

: Strong culture of local
3‘ Choices control
Creating a framework of
REP() RT rbegiopal glcl)vernance that
: z o enefits a
On The Public’s Inability to think beyond
s aPritioc - own community
: } .
PI lorities FL I Competition between
NDIThtEH. Sl communities for the same
business

E}hll_'! o Flltlll C Unequal access to jobs,
education, health care &

separation by race

HOYEMBER S10E | WWW. WACERCHODICEE.ORG




November 2005: Regional Town Meeting |; Some of the greatest chall ~ enges
according to the public:

Inequitable tax structures; unregulated sprawl; growing gap between rich &
poor; overcoming isolation & inequity; addressing environmental concerns &
regional planning; too many governments causing wasted resources &

inefficiency

February-June 2006: Community Conversations; 13,000 + individuals
prioritize greatest challenges:
Sprawl #4; attitudes resistant to change #9; racial segregation #10

July-August 2006: Online Choicebooks; 1,700 people consider  solutions :

Help local governments share or consolidate services and facilitate
cooperative agreements

September 2006: Regional Town Meeting II; 1,000 citizens  prioritize
solutions; Of 49 solutions, 3 of the top 10 were:
Invest in a region wide association to coordinate regional planning; Invest in

creation of region wide land use and development plan; & expand _
organizations that encourage local government to share/consolidate services

and create cooperative agreements




’ 7' Advance :
= Northeast Ohio

* Our Region's Economic Action Plan

Business Growth & Attraction
Talent Development
Racial & Economic Inclusion

Government Collaboration &
Efficiency






Tax-Sharing Sample Revenue-

Sharing Models Scenarios for Tax
Sharing
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. Every dollar a community earns now
through taxation stays with that community
forever



"’ T |

Every community gains something, boosting region

Works to lessen internal competition of local communities fighting for the
same jobs and the transfer of jobs from one community to another with no
real gain to the region

Creates healthy competition for new employers from outside the region and
a new focus on job creation
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» As arefresher, three regions where programs like this were in place
studied were....
*Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN
*Allegheny County, PA
Montgomery County (Dayton), OH

* All saw growth in NEW jobs, not transfer jobs with tax sharing. While there
are transfer of jobs, the losses are diminished by the gains in the regional
pool.



* Program in place for more than 30 years

e Dramatically changed economic mix from timber and natural
resource based industries to diverse manufacturing, technology,
biomedical, services, and general office (white collar) jobs



» Reduced competition for existing regional jobs and granted
incentives for communities to reach outside of the community for
employers

« Combined with other changes, made Region attractive for investment

* Region is growing today, while NEO is stagnant population wise
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« Shared Dollars went to Regional Economic Development Pool

» Transformed Economy from Traditional Manufacturing to Diverse
High Technology Manufacturing, Research and Development, Bio
Medical, and Specialty Service Based Economy

 Removed Significant Transfer of Jobs from communities within the
county. Region grew at higher rate that NEO in the 15 years of the
program



/

» Made region more attractive for private investment

» Saved regional assets and strengthened others

» Lowered property taxes to attract employers and keep people

* Region has grown more than NEO in time frame population wise
» Created spirit of regional cooperation and collaboration

» Center city stemmed negative tide, righted the ship



&

« Tax sharing helped everyone in the region, even those communities who
opposed the program

« The core cities that were at risk (Minneapolis, St. Paul, Pittsburgh, Dayton)
stemmed the negative tide and were not “drags” on the region

» Tax sharing brought about new thinking in job creation, communities
iInnovated and new jobs came to these areas, not just transfer jobs!
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QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION

Www.revenuestudy.com



Land Use / Infrastructure Planning

Do you agree Northeast Ohio has a
problem with our land use / infrastructure
planning system as it exists today? WHY?

Www.revenuestudy.com



Land Use / Infrastructure Planning

In our research we have discussed options to
address land use/infrastructure planning.
Which of these options do you believe are the
most viable to solving the problem?
1. Greater cooperation among
regional planning authorities
2. Combining regional planning
authorities
3. Creating a new, umbrella land
use planning authority

Www.revenuestudy.com



Revenue Sharing

Data shows our region has a fragmented, “winner-
take-all” tax system between municipalities that
results in competitive poaching for businesses.

In order to compete as a region, would you _
support the establishment of a tax revenue
sharing program that minimizes competition
between communities?

Www.revenuestudy.com



Next Steps

Mayor Michael Lyons
Village of Richfield



9 %
1. THE AD HOC COMMITTEE WILL:
a. Incorporate today’s discussion.
b. Prepare a final report for April meeting.
c. Answer guestions from advisory members
2. ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS WILL:
a. Engage in this analysis:
I. Land/ infrastructure planning
li. Revenue sharing
b. Prepare for decisions

c. Commit to a plan of action at the April 9 ™ meeting



Advisory Committee Meeting
March 13, 2008
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