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(Observations, Sommuary, and Conchisions

The expectatons of the public abomt municipal reform, as indicated in the Allegheny
Lounty 2001 (AC2001) Public Opinton Survey of 1991, seem higher than the apparent outcomes
of the curtent city/county public service counsclidadon effort, as indicated by the senior
admindstrators” retreat. The emunciated crieria to select and assess potentdal programs are too
“inward looking” and incremental; the areas being coasidersd are too mundane (o capturs the
public’s attenton, the media’s deep support, or the imagination of visionaries.

There is, of course, considerable value for public employses and the elected officials to
struggle with these crteria and areas; as pragmatisty ey must propose do-able and credible
ideas: they must start somewhere. Indeed, thers are certainly some substantial benefits in these
sorts of consolidated services; and the symboelic value of moving towards consolidation should
not be minimized, But what is being discussed does not approach the expressed expectations of
the general public as reflected in the AC2003 Survey,

The citizens of Allegheny County and the city of Pittsburgh care about their local
governments; they know when they are getting value for their tax doliar and they have some
idess zbout what their tax dollars should be used o do,

While satisfachon with public services seems to be high, there is not much choice that
people have and they have relatvely Httle basis for establishing a sundard of performance that
is based on an alernative means of service delivery since most people in Allegheny County
remain in the same municipality for relatively long pericds of tdme. Tunthermore, locally
provided public services are monopoties. Thers iv no choice.

When we see 3 particular group say they are more of less satisfied abour a service than
some other mroup, we pay special attention. That is why the dissatisfaction of minorities about
law enforcement is important; thar is why the high levels of satsfaction with public
transportation of "captive™ fransit users are imporant; that is why the digsatisfaction of small
town residents about not having recycling is important; that is why it s important fo know that
residents of fscally sound municipalities are generally more satisfied with public services than
those in the most fiscally stressed communities,

Given some of the initial suggestions that have been made by the senior staff members,
it is pot iikely that many cirizens are going to be very interested. To demonstrate the degres (o
which I believe the current status of the city/county service consolidation effort needs to be
infusad with other considerations, paricularly those of the general citizenry, 1 have addressed
three basic questions by invoking some findings from the ACZ001 Survey,

L. Would the residents of ABegheny County, as indicated by the AC2001 Public Opinign
survey, give similar emphasis to these three types of criteria: ease of implementation,
improving efficiency and reducing costs, and improving service delivery?
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No. Yes. Maybe - not exactly.

I the "ease of implesmentation™ criterion concerns bursaucratic matiers, the residents
of Aljegheny County know that improvements are difficult to make; but, in terms of service
delivery, most don't care about who ends up delivering services as long ag they are of the
hghest quality and the lowest price! The citizens sxpect worthwhile ideas to be implemented.

The senior adminisizators identified a critervion, “improving efficiency and reducing
costs”, that is important 10 relatively high proportions of non-city vs. city restdents,  If city
rasidents support the proposals that meet this criterion and if these proposals work well, more
not-city residents may become receptive to-these sorts of ideas. This ¢riterion is imporant.

Making warranted “improvements in poblic service delivery™ may be a useful criterion
to consider in selecting and assessing services; but there are generally high jevels of public
safisfaction with current services, Accordingly, it might be more precise o state this criterion
as “maintaining public service delivery™ with the understanding that, in places where delivery
systems are dysfunctioning, mprovements will be sought.

2. Would the residents of Allegheny County, as indicated by the ACI001 Public Opinion
survey, create a list of areas to be considered for city/county consolidation of services
similar fo the one preduced by the senior administrators?

Ni.

The administrators selected "non-controversial, do-able areas” by using the criteria. The
top four areas (Purchasing, Police/Fire Training, Asphalt Flant, and L.1.5.) were followed by
three additional areas that had relatively strong support from either the city or the county
administrators: Tax Billing and Collection, Employee Health and Benefits, and Delinguent Tax
Collection. Al of these areas are internal to government operations.

There are twe unportant points deved from the ACZ00! findings about initdatives that
would have public support. First, "zovernment” activities {like those proposed for consolidation)
were mentioned by very few respondents—indeed, those who did mention govarnment challenged
it by saying "ne additional taxes"! The second point is that people were saying that they wanted
o see outcomes from thelr tix dollars. These owwcomes did not have o be immediate (e,
education); they did have t0 focus on peoples', not government's, needs (i.e., educaton and
health care); and they did have 1 serve the whole community (le., infrastucture and
transportation}.

More specifically, the analysis of the AC2001 survey inspired two questons about the
proposal wr consolidate city/county police training. First, there was evidence that city residents
were relatively less satisfled with Iaw enforcement services than other county residents. Maybe
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they would be more receptive to some fypes of consolidaton. Secondly, members of the
minority community tended to be less satisfied with law enforcement services, The guastions
that emerge about & joint training effort concern the degree to which a consolidated tmining
program would address concerns about the quality of law enforcement personnel, Can police
fraining improve cultural awareness? Can a joint city/county police training effort ensure that
culterally aware training is promoted?

3. What types of service consolidation between the City of Piisburgh and Allegheny
County might get the most public support, as indicated by the AC2001 Public Opinion
survey?

As the current effort to consolidate city\county services progresses, it will be very
important to keep the public well informed about and, perhaps, involved in what is and is not
being proposed. This suggestion s based on a finding from the AC2001L Survey: people who
have kmowledge of an effort to promote good government (as AC2001 was) tend to say they get
value for thelr tax dollar,

The types of consolidation that citizeny seem to support include programs that yieid real
value for their tax dollar, have performance based outcomes, target partienlar populatdons or
types of municipalities, and redistribute resourges within the County,

Value for Tax Dollars

Perhaps the most significan! finding from the recent analysis of the AC2001 Survey is
that respondents’ assessments of the value they get for their taxes is directly related to their
residential municipality’s fiscal stress indicator, as defined by the Pennsylvania Economy
League, The more favorzbie the fiscal indicator, the more likely it is that people feel they zet
value for their tax payments,

This finding is reinforced by AC2001 respondents’ assessmenty of law enforcement and
public sducation programs. Significanily higher proportions of respondents residing in
smunicipalities that have been classified as "Jesy" or “least swessed™ by the Pennsylvania
Economy {eague are satisfied with law enforcement services compared to respondents from the
"most stressed” municipalities,

Citizen perceptions regarding the public school system are also significant. They appear
to be more strongly linked to student performance than 1 factors such as school district funding
or student teacher ratios. Satisfaction with public schools and with citizen invoivement in public
education decisions are both directly tied to the performance of a school district’s students in
TELLS tests. Neither 3 school district’s student teacher ratio, nor its total expenditures are

et ——t

Jim Dedngehis, AICP page 3




significant in explaining respondents’ opindons on these issues. People may be recognizing that
a school district’s financial circumstances and stadent performance may not be directly ralated.

Respondents’ assessments of value for taxes and satisfactions {or dissatisfaction} with key
publtic services (Jaw enforcement and public education) is associated with the fiscal condition of
the municipality and the performance of those providing the services. People appreciate value
" in public services. The efforts o define and 10 svaluate potential public service consolidations
should stress this fnding: people appreciate value in public services. They measure this in terms
of the ways in which the service is performed.

Jarggied Populations

Public transporiation is a consolidated servics in Allegheny County. This service is
targeted on particular populations, Municipalities are mandated by the Commonwealth of
Penngylvania to offer recveling services. In a sense this mandate controls the service that
respandents in the AC2001 Survey were asked to assess.

The finding was that these programs wers appreciated {public ransportation) by the
rgeted population and desired (recycling) by those who lived in communities thar were NOT
mandated by the Commonwealth o perform the activity. The public’s satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with consolidated or controlled programs is real; knowing that this is mue should
be informative to the city/county consolidation effort.

rributive B

Underpinning the efforts at city/county service consolidations is the notion that local
goveraments should be well managed, democratic insttutons with some visions of the future,
They are not just publicly accountable businesses, The respondents o the AC2001 survey spoke
clearly about these matters:

Clear majonities of County residents support concepts of reallocating locally raised
resources from "haves” to "have-nots®. People also expressed willingness to incur added
expenses and w do some things differently for the good of the community, There was
significant support from respondents for soveral ideas that will take time 1o show results;
the noton of “pay now instead of paying later” was supported. Thers was alse significant
support for local and coumty povernments to make investments and to take more
aggressive developmental actions.

The Coordinating Committes should heed what the citizens have sald; they are quly
challenging their elected officials t0 make reforms. If a frst step is the consolidation of some
city and county services, that is fine; but these consolidations must lead o conspicuous reforms
fater,

Jim DeAngefis. AICP page 4



About This Paper

David Young Miller, Ph.D). of the Pennsylvaniz Economy Leagne, Inc. Western Division
{PEL) asked that { prepars this briefing paper for the Coordinating Comrmittee of the project to
Develop Cooperative Services Between the City of Pittsburgh and the County of Allegheny.

He has asked that T base my observatons on the public opinion survey that was
compieted under my direction in fall of 1991 for the Allegheny County Department of Planning
as part of ity Allegheny County 2001 project {AC2001) by the University Center for Social and
Urban Research at the University of Pittsburgh.

The results of this survey, its analysis, and associated research methods are available in
sections of three documents that are available from PEL:

indi . d s, 1 in : by Tames F
DeAngeixs with Iame.s Wmdweil and Steven Manne.rs {U{ISUR March 19923

ALLEGHENY 2001 A Report to the Citizens of Aﬁtghﬂny Cmmty [Allegheny County
Deparunent of Planning May, 1992]

The survey’s design, administration, and analysis meet high academic and research
standa.rds for thss sort of wnrk. H{rwmr. this suway cuﬂmed mmﬁagml&%

questwm ‘that axpiared aspects of pﬂbhc service satisfaction and municipal ccnschdaﬁm
Accordingly, this briefing paper emphasizes findings from the AC2001 survey that can
reasomably be associated with some city/eounty service comsolidation opportunities and the
criteria that might be used t0 evaloate the degrees to which these might have public support in
the city and in the county,

Of course, it should go without saying, that when specific city/county consolidation ideas
are ready for public discussion, clected officials would be wise to have the public’s interest in
and opinions of these changes iested before finaliring the demils.
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Headiines about the ACIGGL Public Opinion Sarvey

When the AC001 Public Opinion Survey was presented o the participants in the
ACI00T process and later to the media, there was energetic discussion about ity findings and
the Principal Investigator's interprewmtions, Key people were skeptical, In the intervening
sixtean months some of the initial skepticism about the survey has dissipated. There are
probably as many explanations for the reduced skepticism as thers were skeptics’.  One way
0 review the ACIO01 public opinion survey's key findings and appreciate these finding's
standing in the commuuity is to consider the following excerpts from the editorial pages of
Pitshurght's newspapers in 1992:

Resmding T publie o pott o o e o Py Detrmens. 4 lovse Sforis

of residents rupported the merging of communities if the consolidarion meunt no increase A the
fost qf publiz services,

cenSurpritingty, rearly Ralf «dT%-sald they would rupport consolidation even if there were
inmguf cgm while only 48 percent said additional costs would result in thair apposition.

.- Zhe Pl sor why sperdinated the poll, viewed ther finding ay indicarive of &
sup;wﬂ for é’g{:’apm that their leaders are g:sim;, ar mnyheﬁﬁn %-exi.r;w, o pmﬁxﬁayﬂ

We view it ar the people wlling those leaders thar rf bastles are too expersive to & dnd the
only wey smaill cormunitier ctfn achieve economic siability is by becoming larger :;ff; through
merpers wiih ather mmall communities, *

Merzipg the Taxpavers The Piitsburgh Press o February 22, 1592

*Fou wonder why they call it leadership.  That's the conclusion one might reach afer reading
the reswity of a random survey of 813 Allepheny County residents. What comey throwgh in
starisric gfter ragistic is mafority oitizen support for concepis that electad leaders in the
Pirrburgh area are refuctant or uawilling tor consider.

Like munivipal mergers.
Like new ways of delivering public rervices,
Like digiributing locally raised sducation funds so thar children in low-income

areas have égual aCoest 19 rESOUTCER

... What the ieam legrned way that Allegheny County citizens, &y and large, are more open
minded about wew wayr of doing things than the people they elea. I anyene surprised?

Sixpv-rwo percent, for instonce, Supported municipal mergers vo long ay they don’t increase
coses. But county officials conrinie 1 dump on g::r idea as unworkable ﬂ undesirable
becaigre “the people” don's wonr i

v W can only hope that the pollticiany .., will presens o Hugpring for atiion, prce their werk
iy through, that will encourage wruly progresyive solutions io i region's probiems, dnd thas
ouT ers, like the citizems in this survey, will be open to rying them,

YWher Followers Lead Pittsburgh Post-Gazette on Febrwery 24, 1992

! Among wy favoritss is the recognition that foss Perot’s Prasidential Campaign was "for real”. He
sapmred American'y skeptivism whout government just as Hamis Woltord had captorsd Perngyleanian’s
concains sbout health care. | belisve that the fndings of the ACT00] Public Opinica Survey refiecied some of
these same, decply rooted sentiments that have now been actepied as prevailing wisdom,
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Struchure of This Report

Rather than writing a summary of the AC200] survey findings, this report is structured
o respond to three questons that are dertved from the current process that is being overseen by
the Coordinating Commiitiee.

The senior admunistrators of the city of Pitisburgh and the county of Allegheny
partcipated in 2 retreat on June 11, 1993 that resuliad in "criteria to identify the most promising
areas" of city/county copsolidation and the lsting of those areas’. In essence the two leading
rypes of criteria are best characterized as "gase of implementation” and "improving efficiency
and reducing costs”. “Improving service delivery® followed these two criteria. A question
might ber

Would the residents of Allegheny Counyy, a5 indicated by the AC20CI Public Opinion
survey, give similar emphasis 1o these three types of crireria?

The administrators selected "non-controversial, do-abie areas® by using the critenia and
by discussing various suggested areas in mixed, city/county groups and in homogeneous city and
county groups. The top four areas (Purchasing, Police/Fire Training, Asphalt Plant, and
(1.1.5.) were followed by three additional areas that had relatively strong stpport from elther the
ity or the county administrators: Tax Billing and Collection, Employee Health and Benefits, and
Delinguent Tax Collaction. A question might be;

Would the residerts of Allegheny County, ay indicated by the AC2001 Public Opinion
survey, creace @ similar Hsr of areas 10 be considered for city — county consolidation of
services?

Since reasonable people might expect senior administrators whe are toid to find ways of
consoiidating thelr services w© identify those services that are "do-able”, it might be useful to
consider at some appropriate fime whal outside experts, like ComPAC™s participants, might
recommend. It might also be useful o know what the citdzens of the Allegheny County and the
Ciry of Piushurgh might ke to see done,

What rypes of service consolidation berween the Clty of Pinsburgh and Allegheny County
might ger the most public suppor, as indicared by the ACI001 Public Opinion survey?

These three questions are the structuring elements of this paper. They will be reviewed
in each of the following sections.

¥ A PEL deaft of the outcomes of the seaior administrators’ retreat was shared with the suthor. It was recatved
om Jume B8, 1992 and marked “comfidentind”.
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1. Would the residents of Allegheny Counyy, as indicated by the AC2001 Public Opinion
survey, give similar emphasis fo these three types of criteria:

ease of implementation,
improving efficiency and reducing costs, and
improving service delivery?

" No. Yes. Maybe — not exactly.

The residents have made some very clear and emphatic points that may be relevant o
some of the principies they would Like 10 see operative in local government. These principles
might be transiated into criteria that could be used in selecting and assessing areas for
city/county service consclidation.,

Ease of Inplementation

First, "ease of implementation” i$ a criterion that Allegheny County residents would not
be surprised 1o hear at the top of senior administrators’ lists. After ail, 90% of the AC2001
respondenty wers agreed that governmment officials and/or the system within which these people
functioned were to blatme for not making improvements when improvemsnts were warranted:

311 % of recpondenty belisve that elected officisls do ot make improverents when thers e disgatisfaction
with services, BUT that they dp face difficulties in miking these tmprovements: Politicians are to bizne,
but so & "The System™ in winch they function!

Another 25% suy that officials do pot make fmpwovement, and that they do not face difficnlties i making
thess improvements: Politicians are fuilly fo blame!

Another 25% believe that slected officiale do wakes improvements and that they do fane difficulties in
making thess improvemeniz: Politicians are brying to do the right thing, but face difficutties!

I0% of the respondents believe officials do make nmprovements, and that they do pot face difficulties:
Politicians do what they are expected to da, without difficulties!

It follows that Allegheny County residents would expect "improvements® to be difficult
to make, The evidence from the ACZ001 survey that seems o address Yease of implementation”
as the wp criterion of the senior administrators is the response to this question,

If public services are of the highest qualiry AND are provided ot the lowest price, do you
care who provides them?

T8% of rspondests answernd “ho”, they did not cure.  Twenty oue percent said they did care, and 3%
sard they did net know or kad no optnion.

i —tr

Jizn DeAngelis, AICP page §



S0, if the "ease of inplementation” criterion concemns bureaucratic maners, the residents
of Allegheny Counly know that improvements are difficult to make; but, in terms of service
delivery, most don’t care about who ends up delivering services as long ag they are of the
highest quality and the lowest price! The Citizens expect worthwhile ideas o be implermented.

_ i ne Cost

The concepts of improving efficiency and reducing costs were explored in the AC2001
survey by testing the idea of merging municipalities; two related questions were posecd:

How strongly would you support or appose the idea of merging your municipality and
ne:ghbonng mumcfpa!m:,r with tfw underﬂandfng that: gurresy. public services will

How strongly woudd you support or oppose the idea of merging your municipality and
Migf:bonng mwztc:paimex wuh rfw undersmmfmg that:  Berrer public servicey will be

By analyzing the responses to both of these propositions about consolidation, several
important findings can be made. There are some statistically significant differences berwesn
respondents who are residents of the city of Pinsburgld and those who are not.

First, sbout 40% of 3l the respondeants claim they would smppert consolidstion regardless of the increased
services or mxas. These aps e “hard core” suppormars of mesicipal consolidaton; they do oot constitaes
% maponty of ail Alegheny County residents. However, 51 % of the city residents {comparsd to 36% of
the residents of other musicipalities} support this positicn.

Ap additionai 19% of all the resmondentz supported the concent of municipal consolidation "if the ctrrent
pubiic services will continue to be provided without inoressed conts”. These rmspondens changed their
opimion when they wers iold that "berter public services will be providad a1 a siightly higher, but fair cost™.
In other words mearly a Gith of the respondents claim to support municipal consoltidation with currout fevels
of pablic servives ond wo incrpased coste. Thers was so Gifference in his proportion betwesn ciry and non-
city rasidents.

Together these two groups constitute g majority: 39% of all respondents which breaks
out a8 70% of city and 53% of non-city residents.

Twenty seven percent of all respondents oppose the comespt of menizipsl merger under sither of the rwo
circumnstaccey that wers possd, They are “hard core” opponents of mumcipal consotidation; they congtitate

*Iie the arigined anaiysis of the AC2001 data we did not report statisticaily significans differences betwesn ity
and pon-city residens. For this paper [ have reviewsd those differenscas and am reporting those that are melevant,
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& minoeity of Allegheny County residents. There was s differsace between ity and non—city residenis in
thiz regard; 14 % of the city compsred to 32% of the non-city residents opposed the concept of municipa)
merger wnder gither of the two circumstaness that were posed.

About 10% of the respondentsy sxpregy unesrtainty of %o opinions sbout a2 Isast oue of the two propossd
concepts. They art estentially undecidad on this matter. Thers were only shight differsnces in the
proportions of city and nencity residents on this matter.

Fiually, about 3% of the respondants claim that they would support municipal consalidation if it inchuded
better services at & ressonzbie nrice but would oppose it if services and costs 16 thern remained the sarme.
Thers were no differences in the proportions of city and non-city residents on this msttey,

While 2 fifth of Allegheny County residents were very sensitive 1o the idez of paying
more for “improved" services, the key finding of pertinence o the city/county consoldation
question is that significantly higher proportions of city residents were supporting the concept of
consolidation than was ttue of non-cify residents.

The serjor administrators identified a critedon, “improving efficlency and reducing
costs”, that is important to reladvely high proportons of non-city vs. city residents, ¥ ciry
Tesidents support the proposals that meet this criterion and if these proposals work well, mors
non-city residents may become receptive 10 these sorts of ideas. This criterion i3 important,

Z \ S f E }*‘h"

Improving public service delivery is a critenon that should be based on at least two fypes
of considerations.  First, one might consider the relative standard that is applied to service
delivery in Allegheny County and the city of Pittsburgh comparad to other places, Second, one
might consider residents’ percepdons of services as exprossed by the degree of their satisfacdon
with a tested set of public services. It is this latter approach that has been used in the ACZ001
survey by posing this question:

On balance, using thiy seane scale fvery dissarigfied, dissarisfied, newral or have no
opinton, satisfied, or very sarisfTed], how satisfled of dissarisfied are you with the way
ALL PUBLIC services are provided?

A very bigh proportion (spproximately T2%) of rspondenty sre setisfed with public servicss
geoeral. While statisticafly sigmificant sssocistions heve besy found betwess respondents’ residentisl
locations and their views on this matter, it is clear that over rwo-thirds of the respondents in sach of the
four arcas within the county” that wem tested indicale satisfaction with services in general.

* The four aress within the county ane Pittsburgh (71 % satisfied), Eastern swburbs and Mon Vailey (83 %),
Northern gubrrby (69%), and Southers: and Westarn suburbs (34%),
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Making warranted "improvements in public service delivery™ may be 2 useful eritedion
t¢ consider in selecting and assessing services; but there are generally high Ievels of public
satisfaction with current services. Accordingly, it might be more precise o state this criterion
as "maintaining public service delivery™ with the understanding that, in places where delivery
systerns are dysfunctioning, improvements will be sought.

e Would the residents of Allegheny County, ay indicated by the AC200F Public Opinion
sarvey, create a similar Hst of areas to be considered for city — county consolidation
af services?

Nuo.

Routing Managemen

The administrators selected "non-controversial, do-abie areas” by using the criteria. The
top four areas (Purchasing, Police/Firs Training, Asphalt Plant, and G.1.8.} were followed by
three additional areas that had relatively strong support from either the city or the. county

administrators: Tax Billing and Collection, Employes Health and Benefits, and Delinquent Tax
Collection. ' :

Of these suggestions the only one on which AC2001 respondents” views might shed some
light was police training, None of the other "areas® were specifically mentioned in the AC2001
survey. Since most of these "areas” concern the routine mansgement of govemment, it is worth
noting what respondents said when invited 1o respond to this guestion:

i vou knew that any ADDITIONAL taxas you would pay to local and county governments
irs the next wen years would ONLY be used for a purpose of YOUR choosing, on what
sort of service, program, or profect would you like your added axes 16 be spent?

Percent of
Purposes Remondents
Education & Training 9%
Health & Human Services 17
infastructure & Transportation 14
Environmental Conservation/
Recreation il
Tob & Economic Develonpment 9
Tustica & Safety &
Giovernment/No waxes 3
{Rher 2
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Education was mentioned by more people than was any other response. People in this
category generally mentioned that funding should go to improve the schools, to provide better
education, and to have betier teachers., Thirty percent of the respondents in this category had
mentioned "economic and job development” earlier in the interview when asked to name the
single change they would ke t0 see made by 2001, The second most popular category was
health and human services, Concem about medical coverage and programs for the elderly
were prominent, Infrastrocture and transportation was the third most mentioned response
category, with road maintenance as the greatest concent,

Thers are two imporiant poinis derived from the ACI00T fAndings about initiatives that
would have public support, Tirst, "government” activities {Jitke those proposad for consolidation)
were mentioned by very few respondenis—indeed, those wha did mention government challenged
it by saying "n¢ additional taxes"™! The second point is that people were saying that they wanied
to gee outcomes from their tax dollars. These outcomes did not have (o be immediate (L.,
education); they did have to focus ot peoples’, not government's, needs (Le., education and
health care); and they did have t0 serve the whole community {i.e., infrastructure and
transporaton). :

Another interpretation of this finding could be that, by making some “do-able”
consolidations, funds would become available for the kinds of visible human and community
programs for which people express support. However, based on what AC200] respondents seem
to have said, the "do-able” service consolidations that arg being given priority by the senior
administrators would not be on the citizens' [ist of services to be consolidated.

. ; "

The suggeston of creating & joint city/county police tmining program may have merit
In terms of the public's opinion about law enforcement, however, there may be some aspects
 of this joint program that should be carefully serutinized. There are two aspects that wamant
scrutiny: the public support for improving law enforcement services in the city and the namrs
of the training that would be emphasized ia a joint cityfcounty imaining effort.

Thers wag penersl satisfaction among the respondents with law suforcement.  Fifty six percent reportzd
being satisfied, with ae additional % very stisfied. Twenty two percent said they were dissatisfied, and
another 3% wers very dissaticfied. Nine percent ssid they bad %o opinion or did not kyow. Statistically
significant sssociasions sxist between mepondensy’ resicentisl Josations and their assessmenis of law
snfortament services.

Relatively high proportions of respondents o Nogth of the Allegheny & Ohio Rivers expross satisfaction
with and uentrality or no opicion sbout Isw enforcement, 7T3% and 11% respectively. Seventy seven
percent of South Hills & West Suburbas respondents express sstisfaeton with law suforeement seyvices,
Cmsby 59% of respondents from e Rast Subibs and Mon Valley said they are satisfisd; 54 % of tduose
iving im the ity of Pittsbargh were satisfied.
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~ Lower proportions of Phttsburgh residents are sarisfied with law enforcement services than
residents of other municipalities. And thers is one other stdsteally significant demographic
factor that is associated with these assessments—a respondent’s ethniciy.

A statistically significant proportiog of non white respondents reparted being dissatisfed with Law
Fuforeement compared t the proportion of white respondents, 42 % versus 33 %,

This racial factor, combined with 4 similar finding with regard to Emergency Medical
Servicas, reinforces the prevailing wisdom that blacks do not feel that they are being treated as
weil by these systems as whites do’,

This anajysis of the AC2001 survey inspired two questions about the proposal w
consolidate city/cournty police fraining. First, there was evidence that city residents were
relatively less satisfied with law enforcement services than other county residents. Maybe they
would be more receptive to some types of consolidation. Secondly, members of the minonty
community tended to be Jess sagisfied with law enforcement services. The questions that emerge
apout a joint training effort concern the degree to which a consolidated training program would
address concerns about the quality of law enforcement personnel. Can police training improve
cuitural awareness? Can a joint city/county police training effort ensure that colturally aware
training is promoted?

3 What types of service consolidation between the City of Pitsburgh and Allegheny
County might get the most public support, ay indicated by the AC2001 Pudlic Opinion
survey?

In the background paper that PEL provided to the senior administrators before thelr
TECERT retfeat sotne stroctures were suggested as guides to the discussions, Most noteworthy
among these were the "benefits of cooperation™ {financial, progmmmatic, organizational, and
symbolic} and the "forms of cooperaton” {full imtegration of services, specialized services,
snared support services, and shared purchasing of supplies and services), These suggestions
were apparently discussed at the refveat; the participating senior administrators created their own
suggestons of criteria (ways of assessing "benefits™) and areas (specific "forms of cooperation”).

In the prior two sections of this paper [ have discussed how the residents of Allegheny
County might react (o the senior administrators” critena and areas. In this secton I address what
types of service consolidations the residents might support. The types of conselidation that

? That staisticaily significant asenciations have emerged is sspecially noteworthy since non-witite respondents
soustitsts oply 13% of all sespondants,
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citizens seem o support include programs thar yield real vaiue for their tax dollar, have
performance based outcomes, tarzet particular populaticns or types of municipalites, and
redistribute resources within the County.

v r i

The key findings on which T rely concern taxpayvers’ sense of the value they receive from
their tax payments. Respondents to the AC2001 survey were invited to answer the following
question; the respotises set an important context for understanding how people felt about public

BRTVICES:

The taxes that I currently pay to LOCAL AND COT FOVERNMENIS (not to the
Commanwealth of Pennsylvania or the Faderai gevemmm} are used o provide services
thar [ appreciate; that is, 1 feel that I ger value for my wax dollar.

Raspondents were strongly divided in their anewers {0 this question, Ouly 3% bad no opinion or did nat
know. Forty six percent dissgreed or shongly dismgreed; 5IR agmﬂi or stromply agresd with the
statnment.

It ie very roporiant to note that 2 third of those respondents whe did not fes! they were petting valus for
their tax doifar exproaced strong opintons; 15% of all respondents said they “strongly disagrsed® with the
staternent, 31 % said they “disagreed”. Oaly 2.5% of all the respoudents said they "sirongly sgresd” with
the statement.

Public Awareness

There was only ote sttistically significant factor associated with people's response to this
question at the time we did the initial analysis—familiarity with AC20G1.

Respondeats who were aware of ACID0] were more likely than others to feel they weare gotting value for
their ax dollar,  Sixty sight percent of those familiar with, versus 48% of those usfumilisr or pot
retpembering ACYO0L, agreed that they pet vaine for their tax dollars.  Thirty two percent of the
respogdents who were familisr, and 44 % of those unfamilisr with AC200] disageead, hed no oninion, or
said they did oot know.

One conclusion that can be drawn from this finding is that information, such as Our
Egture Qur. Choice® or The Big Pictura, about what is {or could be) dons with locally raised

revenues may be infloencing resident’s views of their local and county tax payments’ value.

* This wis a tsbloid oewspaper that was deliversd 1o every Allegheny County howsshold. In addition to
containing soms of the preliminary ideas that wers ponerated in the AC2001 procsss, it sdvertised the fortheoming
WOED program, The Big Fioners, apd the tows meetings that were & be conducted,
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As the current effort 10 consolidate citylcounty services progresses, it will be very
important (o keep the public well informed about and, perhaps, involved in what is and is not
being proposed. This suggestion is based on 2 finding from the AC2001 Survey: peopie who
have knowledge of an effort to promote good government (as ACZ001 was) tend {o say they get
vatue for their tax dollar,

Performance Based Qutcomes

Through the contnuing analysis of the AC200! public opitdon survey it & becoming
apparent that respondents were very iierssted in the value they believed they were gettng for
their tax dollars and from their govermment instititions. The respondents suggest that
performance i vaived. This i Hiustrated through the following analyses of the value people
report gettng for thelr tax dollars and the degrees of satisfuction with law enforcement and
public education.

As part of preparing this paper an analysis of selected responses to the AC2001 public
opinion survey has been done based on grouping the residengal locations of survey respondents
into four groups of Allegheny County municipalities, based on The Pennsylvaniz Economy
League's Fiscal Stess Indicators for 1991:

*... relative municipal fiscal stress {is} based upon iax capacity, tax yield, and tax effort.
Stress is not to be confused with distress. Siress Is defined by the League as a condirion
wherein high rotes of property rqxarion result in refarively low tax vield when compared
with alf other cormmunities in the County. Distress is o condition wherein a municipality
has elected or been required 1o pursue ¢ paridcular course of action o deql with its fiscql
siress.  Although murually exclusive, the League has found that, in Allegherty Coupgy,
those communities thut have sought assisiance through Act 47, the Municipal Financial
Recovery Act, have also been the most fiscally stressed ax meayured by this rating

syslermn,

... the Leggue ranked aofl communities in the councy based on the three measures and
divided the communities inro four groups or quartiles. ™’

These four groups of communities were used in the analysis of the ACZ001 Public
Opindon Survey,

. Pronsvivaniz Roonomy League, Inc, Wastem
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Valoe for Taxes

Perhaps the most significant finding of this analysis Is that respondents’ assessments of
the value they get for their iaxes i5 directly related to thelr residential municipality’s fiscal
indicator, The more favorable the fiscal indicator, the more iikely it is that people feel they get
value for their tax payments.

Residence located a Percent saying they get
muniginality that is value for wmx dollaz,
Most Stressed 44.2%
More Stressed 45.5%
Lass Stressed 50.1%
Least Stressed 64.6%

Residing in a well managed, less financially stressed community influences people’s
-opinions not only of government but also of public service delivery. Law enforcement and
public school services are imporiant examples for several reasons. First, law enforcemnent and
public schools are the most visible local government (school district) services; law enforeement
is & key indicator of a local govermment’s service delivery capability; public schools actvely
involve the community in their sctivides, Second, law enforcement and school district services
are often candidates for municipal (school district) service consolidations.

Law FEnforcement

Significantly higher proportions of respondents residing in municipalities that have been
clagsified ag "less” or "least stressed” by the Pemnsylvanis Economy League are satisfied with
law enforcement services compared to respondents from the "most stressed™ municipalities.

Over T5% of the respondents from "less™ or Tleagt stewsed” municipelities are suisfied with law
suforcement cotpared o 51 % of the respondeniz Hom the "tost stressed” mumcipalites,

Supporting this {inding is the fact that respondents living i Townships and Boroughs are more likely o
be satisfied with Law Epforcement than are those lving i Citiss,  Significamly high proportions, 34 %,
of respondents who raside in Allegheny County's thres cities {including Mttsburpgh) express dissatisfuction
with and nastrality or no opimion about law enforcamemt. Conversely, high proportions of respondsnts who
reside in Boroughs and Townships report satdsfaction, 70% and 72% respectively.

Fyurthermore, respondents residing in oumicipalities sxperisncing growth in the numbher of households
berween 1980 and 1990 wers more likely to be satisfied with law enforcement then those living in declining
municipslitiss. Sevenry three percent of those in growing municipalities, and 38 % of those i non-growth
nsmicipalities were satisfied, Fxpanding X bases alfow the maintenance, and sometimes the Improvanmsst
of, public services such as law enforcement.
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Public Scheols

Significantly higher proportions of respondents residing in municipalities that have been
giassified a5 "less” or “least stressed™ by the Pennsybvania Heonomy lLeague are satisfied with
public school services compared 0 respondents from the "most stressed” municipalites,

Crver 56% of the respondents from "least sirmssed™ mwnicipalities are satisfled with public schools
comparsd & 9% of the mapandents from the “mast stressed” miumicipalities.

Using some of the data availsble from PEPRS PC - Pennsvivania. School District
Database?, responses to education related questions in the AC200] survey have been analyzed

by the respondent’s school district to determine what factors may or may not affect a
respondents’ perceptions and priorities with regard to education,

The key finding” was that "citizen perceptions regarding the public school system appear
o be more stongly linked fo performance than to factors such as school district funding or
student teacher ratos. Satisfaction with public schools and with citdzen involvement in public
education decigions are both directly tied 10 the performance of 2 school district’s students in
TELLS tests. Neither a school district’s student teacher ratio, nor it total expenditures ave
significant in explaining respondents’ opinions on these issues,”

Respondents” assessments of value for taxes and satisfactions {or dissatisfacton) with key
public services (Jaw enforcement and public education) is associated with the fiseal conditon of
the municipality and the performance of those providing the services. People appreciate valug
in public services. The efforts to define and to evaiuate potential public service consolidations
should stress this finding: people appreciate value in public services. They measure this in terms
of the ways in which the service iy performed.

Targeted Popylatons

Certain public services must be @rgeted on particular populations.  As proposals for
consolidating city and county services are considered, it would sesm usefu! to know how peopie

¥ The PEPS PC Pennsyivania school district dambase was developed from data provided by the Pennsyivanis
Bepurtment of Edocotion to the Pennsylvania BEdoeationae] Policy Stodisg Project of che University of Prtshorgh,
Variables are degdved from 1989-1990. In consultstion with Dr, Bill Cooley, PEPS PC was used to group
Allegheny County’s Sehwol districts by 11 characteristics.

PELha.s cuptﬂ uf th;s pﬂpﬂ
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