COUNTY OF MAUI

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
ANNUAL REPORT
2015 ‒ 2016

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
COUNTY OF MAUI
Annual Report
2015 – 2016

The Commission shall have the power and duty to:
Study and investigate the organizations and methods of operations of all departments,
commissions, boards, offices, and other instrumentality of all branches of the county government
and determine what changes, if any, may be desirable to accomplish the policy set forth herein.1

Paul Kailiponi, Chair2
Annie Alvarado, Vice Chair3
Bradley Bunn, Member
Garrett Evans, Member4
Stanford Lanias, Member
E. Gayle Long, Member
Dale Thompson, Member
John Watling, Member

1

Charter, County of Maui, Section 3-9.3 (2015 Edition)
Paul Kailiponi began his term as Chair in April 2016. He served as Vice Chair during the Commission’s 2015 –2016
Term (April 2015 – March 2016).
3
Annie Alvarado began her term as Vice Chair in April 2016.
4
Garrett Evans served as Chair during the Commission’s 2015 – 2016 Term (April 2015 – March 2016).
2

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
2015 – 2016 ANNUAL REPORT
Evaluation and Recommendations of the Adoption of a
Council‐Manager System of Government in Maui County
I.

INTRODUCTION
The Cost of Government Commission (“COGC” or “Commission”) was created in 1976. In its final report
dated February 19, 1976, the Charter Commission stated, “The Cost of Government Commission would
provide a cyclical review of cost and efficiency of the both the legislative and executive branches of
County government. The [Charter] Commission believes that this Commission [COGC], if adopted, will
be one of the first of its kind in local government.” Report of the Maui County Charter Commission,
p. 5 (1976). See Exhibit A.
A Charter amendment establishing the Office of the County Auditor in 2012 states the Commission
“shall be advisory to the county auditor.” Charter, County of Maui, Sections 3‐9.1, 3‐9.3 (2015 Edition).
See Exhibit B. According to the County Charter, the purpose of the Commission is to “[s]tudy and
investigate the organizations and methods of operations of all departments, commissions, boards,
offices, and other instrumentality of all branches of the county government and determine what
changes, if any, may be desirable to accomplish the policy set forth herein” Id., Section 3‐9.3(1). These
responsibilities correspond to the County’s policy “to promote economy, efficiency and improved
service in the transaction of the public business in the legislative and executive branches of the county.”
Id., Section 3‐9. The Commission develops an annual report that outlines avenues through which
economy and efficiency can be established through policy or operational change.
The Commission encourages the Mayor and the Maui County Council to implement policies that will
continue to give taxpayers the best value for their money. Best management practices are strongly
recommended to increase systemic efficiencies while reducing uneconomical or wasteful expenditures.
The Mayor and the Maui County Council should collaborate to improve government processes,
increase efficient implementation of these processes and policies, and balance spending against the
efficiency of the provided service. The Commission endorses sound methodologies of analysis that are
transparent and evidence based. The Commission acknowledges the need for involvement of all
stakeholders to these issues (e.g. government sector, private sector, public) so that all viewpoints are
considered in any analysis.
During this term, the Commission solicited ideas and/or potential subject areas from the
Administration and the Maui County Council. Representatives from both branches came before the
Commission to acknowledge the invitation and provide feedback. The Commission met with Mayor
Alan Arakawa, Managing Director Keith Regan, Director of Water Supply David Taylor, Purchasing Agent
Greg King, and Energy Coordinator Kalvin Kobayashi to discuss potential areas of study. Written
testimony was also received from County Council Chair Mike White and other members of the public.
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As a result of this process, the Commission decided to “Evaluate the Adoption of a Council‐Manager
System of Local Government for Maui County.” This topic was chosen at the behest of both Mayor
Arakawa and Council Chair White. Public testimony was also received encouraging the Commission to
investigate this topic. See Exhibits C – E.
The Commission encourages the Mayor and the Maui County Council to review and consider the
Commission’s findings and recommendations in this report.
The Commission is made up of nine (9) volunteers with various educational and employment
backgrounds. The cumulative wisdom and experience of its members are notable and, collectively, the
commissioners have dedicated their time and knowledge to improving the quality of governance in
Maui County. Unfortunately, the Commission has limited time and resources, which precludes a full
examination of these complex and difficult subjects. Nonetheless, the Commission believes its
recommendations should be a catalyst for more in‐depth discussions and a foundation for the
development of legislation and improved processes and/or policies on the subject investigated.
The Commission encourages County management to implement its recommendations where possible
and necessary, or to find an alternative approach to any problems or challenges in the finding of facts
identified by this Commission.
The Commission will continue to investigate government processes and operations, recommending
where efficiency, economy, and improved service can be realized and, where necessary, providing
advice to the Office of the County Auditor on what it believes could be fruitful subjects for a more
detailed study and review.

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The form of local government for any municipality should represent the underlying values and
aspirations of its constituents. Maui County has historically been led by an elected mayor with
responsibility over executive powers (e.g., budget and appointment of department heads) alongside
an elected County Council with legislative responsibilities. The question of a change in the form of
government has been expressed in various bodies starting with the 1976 Charter Commission until the
present day. In September 2015, representatives from both the County Council and Mayor’s Office
asked the Commission to evaluate possible changes in the form of government from the current
structure to a Council‐Manager form of government.

A.

FINDINGS
The Commission has been focused on the expressed values of stakeholders concerning a possible
change from a Mayor‐Council form of government to a Council‐Manager form of government.
Pursuant to its Charter mandate to support the County’s declaration of policy, the Commission
decided to investigate whether a change in the form of government would lead to substantive
improvements to the transaction of public business in Maui County government. Based on its
investigation, the Commission offers the following findings.
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1.

A Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily result in lower expenditures in
providing public services. This conclusion is primarily based on the consensus of academic
literature and studies that have found there is no substantive difference between a
Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council form of government in terms of government
spending.

2.

A Council‐Manager form of government is not a necessary condition for professional,
qualified management at the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) level. More stringent
qualifications for CAOs are sometimes found in job descriptions, but need not exist in
municipal ordinances or charters. The Commission could not determine, using the
evidence available, whether the adoption of a Council‐Manager form of government would
directly lead to more qualified CAOs than a Mayor‐Council form of government.

3.

A Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily reduce turnover costs at the
CAO level. This is because there is little difference in the median turnover rate of CAOs at
the national level when compared with the turnover rate of managing directors historically
in Maui County. Evidence concerning the average tenure of department heads between a
Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council form of government could not be found.

4.

A Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily result in lower overall
executive costs. Even if the Mayor’s position were eliminated, there is no guarantee that
the council manager’s salary and executive administration costs would be lower than that
of the Mayor’s Office, nor is there a guarantee that department head salaries would be any
less. It is possible that executive costs could rise under a Council‐Manager form of
government. These findings were completed assuming that the current functions and
tasks of the Mayor’s office would be retained with the change to a Council‐Manager form
of government.

5.

A Council‐Manager form of government will likely have no effect on the acquisition of
advantageous terms for general obligation bonds or County financing. The financial health
of the County has more to do with the County’s fiscal policy, tax base, economy and
structure of long‐term obligations than its form of government.

A discussion of the evidence that underpins each respective finding can be found in the
proceeding sections of this report.
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B.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings summarized above and discussed further below, the Commission offers
the following recommendations.
1.

The decision to change the form of local governance for Maui County should not be based
solely on issues of economy/efficiency or cost savings between Council‐Manager or
Mayor‐Council forms of government. Instead, the decision should also include values
concerning:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Minimizing political influence on County officials
Accountability of County officials
Representativeness of County officials to their respective constituencies
Retaining checks and balances between legislative and executive branches of
government
Ensuring that any change goes through proper due process and evaluation

The Commission encourages the Maui County Council and Special Committee on County
Governance to systematically evaluate the above values against various forms of
government to inform their decisions as to possible change to Maui County’s form of
government.
2.

Update existing department‐level performance measures to make them more
operational, accessible, frequent and commensurate with County‐wide plans and
executive vision.

3.

Grant the Maui County Council the right to vet mayoral appointments either by letter or
in a formal hearing. The vetting process would necessitate that the Mayor’s Office provide
relevant job descriptions and appointment qualifications for appointees. The vetting
process would not be mandatory but could be called with the Council having the right to
provide an opinion on the qualification of appointees without the right of refusal for the
appointee.

4.

If a Charter amendment to move toward a Council‐Manager form of government is
deemed appropriate by the Maui County Council, it should be proposed by the Charter
Commission.
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III. RESEARCH AND FINDINGS
A.

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
Over the course of 2015, the subject of a Council‐Manager structure of government became a
major topic within Maui County. Council Chair Mike White advocated an investigation into the
subject and suggested that a ballot initiative be considered for the 2016 election. See Exhibit C.
While considering this subject, the Commission was also encouraged by Mayor Alan Arakawa to
weigh in on the issue. See Exhibit F, pp. 2–3.
The Commission views its role in such an investigation through the lens of its duties set forth in
the County Charter. For that reason, the Commission has focused its attention on which (if any)
effects a Council‐Manager form of government would have on the overall economy and
efficiency of County governance.
At the outset, the Commission would like to state that both Mayor‐Council and Council‐Manager
governments take many different forms. All of the forms represent a spectrum, with Maui
County’s current “strong mayor” form of government on one side, and a full‐fledged Council‐
Manager form on the other. A wide range of intermediary systems exist that place different
responsibilities between the primary legislative bodies (e.g., councils or commissions) and
executive bodies (e.g., mayor) of local government. To this end, the Commission decided to take
a value‐based approach to its evaluation of local governance for the County of Maui.
A value‐based approach first considers the primary objectives of all stakeholders when it comes
to forms of government. Once these objectives/values have been identified, an evaluation can
be performed to assess whether a particular form of government shows sufficient advantages
over alternative forms. This analysis can be done in a systematic way that allows the Commission
to identify trade‐offs that can exist between different alternatives. For example, the public may
value an extensive range of public services from local government; however, there is often a
tradeoff between the increase in the range of services provided and the corresponding cost of
providing those services, which is also a value held by many stakeholders (lowering the cost of
government). The two values expressed (increased range of services and lower government
expenditures) conflict with one another and will need to be addressed in the analysis. By
identifying these conflicts, it is possible to provide a more complete comparative analysis of
different alternatives.
A value‐based approach also allows the Commission to be more flexible in its recommendations.
By identifying the means by which values can be achieved as opposed to an entire form of
government, the Commission can provide a recommendation that is tailored specifically to the
context of Maui County.
Table 1 describes the values the Commission identified following consultation with the public,
County Council, Mayor’s Office, County departments, and local media outlets (e.g., newspaper
articles, viewpoints, and letters to the editor).
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Table 1. Identified Values for Local Governance
Economical and efficient provision of services
Highly qualified and professional executive personnel
Minimal turnover costs of executive personnel
Minimal costs for executive branch salaries
Favorable financial conditions for county investments
Minimal political influence on officials
Executive personnel that are accountable for their performance
Executive officials that are representative of their constituency
A system of checks and balances between legislative and executive functions
Due process in any change to local government structure
In its investigation, and in keeping with its charge under the County Charter, the Commission
endeavored to compare the economy and efficiency of a Mayor‐Council form of government
with that of a Council‐Manager form of government. As such, the five topics marked in red in
Table 1 above represent the values that were examined by the Commission. The remaining
topics were not examined in order to adhere strictly to the Charter responsibility placed on the
Commission. Although there was no formal analysis of these other topics, they will be discussed
within the context of the Commission’s findings and recommendations in order to support other
bodies (e.g., the Special Committee on County Governance, Maui County Council) analyzing these
same topics.
The following five sections will evaluate the degree to which a change from an elected executive
(e.g., strong mayor) to an appointed executive (e.g., council‐manager) could lead to positive
outcomes for each respective value.1
Each section will begin with a proposition that outlines the respective value. The methodology
for evaluating each value will then be presented along with the evidence gathered to support or
disprove each proposition. Any conclusions drawn will be based on the evidence provided as
well as based on discussions between Commission members at their monthly meetings.
Final recommendations on the adoption of a Council‐Manager form of government will be a
synthesis of all analyzed components. Some discussion will then be given to how this partial
analysis of local governance can then be used to support decision‐making on possible changes to
local governance.

1

In most cases, the primary difference between a Council‐Manager and strong mayor form of government is the manner
in which the chief administrative officer (CAO) is selected. In a Council‐Manager form of government, the CAO is
selected by the main legislative body (e.g., council or commission), while in a strong mayor form of government, the
CAO is selected by an elected official (e.g., mayor).
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The five key propositions analyzed are as follows:
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

B.

Economy/Efficiency: Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would produce
more economical or efficient delivery of services than a Mayor‐Council form of
government.
Professional Qualifications: Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would
lead to management by a Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) with greater professional
qualifications than a CAO in a Mayor‐Council form of government.
Executive‐Level Turnover: Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would
result in lower turnover costs for both the CAO (managing director in the case of Maui
County) and department heads.
Executive‐Level Costs: Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would lead to
lower executive costs for Maui County than a Mayor‐Council form of government.
Financial Impacts: Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would improve the
County of Maui’s ability to obtain more favorable financial terms for municipal financing
than a Mayor‐Council form of government.

ECONOMY/EFFICIENCY
One of the most common arguments made by proponents of the Council‐Manager form of
government is that it can lead to more economical or efficient delivery of services from local
government entities. Therefore, the Commission decided to evaluate the following proposition:
Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would produce more economical or efficient
delivery of services than a Mayor‐Council form of government.
To test this assumption, a literature review of academic and gray literature2 was performed
focusing on studies that had compared economy and efficiency outcomes between Council‐
Manager and Mayor‐Council forms of government. Although the Commission identified
literature from many sources, it decided to focus on academic literature for the following
reasons:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The systematic process of analysis and inquiry typically used in academic literature
Transparent and replicable processes
A process to limit conflicts of interest for the authors of these studies
A process of peer review that suggests rigor of analysis
Searchable database systems to identify relevant studies

The above advantages of academic literature, however, are contrasted with some of its
disadvantages, including highly technical writing and limited accessibility3 to protect intellectual
property.

2

Gray literature is defined as a type of literature that does not go through a peer‐review process for publication.
While much of the literature is available, there is often either a monetary cost to access these studies or need for a
library with the proper access permissions (e.g., University of Hawaii Library System).
3
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Seventeen (17) different studies were analyzed to assess whether having a Council‐Manager
form of government was observed to result in more economical or more efficient provision of
local government services. Full references are available for each study (See Exhibit G) as well as
the full text (See Exhibits H ‐ L), where available.
Table 2. Literature on Economy/Efficiency of Local Government Structures
Author(s)

Year

Booms
Morgan and Pelissero
Mehay and Seiden
Deno and Mehay
Farnham
Hayes and Chang
Duffy‐Deno and Dallenberg
Morgan and Kickham
Moore, Nolan and Segal
Jung
Kreft
MacDonald
Coate and Knight
Waterfield
Saha
IBM
Carr

1966
1980
1986
1987
1990
1990
1990
1999
2003
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2011
2015

Government
Units Studied
73
22
207
73
384
191
26
20
46
504
22
1613
3450
24
72
100
N/A

Scope

Time‐series

Findings

Local
Local
National
Local
National
National
National
National
National
National
Local
National
National
National
National
National
N/A

No
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
N/A

CM
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
CM
0
CM
0
MC
0
CM/MC
CM
0

Each of these 17 studies compared the fiscal performance of local governments based on their
use of either a Council‐Manager or Mayor‐Council structure. Table 2 provides the year of
publication, number of local government units analyzed, scope of the analysis, whether the study
included municipalities over time (time series), and basic findings concerning economy/efficiency
gains for different structures of local government. The final column (Findings) indicates whether
the study found that a Council‐Manager (CM) form was more efficient, a Mayor‐Council (MC)
form was more efficient, or that there was no substantive difference between the two forms of
government (0). In one case (Saha), it was found that the form of government affected budgetary
expenditures depending on the department that was analyzed (e.g., police, fire, waste disposal).
The final study that was analyzed (Carr) is a literature review of other studies. This paper
attempted to find all other research pertaining to the topic and then aggregate those findings to
come to a final conclusion. The method used by Carr is similar to what was done by the
Commission, albeit with a smaller number of studies included in his analysis.
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In almost all of these studies, local government efficiency was measured as government spending
per capita on different functions. Police, fire and waste disposal expenditures were the most
common functions because they make up a large portion of local government budgets and the
availability of data. Government structure data was taken from the International City/County
Management Association (ICMA) survey of county managers. In most cases, control factors were
included, such as population, age breakdowns, high school graduation rates, income rates,
income inequality, and other local government factors. These controls were often included to
limit their effects on the studied difference between Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council
government structures.
Fourteen of the 17 analyzed pieces of literature found that there was no substantive difference
between a Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council forms of government in terms of government
expenditures on services. This led to the Commission’s conclusion that the adoption of either
form of government has no significant influence on the amount per capita spent to deliver public
services. It is interesting to note that the studies that found the Council‐Manager form of
government to be more efficient than the Mayor‐Council form either used alternative
measurements of efficiency or used statistical methods that were not commensurate with a
majority of studies analyzing local government efficiency.
Findings: The Commission finds that a Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily
result in lower expenditures in providing public services. This conclusion is primarily based on
the consensus of academic literature and studies that have found there is no substantive
difference between a Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council form of government in terms of
government spending.

C.

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
A common value expressed throughout the investigation process was the desire for qualified
professionals in executive positions. An oft‐stated advantage of a Council‐Manager form of
government is that because the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) is appointed by a legislative
body, he or she would possess more requisite professional management qualifications than
would an elected mayor. The proposition evaluated by the Commission was therefore: Whether
a Council‐Manager form of government would result in management by a Chief Administrative
Officer (CAO) with greater professional qualifications than a CAO in a Mayor‐Council form of
government.
The March 2007 issue of Public Management, a publication of the ICMA, notes that varying forms
of government might be easy to distinguish by definition, but are less easy to distinguish in
practice: “Strong mayor forms [of government] often hire qualified professionals, and council‐
manager governments have significantly added politics: district elections, direct election of the
mayor, and occasionally a mayoral veto. In addition, many county governments, with a
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traditionally more diffused structure than cities, have increasingly professionalized public
management positions and hired professional CAOs.”4
CNN‐Money Magazine in 2011 identified the 100 best small cities in the USA. An ICMA analysis
of forms of government and ICMA‐member CAOs in these cities shows that quality provision of
service by qualified professionals can exist across forms of government or associations with
professional organizations such as the ICMA. See Exhibit M.
The above examples highlight the fact that qualified professionals for local government
management can and do exist in both Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council forms of government.
Nonetheless, the question remains as to whether the appointment of a Chief Administrative
Officer through the Council‐Manager system would result in more qualified individuals than in
an elected Mayor‐Council system.
The Commission evaluated the above question in two different ways. The first was through a
continuation of the literature review already accomplished in the assessment of
economy/efficiency in Section III.B. above. The second was by finding a range of typical job
qualifications for county managers in a sampling of local jurisdictions, and comparing them with
the qualifications delineated in the Maui County Charter. The Commission chose to set certain
boundaries on its analysis. Specifically, the Commission analyzed indicative qualifications only
for county managers or equivalent management positions.

1.

Professional Qualifications — From Literature
The academic literature analyzed in Section III.B. above regarding economy/efficiency
also offers guidance about arguments regarding possible differences in professional
qualifications of CAOs between the Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council forms of
government. According to Folz and Abdelrazek, “The professional values, training, and
expertise of city and town managers and administrators may promote or encourage
advances in the level of urban services provided in their communities.”5
The primary theoretical reason advanced for improved economy/efficiency was often
the reasoning that the existence of a Council‐Manager form of government led to more
qualified managers than in a Mayor‐Council form of government. Folz and Abdelrazek
instead found that the “association between the type of chief executive and service level
is considerably stronger than the connection between type of government and service
level.”6 The study suggested that the presence of professional administrators —
regardless of form — had an influence on service levels, which could indicate that a
Council‐Manager form of government is not a necessary factor for qualified

4

Keene, James, et al., “How Professionals Can Add Value to Their Communities and Organizations,” Public Management,
pp. 33‐34 (March 2007).
5
See Carr, Jared B., “What Have We Learned About the Performance of Council‐Manager Government? A Review and
Synthesis of the Research,” Public Administration Review, vol. 75, no. 5, p. 682 (2015), citing Folz, David H., and
Abdelrazek, Reem, “Professional Management and Service Levels in Small U.S. Communities,” American Review of Public
Administration, 39(5), p. 568 (2009).
6
Id., citing Folz & Abdelrazek, p. 564.
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management. A more precise explanation is that levels of professionalism and quality
management lead to improved outcomes regardless of the form of government.

2.

Professional Qualifications — From Municipal Jurisdictions
The Commission also compared the minimum qualifications of CAOs from other
jurisdictions with the minimum qualifications of the managing director position in Maui
County. Several different sources were used to find typical qualifications for CAOs,
including the Model County Charter (8th Edition) and job notices from the ICMA website.
Table 3 outlines the minimum education and experience requirements found in each of
the above sources as well as the Office of Managing Director from the Maui County
Charter.

Table 3. Sample Qualifications for CAOs
Source
Model City
Charter (8th
Edition)

City of Grass
Valley, California

Coconino County,
Arizona

7

Type

Qualifications
A master’s degree with a concentration in public administration,
public affairs or public policy and two years’ experience in an
appointed managerial or administrative position in a local
government or a bachelor’s degree and 5 years of such
experience. See Exhibit N.
Job
A bachelor’s degree from an accredited college or university, with
Advertisement major work in Public Administration, Business, Accounting/
Finance. A Master’s Degree in Public Administration or Business
Administration is preferable. Eight years of progressively
responsible administrative experience in municipal government,
including significant administrative, financial and personnel
management responsibilities, five (5) years [of] experience as a
city or county manager is preferable. See Exhibit O.
There shall be a city administrator who shall be the chief
administrative officer of the city. The council shall appoint the
Charter
person it believes to be best qualified on the basis of executive
and administrative qualifications, with specific reference to
experience in, and knowledge of, accepted practice in respect to
the duties of the office as set forth in the charter.7 See Exhibit P.
Job
Bachelor’s Degree in relevant field and significant years of
Advertisement experience in a political/governmental environment; or any
combination of education, training and experience which
demonstrates the ability to perform the duties of the position. A
Master’s degree is preferred. See Exhibit R.

Additional powers and duties of the City Administrator can be found in Chapter 2.05 of the Grass Valley, California
Municipal Code. See Exhibit Q.
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Source
Thousand Oaks,
California

Type
Municipal
Code

Qualifications
The City Manager shall be appointed by a majority vote of the
Council, and shall hold office for and during the pleasure of the
Council. The City Manager shall be chosen by the Council solely
on the basis of executive and administrative qualifications with
special reference to actual experience in, or knowledge of,
accepted practices in respect to the duties of the office (Sec. 2‐
1.202).8 See Exhibit S.
Job
[G]raduation from a four‐year college or university with a major
Advertisement in public or business administration, or a closely related field; and
at least ten years of progressively responsible experience in the
management and administration of a municipal government; or
an equivalent combination of training and experience. See
Exhibit T.
The City Manager shall be appointed by the City Council wholly
Municipal
on the basis of the City Manager’s executive and administrative
Code
qualifications and ability.9 See Exhibit U.
Charter
The managing director shall be appointed and may be removed
by the mayor. The managing director shall have had five years of
experience in an administrative capacity, either in public or
private business, or both.

Del Mar,
California

County of Maui,
Hawaii

A simple comparison of municipalities shown in Table 3 indicates the following:
a.

There is no significant difference in the minimum qualifications set for CAOs in
Council‐Manager forms of government and Maui County’s current qualifications
for the managing director set forth in the Charter.

b.

The specific qualifications for a CAO need not be set by charter or county
ordinance, but can instead exist in corresponding job advertisements as needed.

In addition, these descriptions show that minimum CAO qualifications vary from
municipality to municipality.10 Although the Model City Charter delineates some basic
CAO qualifications and there tends to be a general consensus that a minimum of five
years of experience is preferred, there is no requirement that municipalities adhere to
these qualifications within their own charter. Finally, there is no significant difference
between the minimum qualifications identified by the above municipalities and those set
forth in the Maui County Charter.

8

Additional powers and duties of the City Manager can be found in Section 2‐1.213 of the City of Thousand Oaks,
California Municipal Code. See Exhibit S.
9
Additional duties and responsibilities of the City Manager can be found in Section 2.24.070 of the City of Del Mar,
California Municipal Code. See Exhibit U.
10
It is also important to note in the case of both the Model City Charter and the job description language that the exact
combination of education and experience depends on the size, complexity, and finances of each specific location.
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The Commission also made an effort to evaluate the qualifications of past Maui County
managing directors to see if their professional experience comported with the Maui
County Charter qualifications, but gathering such information was difficult because of
the nature of the appointed position. The Commission can only assume that all managing
directors at a minimum met the Maui County Charter qualifications for the position.
Moreover, because the Maui County Charter qualifications are similar to the minimum
professional qualifications for CAOs of other municipalities, the Commission concludes
that there is no clear evidence that changing to Council‐Manager form of government
would result in more professional or qualified individuals at the helm. This conclusion is
largely based on a lack of systematic information concerning the professional
qualifications of CAOs and the consistency in minimum qualifications for CAOs regardless
of the form of government.
The Commission also received written and oral testimony from the public indicating that
the current County Administration was not professionally qualified because it: 1) failed
to update community plans; 2) failed to create a Metropolitan Planning Organization;
and 3) failed to produce department‐ or county‐level performance measurements
according to their specifications. See Exhibits V – W. Although these critiques may be
true, the Commission found no indication that the preceding “failures” were a direct
result of the current form of Maui County’s government. The testimony provided
suggests that a “qualified” professional would not have led to these failures under a
Council‐Manager form of government. No evidence was provided that substantively
supports the idea that the above‐mentioned deficiencies would have been avoided with
a different form of government in the County other than the assertion of the testifiers.
Findings: The Commission finds that a Council‐Manager form of government is not a
necessary condition for professional, qualified management at the Chief Administrative
Officer (CAO) level. More stringent qualifications for CAOs are sometimes found in job
descriptions, but need not exist in municipal ordinances or charters. The Commission
could not determine, using the evidence available, whether the adoption of a Council‐
Manager form of government would directly lead to more qualified CAOs than a Mayor‐
Council form of government.

D.

EXECUTIVE‐LEVEL TURNOVER
Under the current Mayor‐Council system, the Mayor appoints the Managing Director and
department directors and deputies, most of whom leave their positions once the Mayor’s term
ends. The Commission received testimony from many who believe that the turnover rate of the
current Mayor‐Council form of government in Maui County (i.e., the four‐year Mayoral election
cycle) creates significant inefficiencies and increased costs both during transition periods and
relating to long‐term projects which require a consistent vision over many years. In addition,
these high turnover rates can have negative effects on the workplace environment and
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productivity, leading to decreased performance, unfulfilled daily functions, higher costs, and a
lower knowledge base. See Exhibit X.11
Proponents of the Council‐Manager form of government therefore asserted that having
executive‐level employees who are not appointed and whose positions are not directly tied to
an elected Mayor’s term will reduce turnover costs, which in turn will allow for continuity of
effective management beyond what has been observed in the Mayor‐Council form of
government. The proposition evaluated by the Commission was therefore: Whether a Council‐
Manager form of government would lead to lower turnover costs for both the CAO (managing
director in the case of Maui County) and department heads.
Much of the Commission’s investigation attempted to determine whether there was a
substantive difference in the tenure of CAOs under both the Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council
forms of government. If the Commission could find that the tenures of the CAOs and department
heads were longer in Council‐Manager forms of government than Mayor‐Council forms of
government, then it could be concluded that there would be lower associated turnover costs for
the municipality.
The Commission investigated this assertion by comparing the rate of turnover at the CAO level
in the County of Maui against national turnover data for council‐managers.12 The Commission
also investigated the current cost of turnover for department heads through a series of
interviews with middle management in numerous Maui County departments. This was done to
understand the real impacts of department head turnover and the effect that it has on County
operations.

1.

Turnover – Chief Administrative Officers
In 2012, the International City/County Management Association (ICMA) conducted a
survey of council‐managers to evaluate the state of CAO conditions and engagement
regardless of local government structure. The survey was mailed to “7,550 city‐type local
governments with a population 2,500 and above and to all 1,306 county governments
with an elected executive or council‐administrator form of government.” See Exhibit Y,
p. 1. The survey had a self‐selected response rate of 24%, with 2,079 cities and counties
responding. One of the questions asked of the council‐managers was the number of
years they had been in their current CAO position. Based on their responses, the ICMA
calculated the average number of years served for all CAOs who responded (1,994) as
7.3 years. It is important to note that this question does not indicate the real average
tenure of city or county managers because it does not follow the surveyed council‐
managers for the entire tenure of their service.

11

While many of the turnover costs that were provided refer to private businesses, the negative effects of turnover in
local government is acknowledged.
12
The same type of analysis could not be completed for department heads due to a lack of data.
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Ammons and Bosse performed a more complete analysis of county manager tenure by
looking at the completed term of service for city and county managers in 120
municipalities over a 20‐year period.13 They found an average completed tenure of 6.9
years within those 120 cities. They further acknowledged that the average length of
service is not the ideal indicator of CAO turnover due to the influence of outliers (i.e., city
and county managers who have much longer terms of service). Table 4 provides the
maximum, minimum and median years of service for completed city/county manager
terms among the 120 municipalities analyzed.
Table 4. Tenure of City/County Managers14
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The above table shows that the median tenure of city/county managers was
approximately five (5) years.
Mani did a similar study that looked only at municipal officials in North Carolina over a
15‐year period. She found that the median tenure of council‐managers was five (5)
years. See Exhibit Z, p. 9.
The Commission also spoke with Mike Egan of the Mercer Group, Inc. Mr. Egan serves
as a senior vice‐president with national responsibilities for the firm’s organization and
management studies, as well as regional responsibilities for executive searches. He has
over 30 years of experience working in and consulting with local governments, including
8 years as a management and budget analyst for Fulton County (Atlanta), Georgia, early

13

Ammons, David M. & Bosse, Matthew J., “Tenure of City Managers: Examining the Dual Meanings of ‘Average
Tenure,’” State and Local Government Review, vol. 37, no. 1, pp. 61‐71 (Winter 2005).
14
Table 4 was replicated from Ammons and Bosse, Id., p. 66.
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in his career. Mr. Egan stated that the average tenure of council‐managers in his
experience was five (5) years. See Exhibit AA.
The Commission also received information from the County’s Department of Personnel
Services regarding the tenures of managing directors for Maui County from 1988 – 2013,
as well as did its own independent research to determine the tenures of managing
directors who served under the administrations of former mayors Hannibal Tavares and
Elmer Cravalho. See Exhibits BB – CC.
A summary of the information gathered is set forth in Table 5 below. Specifically, Table
5 shows the average and median tenures of CAOs according to the Ammons and Bosse
study, ICMA survey, Mr. Egan, and the County of Maui Department of Personnel Services.
The Commission notes that the tenure of the managing director is heavily influenced by
the tenure of the Mayor. The average managing director tenure for a two‐term mayor
is 6.25 years, while the average tenure for one‐term mayors is 3 years.
Table 5. Average/Median Tenure from Select Sources
ICMA
Ammons and Bosse
Mani
Egan
Maui Mayor
Maui Managing Director

Average Tenure
7.3 yrs
6.9 yrs
7.3 yrs
5.0 yrs
8.4 yrs
4.2 yrs

Median Tenure
Not available
5.0 yrs
5.0 yrs
Not available
8.0 yrs
4.0 yrs

Because the median tenure of CAOs does not vary widely between national‐level data
and historical Maui County data, the Commission submits that a proposed change to a
Council‐Manager form of government may not necessarily result in greater continuity at
the CAO level than the current Mayor‐Council form of government.

2.

Turnover – Department Heads
A comparison of department head turnover rates between different municipalities and
Maui County could not be completed in the same manner as for CAO positions because
national data on the turnover of appointed, department‐level positions was unavailable.
Consequently, the Commission conducted informal telephone interviews with a range of
County employees — including appointed directors and deputies, and career civil
servants — to evaluate the cost of turnover on County operations following a change in
department heads.
According to the interviewees, most departments are subject to Federal, State, and
County laws and regulations relating to their duties. Because of the regulatory nature of
their positions, new department directors are limited in their ability to substantially
change the nature or function of the department.
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Nonetheless, directors and division heads acknowledged lost productivity during
turnover periods. First, the outgoing directors and deputies can become less committed
to County tasks, and instead dedicate their time and effort to finding a new job. Second,
it takes dedicated County resources to get new directors and deputies “up to speed,”
which usually involves familiarizing them with the laws and regulations that govern their
departments. This education period usually takes between six and eight months, but
varies depending on the qualifications of the new director and the commitment of the
division heads involved. At least one of the telephone respondents suggested that lost
productivity is absorbed mostly at the division head level. See Exhibit DD.
Findings: The Commission finds that a Council‐Manager form of government will not
necessarily reduce turnover costs at the CAO level. This is because there is little
difference in the median turnover rate of CAOs at the national level when compared with
the turnover rate of managing directors historically in Maui County. Evidence concerning
the average tenure of Department Heads between a Council‐Manager and Mayor‐
Council form of government could not be found.

E.

EXECUTIVE‐LEVEL COSTS
The Commission received public testimony that a Council‐Manager structure of government
would result in savings — mostly from wages — within the Chief Executive’s administration. The
proposition evaluated by the Commission was therefore: Whether a Council‐Manager form of
government would lead to lower executive costs for Maui County than a Mayor‐Council form
of government.
To answer this question, the Commission decided to compare the executive administration costs
of Maui County with other municipalities. The Commission performed a similar comparative
analysis for department head salaries. These comparisons were not systematic, but instead
geared to show how there is variation in executive branch costs within both Council‐Manager
and Mayor‐Council forms of government.15
The Commission looked to verify to the best of its ability that the executive costs of comparable
municipalities to Maui County could be either higher or lower regardless of form of government.
Without a more systematic comparison of executive costs for municipalities, this type of small‐
sample analysis of costs performed by the Commission should be viewed as purely anecdotal.

15

A complete analysis would either use random sampling methods or include a much wider range of municipalities
(20+ observations) to compare differences in executive costs, but conducting this type of analysis was not possible
given the time constraints of the Commission.
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1.

Administrative Staff Costs
The Commission heard public testimony asserting that the Office of the Mayor spends
more in administrative costs than an office of a CAO would while performing the same
tasks, and that a change in government structure would offer a significant opportunity
for cost savings. To determine whether this assumption is valid, the Commission polled
a number of cities and counties to determine if Maui County stands out from the norm
with respect to its CAO Costs.
Although it is difficult to do an apples‐to‐apples comparison with any municipality
(because there are so many structural variables), the Commission found municipalities
that had both higher and lower administrative costs (See Table 6 below). Furthermore,
the Commission found no systematic evidence that either form of government would
result in lower overall administrative costs.

Table 6. Comparison of Administrative Costs for Executive Bodies
Municipality
Maui, HI
Tamarac, WA
Renton, WA
Topeka, KS
Cedar Rapids, IA
Thousand Oaks, CA
Spokane, WA
Richmond, VA
Luzerne, PA
Fairfax, VA
San Diego, CA

2.

Population
154,834
60,472
95,540
127,473
129,195
129,342
212,052
217,853
318,829
1,137,538
1,381,069

Budget Size
700 MIL
154 MIL
243 MIL
90 MIL
513 MIL
95 MIL
600 MIL
1.4 BIL
267 MIL
171 MIL
3.3 BIL

Administrative Cost
$1,392,886
$1,301,720
$1,535,707
$1,436,000
$1,817,113
$1,101,463
$862,728
$981,463
$1,093,102
$495,226
$4,305,649

Government Type
Strong Mayor
Manager
Strong Mayor
Manager
Mayor + Council/Manager
Manager
Strong Mayor
Strong Mayor
Strong Mayor
Manager/Mayor
Strong Mayor

Chief Administrative Officer Salaries
The Commission also gathered City Manager salary information for municipalities in the
State of California from the League of California Cities’ City Managers Department, which
conducted a 2010 survey of city manager salaries. The survey was sent to all 468 cities
and towns with managers, and had a response rate of ninety percent. See Exhibit EE.
Comparing salaries for city managers in California with Maui is appropriate because of
the similarities in cost of living, diversity, and climate between California municipalities
and Maui County. Table 7 provides summary statistics for city manager salaries for
different population categories of municipalities.
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Table 7. California City Manager Salaries
Population

Minimum

Maximum

Average

Up to 25,000
25,001 to 50,000
50,001 to 75,000
75,001 to 100,000
100,001 to 125,000
125,001 to 150,000
150,001 to 175,000
175,001 to 200,000
200,000 and greater

$5,833
$30,570
$13,317
$139,359
$135,768
$192,000
$223,500
$174,000
$177,450

$315,531
$438,571
$359,669
$321,460
$353,000
$301,470
$367,518
$459,468
$314,135

$149,615
$199,179
$209,874
$234,472
$237,863
$237,067
$268,550
$314,061
$236,937

Number of
Municipalities
179
89
65
34
20
14
6
5
18

The highlighted population categories in Table 7 represent where a municipality of
Maui’s population would sit according to city manager salaries in California. Currently
the Maui County Mayor earns a salary of $135,696 and the managing director position
earns $126,385 per year. Traditionally, deputy positions at the department level in the
County of Maui earn 10% less than the corresponding department head. This suggests
that the deputy county‐manager could earn between $213,360 and $241,695 (10% lower
than the average council‐manager of a municipality of similar size to Maui). Looking only
at these executive positions and holding all staffing positions constant,16 this represents
an increase of approximately 83% in salary costs for the Maui County Department of
Management even with the elimination of the Mayoral position.
A comparison of city manager salaries to California was made because there are no
comparable positions within the State of Hawaii. The current Salary Commission Chair,
Joseph Talon, was also consulted concerning the process leading to increases in salaries
for executive positions. See Exhibit FF. Table 8 outlines the various factors that are
considered when adjusting executive salaries.
Table 8. Salary Commission Factors for Salary Adjustments
Factors Considered
Like salaries in other Hawaii counties
Salary of the Mayor/Managing Director
Comparison of salaries between different department heads, police and fire chief
Rates of inflation or overall salary levels over time
Historic pay increase information
Size and complexity of the department
Cost of living on Maui
Need for professional degrees and/or licenses
General economic health of the County

16

The assumption of holding all other staffing positions is that the movement to a Council‐Manager form of government
would not eliminate the need for functions currently served by the Mayor’s office.
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Chair Talon stated that while these are the factors that the Salary Commission considers,
there is no way to predict what the salary would be for an appointed CAO or how
increases to the salary of the CAO position in the County would affect other executive
salaries. These findings indicate that while current salaries for council‐managers are
significantly higher than Maui County’s Managing Director and Deputy, this is not a
guarantee that the Salary Commission would raise the respective salary to similar levels.
Despite this uncertainty, indicative salaries for CAOs in Council‐Manager forms of
government are significantly higher than those found in Maui County.
The Commission felt that the issue of CAO salaries would have a direct impact on the
professional qualifications of potential appointees to Maui County under a Council‐
Manager form of government. As salaries for this position decrease below those
observed in Table 7, the qualifications of potential candidates would also decrease
because there would be less financial incentive to apply for such a position.

3.

Department Heads Salaries
To look at possible savings in salaries at the department head level, a comparison was
made between Maui County and Napa County, California. Napa is comparable to Maui
in many ways. For example, Napa Valley has similar visitor industries, population size,
operating budget, average income, average net worth, and a nearly identical cost of
living. Napa County is not a perfect comparison because it is not a consolidated local
government and is comprised of five additional cities. Furthermore, any single
comparison is of little practical value, so we present this finding as purely anecdotal.
Table 9 compares the salaries of comparable department heads for Maui County and
Napa County. On average, Maui County pays its directors $119,668, as compared to
Napa County, which pays up to 42% more for comparable positions.
Table 9. Salary Comparison of Department Heads
Director Position
Corporation Counsel
Environmental Management
Finance
Fire
Housing and Human Concerns
Liquor Control
Management
Parks and Recreation
Personnel Services
Planning
Police
Prosecutor
Public Works
Transportation
Water

Maui County
$127,059
$111,884
$114,353
$135,000
$114,080
$118,243
$126,385
$114,770
$113,850
$116,725
$135,000
$127,059
$111,884
$107,410
$121,325

Napa County
$155,700
n/a
$172,209
n/a
$182,638
n/a
$241,455
n/a
$178,919
n/a
$209,149
$201,948
$193,555
n/a
$158,967
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While these findings concerning department head salaries are anecdotal, a change to a
Council‐Manager form of government could lead to higher salaries within Maui County
if the Salary Commission deems it important to bring salary levels closer to department
head salaries of similarly‐sized municipalities.
Findings: The Commission finds that a Council‐Manager form of government will not
necessarily result in lower overall executive costs. Even if the Mayor’s position were
eliminated, there is no guarantee that the council manager’s salary and executive
administration costs would be lower than that of the Mayor’s Office, nor is there a
guarantee that department head salaries would be any less. It is possible that executive
costs could rise under a Council‐Manager form of government. These findings were
completed assuming that the current functions and tasks of the Mayor’s office would be
retained with the change to a Council‐Manager form of government.

F.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
A key aspect of local government management is the ability of the municipality to sell bonds to
support its projects and fulfill financial obligations. Consequently, the Commission decided to
evaluate the following: Whether a Council‐Manager form of government would improve the
County of Maui’s ability to obtain more favorable financial terms for municipal financing than
a Mayor‐Council form of government.
One important indicator of the financial well‐being of the County of Maui is the bond rating that
is awarded to the County’s general obligation bonds (GOs). A general obligation bond is a
financial tool commonly used by municipalities to fund projects that produce no revenue. These
include the day‐to‐day obligations of the municipality as well as capital projects such as highways.
A GO is issued without backing from revenues from municipality projects. Instead, GOs are
backed by the municipality’s ability to tax residents to repay bondholders.
The GO bond is of particular importance to the County of Maui because a majority of County
revenue (42.8% in Fiscal Year 2017) is funded by property taxes. See Exhibit GG. General
obligation bonds also make up approximately 68% of the County’s outstanding debt as of June
30, 2015. See Exhibit HH. These statistics indicate that the associated bond rating given by credit
organizations like Fitch, Standard & Poors, and Moody’s can have a large effect on the financing
of County projects and operations. Similarly, these organizations offer some of the most
objective and systematic analyses of County performance. If the structure of government had a
substantive effect on financial performance and the ability of a municipality to repay its debt
obligations, it would be included in their ratings reports. The criteria that these same
organizations use are also indicative of many of the same values expressed by various
stakeholders throughout this process.
To measure the effect of a possible change of local governance, the Commission reviewed County
reports concerning bond rating processes as well as contacted relevant rating agencies to get
their opinions of how structures of local governance would potentially affect those ratings. The
Commission spoke with Moody’s analyst Dan Seymour, who indicated that the explicit form or
structure of government in and of itself is not considered by credit organizations.
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The most recent credit performance rating for Maui County was completed in 2015. Maui County
was granted an AA+ rating, the highest municipality rating in Hawaii. The same report looked at
the following criteria:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Strong Financial Position: The County maintains a strong financial position, supported
by substantial reserves, consistently balanced operations, demonstrated revenue
flexibility, and prudent management practices.
Tax Rate Increases Moderate Volatility: Assessed values (AV) experienced significant
growth the past several years after a substantial decline during the downturn, but are
modestly below pre‐recession peaks. However, property tax receipts experienced only
moderate changes due to the county's consistent tax rate adjustments.
Tourism‐Based Economy: Maui's growing economy remains highly concentrated in the
tourism sector, with hotels and resorts accounting for most major employers and
taxpayers. However, Maui’s tourism sector has maintained a strong fundamental base
despite volatility associated with economic cycles. County wealth levels are high, and
unemployment is below average.
Manageable Long‐Term Obligations: Debt levels are low due to the state government's
responsibility for funding public education, while amortization is rapid. Liabilities for
retiree benefits are mixed, with substantial pension liabilities offset by near‐term plans
to fully fund its other post‐employment benefit (OPEB) liability.17

The above criteria indicate a relatively strong financial position for Maui County. While this level
of financial management might not be a direct result of the form of government, the recent credit
report, coupled with information from Mr. Seymour, indicates that proper management of
County financial obligations is not dependent on the structure of government in the municipality.
Findings: The Commission finds that a Council‐Manager form of government will likely have no
effect on the acquisition of advantageous terms for general obligation bonds or County financing.
The financial health of the County has more to do with the County’s fiscal policy, tax base,
economy and structure of long‐term obligations than its form of government.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS
A.

REVIEW OF FINDINGS
The Commission has been focused on the expressed values of stakeholders concerning a possible
change from a Mayor‐Council form of government to a Council‐Manager form of government.
According to its Charter mandate, the Commission decided to investigate substantive possible
improvements if a change in the form of government were to occur. Based on its investigation
and research, discussed in Section III above, the Commission made the following five findings:
1.

17

A Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily result in lower expenditures
in providing public services. This conclusion is primarily based on the consensus of

See “Fitch Rates Maui County, HI’s GOs ‘AA+’; Outlook Stable,” located at http://www.reuters.com/article/ny‐fitch‐
ratings‐maui‐idUSnBw226484a+100+BSW20150922.
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academic literature and studies that have found there is no substantive difference
between a Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council form of government in terms of
government spending.
2.

A Council‐Manager form of government is not a necessary condition for professional,
qualified management at the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) level. More stringent
qualifications for CAOs are sometimes found in job descriptions, but need not exist in
municipal ordinances or charters. The Commission could not determine, using the
evidence available, whether the adoption of a Council‐Manager form of government
would directly lead to more qualified CAOs than a Mayor‐Council form of government.

3.

A Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily reduce turnover costs at the
CAO level. This is because there is little difference in the median turnover rate of CAOs
at the national level when compared with the turnover rate of managing directors
historically in Maui County. Evidence concerning the average tenure of department
heads between a Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council form of government could not be
found.

4.

A Council‐Manager form of government will not necessarily result in lower overall
executive costs. Even if the Mayor’s position were eliminated, there is no guarantee that
the council manager’s salary and executive administration costs would be lower than
that of the Mayor’s Office, nor is there a guarantee that department head salaries would
be any less. It is possible that executive costs could rise under a Council‐Manager form
of government. These findings were completed assuming that the current functions and
tasks of the Mayor’s office would be retained with the change to a Council‐Manager form
of government.

5.

A Council‐Manager form of government will likely have no effect on the acquisition of
advantageous terms for general obligation bonds or County financing. The financial
health of the County has more to do with the County’s fiscal policy, tax base, economy
and structure of long‐term obligations than its form of government.

Accordingly, based only on the findings for the values selected by the Commission (See Section
III.A., Table 1), there are no substantive reasons to adopt a Council‐Manager form of
government.

B.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The findings above, however, do not preclude the Commission from making recommendations
concerning a Council‐Manager form of government. The value‐based approach taken by the
Commission allows for recommendations that focus on the underlying reasons found during
testimony for a change in government. While a complete movement towards a Council‐Manager
form of government may not be appropriate, there are intermediate measures that can be taken
to address the issues raised during testimony and data collection of the Commission.

Cost of Government Commission
2015 – 2016 Annual Report
Page 24
1.

The decision to change the form of local governance for Maui County should not be
based solely on issues of economy/efficiency or cost savings between Council‐Manager
or Mayor‐Council forms of government. Instead, the decision should also include
values concerning:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Minimizing political influence on County officials
Accountability of County officials
Representativeness of County officials to their respective constituencies
Retaining checks and balances between legislative and executive branches of
government
Ensuring that any change goes through proper due process and evaluation

The Commission encourages the Maui County Council and Special Committee on
County Governance to systematically evaluate the above values against various forms
of government to inform their decisions as to possible change to Maui County’s form
of government.
The Commission did not explicitly investigate the above values according to various
forms of government and therefore cannot make any recommendations as to which
form of government best fits these values. Careful consideration and a systematic
evaluation of the above values should be completed to assess the degree to which the
Council‐Manager and Mayor‐Council forms of government best achieve the above
values. The Commission urges a thorough investigation that explores the widest range
of appropriate, credible sources for each value. The associated basis for the decision of
change/no change should also be transparent and where possible acknowledge that
these values may conflict with one another.
2.

Update existing department‐level performance measures to make them more
operational, accessible, frequent and commensurate with County‐wide plans and
executive vision.
A clear message from public testimony has been the desire for more accessible
performance measures that can be used to transparently evaluate department
operations. While performance measures do exist,18 there is no clear connection
between those measurements and associated County plans. Performance measures
should also be more prominently featured on County websites and be used as the basis
for annual performance reviews of department heads. County plans should also
correspond with these performance measures, thereby creating a clear continuity
between the vision of the various departments and objective measures used to both
evaluate progress toward greater county goals and the overall performance of a
department in moving toward those goals.

18

Performance measures can be found in each respective department section of the Mayor’s annual budget.
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This recommendation is directly related to the expressed perception that the current
administration is not transparent in an accounting of the performance of each respective
department.
Tangible and consistent performance indicators will also guide
economy/efficiency decisions as these indicators should represent the most basic
functions of each respective department. Finally, the adoption of performance
indicators with frequent updates can provide the public with vital information on the use
of County funds to achieve goals for the public good.
The use of improved performance measures to foster transparency and accountability
does not require a Council‐Manager form of government. This change would address
public testimony concerning the underlying reasons to move towards a Council‐Manager
form of government without the associated costs and uncertainty shown in the
Commission’s findings.
3.

Grant the Maui County Council the right to vet mayoral appointments either by letter
or in a formal hearing. The vetting process would necessitate that the Mayor’s Office
provide relevant job descriptions and appointment qualifications for appointees. The
vetting process would not be mandatory but could be called with the Council having
the right to provide an opinion on the qualification of appointees without the right of
refusal for the appointee.
This recommendation is in response to a perception that mayoral appointees may not
be qualified for appointment or that they are being appointed for reasons other than
their ability to perform the requirements of the position. The choice of not allowing the
right of refusal of an appointee by the County Council is influenced by previous
comments by some Councilmembers linking the need for the Managing Director to be
chosen by the Mayor in order to have an executive body that is coherent in the vision of
the County set by the elected mayor. See Exhibit II.
The right of the Council to call such a hearing would have the immediate effect of
improving transparency in the choice of appointees. A hearing would also allow a formal
setting where concerns can be expressed by the County Council and made viewable by
the general population of the County.
Alternative methods for a legislative body to express dissatisfaction with appointees
(e.g., censure or no confidence) were also considered by the Commission. Ultimately,
they were not included in the recommendation as they do not preclude the Mayor’s
Office from providing relevant job descriptions and appointee qualifications prior to the
beginning of service in a department. In addition, censure and no confidence powers,
while not an explicit part of the Maui County Charter, are already possible through
County ordinance. It was the feeling of the Commission that a vetting process allows the
Maui County Council with relevant information to assess the qualifications and suitability
of Mayoral appointees prior to beginning departmental service. A vetting process
accomplished by the Maui County Council would bind the executive branch to adhere to
better transparency in their decision‐making concerning mayoral appointees.
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4.

If a Charter amendment to move toward a Council‐Manager form of government is
deemed appropriate by the Maui County Council, it should be proposed by the Charter
Commission.
A change in government structure from a Mayor‐Council form to a Council‐Manager
form will require amending the Maui County Charter. The potential for unforeseen
consequences associated with such a significant change in County governance guides the
Commission toward recommending that the Charter Commission undertake a separate
review.
The investigation performed by the Commission alongside deliberations from the Special
Committee on County Governance should not be seen as an appropriate replacement
for Charter Commission review both in terms of duration and depth of analysis. While
the Commission feels that sufficient investigations have been performed in terms of the
efficiency/economy aspects of a change towards a Council‐Manager form of
government, the same level of investigation has not been formally performed for other
relevant values as mentioned in Section III of this report. The possibility of significant
changes in the way in which Maui County would be governed should be accomplished
over a longer period of time and include wider participation by relevant stakeholders.
Given the shortened timeframe the Maui County Council would have to draft a Charter
amendment for the upcoming 2016 election, the usual due process embodied in the
formation of and deliberation by a Charter Commission would not be followed in this
case.

V. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The Commission would like to thank the members of the Arakawa Administration who always
responded promptly and professionally to the requests for information made by the Commission. The
Commission is grateful for Mayor Alan Arakawa’s attentiveness to the Commission’s duties and
functions, and the support for allowing the Commission to continue meeting in the Mayor’s Conference
Room. Particular thanks also goes to Managing Director Keith Regan and Office of Personnel Services
staff who provided needed information on historical tenures of CAOs and department heads.
The Commission would also like to thank the members of the Maui County Council who supported the
Commission in its work during the term of this report. The Commission would like to especially thank
Council Chair Mike White and Councilmembers Gladys C. Baisa, Robert Carroll and Michael P. Victorino
for providing input and feedback on Commission deliberations. The Commission is also thankful for
the participation of Troy Hashimoto (Executive Assistant, Chair Mike White) during Commission
meetings. Immediate feedback from and discussion with Mr. Hashimoto greatly enhanced the
substance of numerous Commission discussions.
The Commission also thanks First Deputy Corporation Counsel Edward Kushi for his guidance, advice,
and assistance in ensuring that the Commission is adhering to all matters correctly and efficiently. The
Commission also expresses its appreciation to former Deputy Corporation Counsel Linden Joesting for
her expertise in all matters of the Sunshine Law.

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
LIST OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit A

Report of the Maui County Charter Commission (excerpts) (1976)

Exhibit B

Charter, County of Maui, Sections 3-9.1, 3-9.3 (2015 Edition)

Exhibit C

Council Chair Mike White, “Advancing Review of the County Manager Concept,”
Chair’s 3 Minutes, The Maui News, p. A9 (Sept. 6, 2015)

Exhibit D

Letter from Council Chair Mike White to the Cost of Government Commission
Regarding County Manager as a 2015-2016 Subject Matter for the COGC Annual
Report (Sept. 1, 2015)

Exhibit E

Email from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission (via the County
Auditor) Regarding Cost of Government Assessment (Sept. 7, 2015)

Exhibit F

Meeting Minutes, Cost of Government Commission, County of Maui (Sept. 10, 2015)

Exhibit G

Links to Journal Articles Reviewed by the Commission

Exhibit H

Moore, Adrian, Nolan, James, and Segal, Geoffrey, “Putting Out the Trash: Measuring
Municipal Service Efficiency in U.S. Cities,” Urban Affairs Review, vol. 41, no. 2,
pp. 237–59 (Sept. 2003)

Exhibit I

Kreft, Steven F., “An Efficiency Comparison of City Managers and Elected Mayors,”
Working Paper, Kelley School of Business, Indiana University (2007)

Exhibit J

Coate, Stephen, and Knight, Brian, “Government Form and Public Spending: Theory
and Evidence from U.S. Municipalities,” Working Paper No. 14857, National Bureau
of Economic Research (April 2009)

Exhibit K

Waterfield, Terry, “Managerial Effect: Comparing Forms of Local Government,” paper
submitted to the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (Spring 2010)

Exhibit L

IBM Global Business Services, “Smarter, Faster, Cheaper: An Operations Efficiency
Benchmarking Study of 100 American Cities” (2011)

Exhibit M

International City/County Management Association (ICMA), “CNN-Money Magazine
100 Best Small Cities with Form of Government and ICMA Member” (2012)

Exhibit N

National Civic League, Model City Charter (Eighth Edition) (2003)

Exhibit O

City Manager Job Description, City of Grass Valley, California

Exhibit P

Charter, Article IV, City of Grass Valley, California (2012)

Exhibit Q

Municipal Code, Section 2.05 (City Manager), City of Grass Valley, California (thru
Jan. 31, 2015)

Exhibit R

County Manager Job Description, Coconino County, Arizona

Exhibit S

Municipal Code, Article 2 (City Manager), City of Thousand Oaks, California (thru Dec.
31, 2015)

Exhibit T

City Manager Job Description, City of Del Mar, California

Exhibit U

Municipal Code, Chapter 2.24 (City Manager), City of Del Mar, California

Exhibit V

Letter from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission Regarding the
Importance of Transparency and Accountability in Local Government (Nov. 8, 2015)

Exhibit W

Letter from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission Regarding
$186,000,000 in Federal Highway Funds at Risk (Jan. 8, 2016)

Exhibit X

Letter from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission Regarding
(1) Negative Impact of Avoidable Employee Turnover on the Cost of Government;
and (2) Negative Impact of a Politicized County “Culture” on Productivity (Oct. 18,
2015)

Exhibit Y

International City/County Management Association, “ICMA State of the Profession
2012 Survey Results” (2013)

Exhibit Z

Mani, Bonnie G., “Determinants of a City Manager’s Tenure in Office: The Person,
Job, Municipality, and Election System,” SAGE Open (Jan.–Mar. 2014)

Exhibit AA

Summary of Telephone Conversation with Steve Egan, Mercer Group (prepared by
Commissioner Annie Alvarado) (Jan. 31, 2016)

Exhibit BB

Letter from Lance T. Hiromoto, Director of Personnel Services, to Dale Thompson,
Commissioner, Providing a List of Managing Director Names, Terms, and Salaries
(Jan. 12, 2016)

Exhibit CC

Table of Maui County Managing Director Tenures (1976 – present) (prepared by
Commissioner Paul Kailiponi)

Exhibit DD

Summary of Telephone Conversations with County of Maui Department Directors and
Deputies, Division Heads, and Civil Service Employees (prepared by Commissioner
Garrett Evans) (2016)

Exhibit EE

League of California Cities’ City Managers Department, City/Town Manager
Compensation Survey (2010)

Exhibit FF

Responses from Maui County Salary Commission Chair Joseph Talon to Questions
Presented by Paul Kailiponi, Cost of Government Commission (April 4, 2016)

Exhibit GG

County of Maui Fiscal Year 2017 Mayor’s Budget Proposal (excerpts) (2016)

Exhibit HH

County of Maui General Obligation Bonds Series 2015 (excerpts) (2015)

Exhibit II

Meeting Minutes, County of Maui Policy Committee (excerpts) (June 13, 2012)

Exhibit A
Report of the Maui County Charter Commission (excerpts) (1976)

REPORT
of the

MAUI COUNTY CHARTER COMMISSION
I. GENERAL
A. BACKGROUND
The Maui County Charter Commission was appointed in
February, 1975, according to the provisions of Sec. 14-3 of

L..)

the Charter of the County of Maui. It proceeded with its
work on the assumption that the present Charter is basically
a sound document, and therefore, no wholesale changes would

•..

be proposed.
A thorough study and review of the operation of the
County government under the present Charter was Made.. The
operations of local government under existing charters in
other counties were studied. Informative talks were had with
public officials, including the County Council members in Maui
and other Counties of the State. Studies of•various forms of
local government were also made and some of the best printed
materials available were gone over in the process.
After this preliminary study and review, the Charter

cs

Commission singled out those areas of the Charter that it believed needed revisions, or where it felt that alternative
choices should be presented to the voters.
These proposals were presented at public hearings both
early in its deliberations and later after it had refined its
..work, alternatives were discussed, advantages and disadvantages
I

were'laid out.
Although the Commission was somewhat disappointed in
the small numbers of Maui County residents that turned out for
these public meetings, nonetheless a feeling of general concern
amongst the people was determined. Accordingly, those concerns
were taken into account by the Commission in its final draft of
L.1

proposed revisions.

41,

B. ACCOUNTABILITY, RESPONSIVENESS, EFFICIENCY
The discussions within the Commission centered mainly on
•• •

-1-

three recurring themes:
1. Accountability, and
2. Responsiveness of public officials to
the needs and desires of the citizens
of Maui, and
3. Maximizing efficiency of governmental
operations.
How to bring about an increase of these attributes in
County government was an overriding concern. While there are

no radical changes in the proposed revised Charter within the
context of these three areas, there are a number of proposed
amendments that are deemed significant. The proposals represent a serious effort to achieve the desired cha4acteristics.
While no Charter, however carefully drafted can guarantee these
attributes, the Commission does delieve that its proposals will
go far towards attaining these desirable results.

II. LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
A. COUNCIL COMPOSITION
A major concern, and one that aroused the greatest response at public hearings, was that of council composition.

L.)

The unique geography of Maui County does not easily per•

mit traditional or pure textbook district representation which
would be acceptable to residents of outlying areas.
At the same time, it seemed evident that there was a
general feeling of a need for more responsiveness and identity
of Council representatives with a particular residency, all the
while recognizing the need for Council members that would represent the County at large. •
The Commission believes that proposed composition of the
Council represents a reasonable compromise between pure districting and the existing councilmanic representation. Moreover, the
proposal realistically takes into account our unique geographic

Li

characteristics.
All Council members will run at large; seven will have
residency requirements and two will not.

-2-

B. TERM OF OFFICE
Corollary to the question of Council Composition was
the issue of term of office.
The Commission voted to place two alternatives (options)
before the people of the County to allow the voters to determine whether they prefer a two-year or four-year term for
Council members. Because community discussions seemed divided

L..)

on the issue of Council terms, the Commission preferred not to
decide the issue arbitrarily, but to leave it to the voters of
the County to decide.

C. OFFICE OF COUNCIL SERVICES
In order to strengthen the County Council in its policy
making role, the Commission has proposed a new ()Lace of Council
Services to be filled as the need may arise. It will allow the
legislative body to carry on its own study and research independent of the executive branch and thereby generate some ideas
and proposals independent of what may be presented to it by the
administration.

III. EXECUTIVE BRANCH
A. OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

.0

In its efforts to assure more accountability in our County
government, the Commission also realized that the responsibility
for this goal would rest finally with the Mayor as the chief administrator.
The• Commission felt therefore, that the Mayor should be
given time to fully plan, develop and effectively carry out programs beneficial to the County. Long-range planning and the
time needed to successfully implement these, prompted the Commission to increase the Mayor's term of office from two to four
years with a limitation of two consecutive terms.

B. OTHER EXECUTIVE PROPOSALS
Two new departments, a new chief administrative officer,

Li

a new commission, and new board are proposed.

1. DEPARTMENT OF CORPORATION COUNSEL AND PUBLIC PROSECUTOR
In keeping with one of the golden threads that weaves its .
way through the Commission's deliberations, it was proposed to
-3-

separate the civil law functions from the criminal law functions
presently handled by a single department, viz., the County
Attorney's Office. It was the belief of the Commission that
greater expertise could and would be developed in each of these
fundamental areas of the law, if each was entrusted to a sepa- .
rate department. Thus, there would be greater efficiency, and
perhaps more accountability as well, in the operations of these

L.;

areas of County government. The Commission therefore, proposed
a new Department of the Prosecuting Attorney, and a Department
of Corporate Counsel.

2. DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN CONCERNS
Under the existing Charter, with the passage of time,
there appeared to be a variety of functions carried on by different departments and agencies that had to do with what the
Commission characterized as "human concerns." It was felt that
for greater efficiency, the elimination of overlap, and for the
purpose of giving greater attention to these human concerns,
the time had come for the centering of these responsibilities
in a single department. A new Department of Human Concerns has
therefore been proposed.

3. MANAGING DIRECTOR
The Commission felt that the size of operations of the executive branch of County government, together with the ever increasing demands being made upon the time available to the Mayor, that
greater efficiencies in the executive branch would be effected in
providing the Mayor with a chief administrative officer. Thus,
the Commission has provided for a Managing Director who will act
as the Chief Administrative Assistant to the Mayor who will be responsible for the coordination and efficiency in the various departments and agencies of the executive branch of County government.
This office has proven successful in the County of Hawaii and the
City and County of Honolulu.
L.)

4. COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
Something entirely new has been proposed by way of a Cost
of Government Commission. The Charter Commission is of the be-
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lief that the problem of ever increasing costs of operating local government on the one hand, with limited financial resources
to meet those costs on the other hand, has given rise to the need
to keep the cost of government minimized, and to maximize its
efficiency.
The Cost of Government Commission would provide a cyclical
review of cost and efficiency of both the legislative and executive branches of County government. The Commission believes that
L.)
this Commission, if adopted, will be one of the first of its kind
in local government.
5. BOARD OF ETHICS

A complete revision of the Code of Ethics is proposed.
One of its chief characteristics is to provide for a Board of
Ethics.
In general, the Code of Ethics requires public disclosure
by public servants, so that, should conflicts of interest arise
they would be made generally known to the public.
The Board of Ethics is empowered to initiate on its own,
or receive complaints from the public and to hear and investigate
alleged violations of the Code of Ethics and to make its findings
known to the prosecuting attorney for appropriate action.
IV. FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

The Commission has proposed a newly drafted section calling
for the annual auditing of all accounts and financial transactions
of the County by independent certified public accountants.
The audit shall include both financial accountability and
adequacy of the County's financial and accounting system. In
short, this function together with the services of the Cost of
Government Commission and a newly drafted provision for statements
to be provided by the Director of Finance to the County Council
should provide a sound "watch dog" service over the public purse.
V.

PLANNING
A. PRESENT CHARTER PROVISIONS

The existing Maui Charter gives the County Planning Director
little guidance other than to direct him to "Prepare a general plan
to guide the development of the County by district or districts."

-5-

B. COMMISSION PROPOSAL
The Commission is aware that the present planning process
has concerned itself with more than mere physical planning. Indeed, after a review of what in fadt our. Planning Department is
doing, the Commission has proposed a definition of the General.
Plan, and the General Plan process, that is both in keeping with
current practices by the Planning Department and with current
advanced thinking by professional planners elsewhere. In essence,
the Commission's proposal is a codification, if you will, of the
best thinking in this dynamic area of local government functions.
.. It speaks in terms of a broad long-range statement of development policies and the effects that such policies might have on
the social, economic, and environmental aspects

of

our community.

The Commission believes that this recognition of the impact that general planning will have on the social, economic and
environmental character of the County is indeed being responsive
to the needs and desires of the people of Maui. This responsiveness is further preserved by the continuation of a lay Planning
Commission which is obliged to hold public hearings on any proposed General Plan or revisions thereto.
The Commission also believes that accountability to the
people is further strengthened by prOviding for the appointment
of the Planning Director directly by the Mayor rather than by a
multimember Planning Commission' appointed under staggered terms.
If the Planning Director is not performing in keeping
with the desires of the voters of Maui, the latter can direct its
displeasure to the elected appointing authority.
This same reasoning caused the Commission to propose the
direct appointment by the Mayor of the head of the Board of Water
Supply and the head of the Department of Personnel Services.

VI. CONCLUSION
Therefore, this Commission presents the proposed new Charter as the culmination of a year's study and discussion. The Commission made every effort to structure a County government based
on the elected officials who would always be accountable to the

-6-

people for the actions of government.
In view of this accountability theme therefore, the highest
administrator (the Mayor) would beheld responsible for all departments of the County administration. In the same way, the le- •
gislative branch of the County government as the policy making'
body, would be responsible for all matters pertaining to legal enactments and legal appropriations made by them.
The Commission believes that the proposed Charter will give
the citizens of Maui County the kind of responsive and sensitive
government that the public has made clear it desired.

Dated this 27th day of
February, 1976; County of
Maui, State of Hawaii.

Respectfully submitted,
4/44
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Exhibit B
Charter, County of Maui, Sections 3-9.1, 3-9.3 (2015 Edition)

CHARTER
COUNTY OF MAUI

2015 EDITION

FOREWORD
This edition sets forth the Charter of the County of Maui, effective as
of January 1, 1983, as it was revised by the Charter Commission in 1982 and
approved by a majority of the voters at the General Election held on
November 2, 1982. This edition also incorporates amendments to the
Charter proposed by the County Council and approved by a majority of the
voters at the General Elections of 1984, 1986, 1988, 1990, 1994, 1996, 1998,
2002, 2006, 2010, 2012, and 2014, as well as an amendment proposed by a
Special Charter Commission and approved by a majority of the voters at the
General Election of 1988. Also incorporated in this edition are: amendments
proposed by the Charter Commission in 1992 and approved by a majority of
the voters at the General Election of 1992, which amendments became
effective on November 24, 1992; amendments proposed by the Charter
Commission in 2002 and approved by a majority of the voters at the General
Election of 2002, which amendments became effective on December 5,
2002; and amendments proposed by the Charter Commission in 2012 and
approved by a majority of the voters at the General Election of 2012, which
amendments became effective on December 6, 2012. This 2015 edition of
the Charter, therefore, replaces all previous editions and contains all those
Charter provisions in effect as of January 2, 2015.
This Charter, as revised, establishes the structure and organization
of the government of the County of Maui. It is a constitutional document,
drafted in accordance with the will of the people, which defines the
responsibilities of our local government.
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2.
Neither the council nor its members shall give orders to any
county employees or county officers other than those appointed pursuant to
Section 3-7 or Article 5, either publicly or privately. Any willful violation of the
provisions of this subsection by a member of the council shall be sufficient
grounds for the councilmember's removal from office by impeachment.
(Amended 2002)
Section 3-9. Declaration of Policy. It is declared to be the policy of
the county to promote economy, efficiency and improved service in the
transaction of the public business in the legislative and executive branches of
the county by:
1.
Limiting expenditures to the lowest amount consistent with the
efficient performance of essential services, activities, and functions.
2.
Eliminating duplication and overlapping of services, activities, and
functions.
3.
Consolidating services, activities, and functions of a similar
nature.
4.
Abolishing services, activities, and functions not necessary to the
efficient conduct of government. (Amended 2012)
Section 3-9.1. Office of the County Auditor and County Auditor.
1.
There is established an office of the county auditor, to be headed
by a county auditor who shall be appointed by the county council, by a majority
vote of its membership, and shall serve for a term of six years. The county
auditor may be re-appointed, or a successor appointed, by the council for
subsequent terms of six years. The county auditor may hold over until a
successor is appointed. The salary of the county auditor shall be determined
by the salary commission. The council, by a two-thirds vote of its membership,
may remove the county auditor from office at any time for cause. The county
auditor shall be exempt from civil service.
2.
The county auditor shall possess adequate professional
proficiency for the office, demonstrated by relevant certification as a certified
internal auditor or certified public accountant, and have at least five years of
experience in the field of auditing, evaluation, or analysis. The county auditor
shall have a bachelor's degree in accounting, business administration, or public
administration or related field.
3.
Except for exercising the right to vote, neither the county auditor
nor any staff member of the office of the county auditor shall support, advocate,
or aid in the election or defeat of any candidate for county public office.

9

4.
The county auditor shall appoint the necessary staff as shall be
authorized by law. Persons appointed to such positions shall be exempt from
civil service and shall serve at the pleasure of the county auditor.
(Amended 2012)
Section 3-9.2. Powers, Duties, and Functions.
1.
The county auditor shall have the duty and power to conduct or
cause to be conducted:
a.
The independent annual financial audit of the county, as
authorized by Section 9-13 of this charter;
b.
Other program, financial, or performance audits or evaluations
regarding county organizations, operations, and regulations; and
c.
Performance or financial audits of the funds, programs, or
activities of any agency or function of the county, as the county auditor deems
warranted; provided that, before each fiscal year, the auditor shall transmit a
plan of the audits proposed to be conducted during the fiscal year to the mayor
and the council, for review and comment, but not approval.
2.
Audit findings and recommendations shall be set forth in written
reports of the county auditor, a copy of which shall be transmitted to the mayor
and to the council, which shall be public records, except as provided by law.
3.
For the purposes of carrying out any audit, the county auditor
shall have full, free, and unrestricted access to any county officer or employee
and shall be authorized to examine and inspect any record of any agency or
operation of the county, to administer oaths and subpoena witnesses, and
compel the production of records pertinent thereto. If any person subpoenaed
as a witness or compelled to produce records shall fail or refuse to respond
thereto, the proper court, upon request of the county auditor, shall have the
power to compel obedience to any process of the county auditor and to punish,
as a contempt of the court, any refusal to comply therewith without good cause.
Notwithstanding Section 3-6.6, the county auditor may, without council
approval, retain special counsel to represent the county auditor in
implementing these powers.
4.
The county auditor shall submit its budget to the county council
and its budget shall include the cost of government's budget subject to
Article 9, Section 9-2.1. (Amended 2012)
Section 3-9.3. Cost of Government Commission. For the purpose of
carrying out the policy set forth herein, in accordance with section 13-2 of this
charter, the mayor with the approval of the council shall appoint a cost of
government commission consisting of nine members. The commission shall
be advisory to the county auditor.

10

The commission shall have the power and duty to:
1.
Study and investigate the organizations and methods of
operations of all departments, commissions, boards, offices, and other
instrumentality of all branches of the county government and determine what
changes, if any, may be desirable to accomplish the policy set forth herein.
2.
Be authorized to secure directly from any department,
commission, board, office, or any other instrumentalities of all branches of the
county government or from any individual officer or employee of the county,
information, suggestions, estimates, and statistics necessary to carry out its
duties.
3.
Submit an annual report of its findings and recommendations to
the mayor, council, and county auditor. (Amended 2012)
Section 3-9.4. Definitions. For the purpose of this section, the
following definitions shall apply:
"Agency or operation of the county" includes any executive agency,
semi-autonomous agency, council office, and other establishment of county
government supported, in whole or in part, by county or public funds.
"Council office" includes the council itself, the office of a council member
and the council member's immediate staff, the office of the county clerk, and
the office of council services. This definition shall not be construed as
excluding the office of the county auditor from the legislative branch.
"Record" includes any account, book, paper, and document, and any
financial affair, notwithstanding whether any of the preceding is stored on
paper or electronically. (Amended 2012)
ARTICLE 4
ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS
Section 4-1. Actions of the Council. Every legislative act of the
council shall be by ordinance, unless otherwise provided for herein. Other acts
of the council may be by resolution.
Section 4-2.
Introduction, Consideration and Passage of
Ordinances and Resolutions.
1.
Every proposed ordinance shall be initiated as a bill and shall be
passed after two readings on separate days.
2.
Except as otherwise provided by law, resolutions may be
adopted on one reading.
3.
Upon the request of three members of the council, a public
hearing shall be held on any proposed ordinance or resolution.
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Council Chair Mike White, “Advancing Review of the County Manager
Concept,” Chair’s 3 Minutes, The Maui News, p. A9 (Sept. 6, 2015)
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and Members of the Cost of Government Commission

c/o Office of the County Auditor
County of Maui
Wailuku, Hawaii 96793
Dear Mr. Evans and Members:
SUBJECT:

COUNTY

MANAGER

AS

A

2015-2016

SUBJECT

MATTER FOR THE COGC ANNUAL REPORT

On June 28, The Maui News ran an editorial entitled, "Is the County
Structure right," which discussed the possibility of moving towards a county
manager form of government. The topic generated much interest among the
public, including many letters to the editor. I too, subsequently covered the
subject in my Sunday, July 19 column published by The Maui News. I am
including both pieces for your reference.
A county manager would be a professional administrator appointed by
the council. This form of administration would provide stability in operations
and draw professionally qualified department heads and deputies. The county
manager would carry out the policies and execute ordinances established by
the Council.

The National Association of Counties (NACo) has reported the county
manager system can promote efficiency and professionalism in government.
NACo recently found a county manager, or equivalent position, exists in more
than 81 percent of surveyed counties. The county manager system is now the
predominant form of government among all municipalities according to the
Harvard Law 85 Policy Review.

~

September 1, 2015
Page 2

Although a charter amendment would be required to change the way our
government operates, I believe the logical and prudent first step in reviewing
this matter is understanding the potential cost savings and efficiencies that
may be achieved by a county manager form of government.
Therefore, I am urging the Cost of Government Commission to please
include this as a topic for your review in the 2015-2016 Annual Report.

I believe your findings will help to guide and inform decision makers on
whether the county manager form of government is the best way forward for
Maui County.

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact me

or my staff with any questions at (808) 270-5507 or by e-mail at
Mike.White@MauiCounty.us.

Sincerely,

MIKE WHITE

Council Chair
Enclosure

Is it time for county manager government structure? | MauiCounty.us
• mauicounty.us
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Is it time for county manager government structure?
By Mike White

Published in The Maui News, July 19, 2015

By MIKE WHITE, for The Maui News

The June 28 Maui News editorial ("Is county's structure right?") has generated interest in considering whether
the time has come for a county manager form of government. There are some provocative pros and cons to this
question.

Acounty manager would be a professional administrator appointed by the County Council, replacing the
position of an elected mayor. This form of administration would provide stability in operations and draw
professionally qualified department heads and deputies. The county manager would carry out the policies and
execute ordinances established by the council.

The National Association of Counties (NACo) has reported the county manager system can promote efficiency

and professionalism in government. NACo recently found a county manager, or equivalent position, exists in
more than 81 percent of surveyed counties. The county manager system is now the predominant form of
government among all municipalities, according to the Harvard Law &Policy Review.

Until 1969, Maui County had an elected Board of Supervisors holding both legislative and executive authority. A
new charter, approved by the electorate in 1968, established the current "strong mayor" system in which an
elected mayor appoints department heads and executes ordinances and other policies. The population of Maui
County was 45,000.

At the time, the Charter Commission asserted the sharing of power by an elected mayor and an elected council,
in separate branches, would provide checks and balances in government.

Interestingly, Elmer Cravalho, who was Maui County's first mayor (1969-1979), told the Charter Commission in
1975 he supported abolition ofhis office in favor ofan appointed county manager.

If this new form of administration was adopted, Maui County could still have a mayor, albeit more ceremonial
than administrative. The old argument that there is greater recognition for an elected mayor is no longer valid,

especially since the vast majority of municipalities have moved to a county manager form of government.
Accountability to the electorate would be equal for all the council members, as it is now.
The most recent Charter Commission again considered proposing a county manager in 2011-2012. Testifiers

cited competence and efficiency as basis for the proposal, with one member of the public stating: "The

day-to-day operations of our government should be in the hands of atrained professional, not an elected
official."

Instead of recommending a ballot proposal, the Charter Commission decided not to put the proposal on the
2012 general election ballot. In its final report, the commission noted after its yearlong study of governance in
Maui County, it made the following recommendation to the council and mayor:

"The Commission recommends that a task force be established to thoroughly review the structure of the County
of Maui government, research other models of county governments and prepare a report."
9/1/2015 10:54 AM
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Is it time forcounty manager government structure? | MauiCounty.us

http://mauicounty.us/chairs-3-minutes/is-it-time-for-county-manager-.

I welcome continued robust community discussion on this issue, as the council considers whether to move
ahead with these structural considerations. Perhaps the time is right to consider the Charter Commission's
recommendation.
Mahalo.

*Mike White is chair of the Maui County Council and vice chair of the council's Budget and Finance Committee.
He holds the council seat for the Paia-Haiku-Makawao residency area. "Chair's 3 Minutes" is a weekly column

to explain the latest news on county legislative matters. Go to mauicounty.us for more information.

2 0f 2

9/1/2015 10:54 AM

The Maui News

Newspaper Since 1900

SfJMBAY, June 28,2015

B8 - Sumlay,June 28,2015 - T1IKMAU1 NEWS

opinion
Today's Editorial

Is county's
structure right?

Instead, there is more prevalence today of
the council-manager structure where a politi
cal body (council, board,etc.)oversees a
professional administrator.
The International CityCounty Manage
mentAssociation is quoted in about

jobs.com defining the councllAiMiapr
structure;

"(It) combines the strong political leader
shipof elected officials with the strong man
agerial experience of an appointed manager
or administrator. All power and authority to

set policy rests with anelected governing
bod)', which includes a mayor or chairperson
and members of the council, commission, or
board.

According to the VS. Census Bu
reau, MauiCounty's population in
20I4 was an estimated I63,019.

That was up some 8,184 (or 5.3 percent)
from 2010s official census total of

154,835. If our current rate of growth con
tinues, ourpopulation will reach 175.295 by
the end of tie decade —a rise of 13,2 per
cent

Maui is evolving from a small town, rural
community into the equivalent of a fairly
good-sized city. Our county government's

annual budget will reach $621 million in
2016, which begs a fundamental question
Is Maui County's governmental structure
set up to manage the demands of a quickly
growing community?
We realize a strong mayor/county council
is the form ofgovernment throughout
Hawaii. Frankly, though. Hawaii isthe only
placewe know of in the United States where
a mayor heads up a countygovernment.
Generally, mayors oversee municipalities
and, even there, the concept of a strong may
or being thechiefadministrator seems to be
waning.

"The governing body in turn hires a non
partisan tnanager who has very broad au
thority to run the organization.**
As thecounty grows and its budget ap
proaches twtvthirds of a billion dollars, we
should consider if hiring a professional man
ager is in Maui's best interest It caneasily
be argued that the skill set needed to be a
successful politician is not necessarily the

same set needed to be a good administrator.
Itcan also be argued that going to the
council-manager model will take the politics
qui of administering count)' business. [| js
not a criticism ofeither council members or

the mayorto suggest .studying another gov
ernmental stracture.

Such a move would require a change in
the County Charter. The earliest that could
happen would be the 2016 election. Theearliest a change in structure could beimptemenlcd would be the end of our incumbent

mayor's term in 2018.

As we march inexorably toward billiondollar county budgets, we should study care

fully tosee if the time is coming for a profes
sional administrator.

• luittorwis reflect the iytiniim of the publisher.

Exhibit E
Email from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission
(via the County Auditor) Regarding Cost of Government Assessment
(Sept. 7, 2015)

ICMA Insights™ is a core set of well-defined and comparable measures
built on a dynamic, world-class performance management and analytics
platform on which communities can easily collect, report, benchmark,
and analyze their data. Our cutting-edge performance management and
analytics program includes 900 key input, output and outcome measures
centered on seven service clusters.
Community Attributes
Culture and Leisure
 Library Services
 Parks and Recreation
Internal Services
 General Government
 Human Resources
 Information Technology
 Procurement
 Risk Management
Neighborhood Services
 Code Enforcement
 Permitting, Land Use, and Plan Review
Public Safety
 Fire & EMS
 Police Services
Public Works
 Facilities Management
 Fleet Management
 Highway and Road Maintenance
 Solid Waste
Social Services
 Housing
 Obesity Prevention
 Youth Services
Copyright ©2014 by the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). All rights are reserved by
ICMA. This document, its content, or any portion thereof may not be reproduced, published, transferred, or
used in any manner whatsoever without the express written permission of ICMA.

Exhibit F
Meeting Minutes, Cost of Government Commission, County of Maui
(Sept. 10, 2015)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
MINUTES
Kalana O Maui Building, 9th Floor, Mayor’s Conference Room, Waihe‘e Side
Thursday, September 10, 2015
PRESENT:

Garrett Evans, Vice Chair
Bradley Bunn, Member (excused at 11:20 a.m.)
Gabriel Hoeffken, Member
Paul Kailiponi, Member
Stanford Lanias, Member
E. Gayle Long, Member (excused at 11:30 a.m.)
Dale Thompson, Member
John Watling, Member

STAFF:

Camille Sakamoto, Administrative Officer, Office of the County Auditor
Ed Kushi, First Deputy Corporation Counsel

OTHER:

Shelley Pellegrino, Technical Writer for the Commission
Honorable Alan Arakawa, Mayor
John Buck, Executive Assistant, Office of the Mayor
Troy Hashimoto, Executive Assistant, Council Chair Mike White
Keith Regan, Managing Director

I.

CALL MEETING TO ORDER
Vice-Chair Evans called the meeting to order at 10:07 a.m.

II.

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Paul Janes Brown
The Commission received public testimony from Paul Janes Brown. Mr. Janes Brown testified
that for the past 17 months, a group of concerned citizens had been meeting to discuss
opening up a community discussion on a Council-Manager form of government. He stated
that the group had had met with a number of elected officials, including the Lieutenant
Governor, the Mayor, and eight Maui County Council members, and that these elected officials
seemed amenable to having a discussion of the issue. He added that to have an intelligent
discussion about the Council-Manager form of government, information needed to be gathered
and he hoped the Commission would research the issue and provide such information.
Mr. Janes Brown also referenced Council Chair Mike White’s letter to the Commission and
subsequent article in The Maui News, in which he asked the Commission to review the issue.
Mr. Janes Brown testified that he made a cursory investigation into some Florida communities
he thought were similar to Maui (e.g., in lifestyle, population, size, budget), and found that the
Council-Manager form of government seemed to be more cost effective. According to his
research, Manatee, Florida has a population of 330,000, an operating budget of $550 million,
and administrative salaries (including the Council) of $1.98 million. Charlotte, Florida has a
population of 163,000, an operating budget of $136 million, and administrative salaries of
$628,000. By comparison, Maui County has a population of 160,000 and a $520 million
budget, out of which $1.8 million is for the executive office alone.
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Mr. Janes Brown stated that the deadline to put a Charter Amendment on the ballot is July
2016 and requested the Commission’s assistance in researching the issue to assist with
educating the public about the possibility of a different form of government.
Mayor Alan Arakawa
Mayor Arakawa testified in favor of maintaining the current Mayor-Council structure of
government. He pointed out that regardless of who manages government (whether elected or
hired), that individual’s success will depend on his or her capability. He suggested that even
with “private management,” there can be issues with individuals who are not of the highest
caliber and who do not understand the issues. He added that the body that appoints the
manager also needs to be of the highest caliber to makes its evaluation, and the County
Council is not the correct group to do so. He stated that none of the Council members have
expertise in management, and there is no requirement that they have such experience when
they are elected. In addition, he foresaw the County Manager structure as problematic
because of political ramrodding and trying to gain favors.
Mayor Arakawa stated that prior to the present-day Mayor-Council form of government, there
was a Board of Supervisors, and each Supervisor would manage a County department. He
maintained that this style of government did not work because the elected Supervisors did not
have the required expertise or understanding of how to run the government. He added that
current Council members do not know how to manage the government system, and do not
know how to deal with government-related entities such as the unions, state legislature, and
federal government. He also stated that most Council members have not been to County
facilities, so they do not understand the underpinnings of how government works.
Mayor Arakawa noted that Maui County is different from Mainland communities in that
Mainland counties are divided into blocks, and that the people, communities (e.g., farming,
urban), and goals of each Mainland county are generally similar. Not true with Maui County,
he stated, in which the challenges facing each region (e.g., Hana, Moloka‘i, Lana‘i, Kahului,
Makawao) are distinct. He added that he does not think Maui could find a person with a broad
enough background to fill a Council-hired managerial position.
Mayor Arakawa pointed to some examples of decisions the County Council made about
budgetary spending that he disagrees with, including coastal soil erosion studies in Lahaina
and the construction of a Moloka‘i community center. A Council-hired manager, he argued,
would simply follow the Council’s position on these issues in order to keep his or her job.
Mayor Arakawa concluded that the public should be able to evaluate and elect the Mayor; a
County Manager form of government would deprive the public of its ability to decide who its
government leaders should be. The checks-and-balances system of government would no
longer exist.
Vice-Chair Evans asked Mayor Arakawa whether the Commission should review the County
Manager form of government. Mayor Arakawa responded yes, because the Council has been
pushing for a review and an outside group has been evaluating the issue as well. He also
pointed out that he asked the former Charter Commission to look into different forms of County
management. He concluded that the Commission should weigh in on the issue because it is
tasked with reviewing cost of government issues.
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Commissioner Thompson asked Mayor Arakawa what advantages he saw in a County
Manager form of government. In response, Mayor Arakawa stated that a County-hired
manager could have technical expertise, but he or she might not have good local knowledge.
He also stated that to retain a good County manager, his or her salary would need to be
upwards of $750,000.
Mayor Arakawa stated that he serves the community because he wants to help. He gets
personal satisfaction out of his job and is not concerned with how much he is compensated;
the same might not be said for a professional manager who would not hired based these type
of intangible qualifications.
Tina Gomes
Tina Gomes, former Chair of the Cost of Government Commission, testified regarding the
County Manager form of government. She noted that the Commission solicited suggestions
from Council Chair White in May 2015 for potential issues the Commission could investigate
during its 2015–2016 term, but that the Commission received no response from him (although
it did receive responses from Councilmembers Crivello and Carroll). As a result, she
questioned why the Council Chair had not brought the issue to the Commission’s attention
earlier, if the issue had been festering for a few months as he stated. Ms. Gomes also stated
that she thought the Office of the County Auditor might be in a better position to research the
issue. Nonetheless, Ms. Gomes stated that the Commission should investigate the issue, but
also thought that the Commission consider giving it only a cursory review during its 2015–2016
term because of the time constraints it faces to complete its annual report.
Keith Regan, Managing Director
Mr. Regan began by referring to Mayor Arakawa’s comments about the type of expertise that
is required to be a County manager, and then provided the Commission with his professional
qualifications, which include a Master’s Degree in Public Administration, a Master’s Degree in
Business Administration, and small business ownership. He has been involved in the day-today management of the County for seven years. Mr. Regan then explained that he believed,
“if something is not broken, why fix it.” In this case, he questioned why there is a push to
change from a Mayor-Council structure of government to a County Manager structure. He
also queried whether there is data to support the claims that something is wrong with the
current structure and that a change would result in savings to the County.
Mr. Regan referenced Mayor Arakawa’s comments about the conflict between the
Administration and the Council, opining that this type of conflict is not necessarily bad. He
considered it a way to encourage discussion and debate on issues that are important to the
community.
Mr. Regan stated that when the Administration hired its department heads, the Mayor and
Managing Director took their roles very seriously and looked at individual qualifications. Any
friendships the Mayor might have had with resultant hires was purely coincidental; their
qualifications took precedence over any prior relationship. Mr. Regan acknowledged that no
director is perfect, but that they do their job expertly. In his opinion, the current system of
government is not broken.
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Mr. Regan offered other potential areas of investigation the Commission might consider,
including director qualifications under the County Charter, district voting, and Council
residency requirements.
Mr. Regan also questioned why Council Chair White was requesting that the Commission
review the County Manager structure of government when he was also planning to appoint a
blue ribbon committee to do the same. He considered such effort duplicative and
unnecessary.
Mr. Regan suggested that the Commission meet with attorney William Crockett, who could
share his institutional knowledge about how the County operated under the Board of
Supervisors and why it moved away from that type of structure to a Mayor-Council structure.
Written Testimony
The Commission also reviewed written testimony from Jim Smith, Mark Hyde, and Stephen
Goldsmith.
III.

REVIEW AND APPROVE AUGUST 27, 2015 MINUTES
The August 27, 2015 minutes were unavailable for review, so the Commission voted to defer
discussion until its September meeting.

IV.

REVIEW AND DISCUSS CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED
A.

Letter from Mike White Regarding City Manager as a Potential Topic for the 2015 –
2016 Report.
Commissioner Long stated that the project appears to be overwhelming and that the
volunteer Commissioners do not have enough time to research the issue.
Vice-Chair Evans stated that a change in government structure would have an
economic impact to the County, but whether it is an economic decision is unclear.
Rather, he thought the issue seemed more political and that any economic
consequences would be secondary.
Commissioner Kailiponi stated that he thought investigating the County Manager issue
would be no more political, complex, or time consuming than evaluating the County
budget. Commissioner Kailiponi did some cursory research into the County Manager
issue and thought that the Commission would be able to investigate the issue as long
as it focused on the associated changes that would occur from changing from the
current system to the proposed system. He did not think the Commission should
evaluate the issue from an efficiency standpoint; in other words, the Commission
should not put a dollar figure on how much the County may or may not save with a
change in government structure. He concluded that investigating the County budget
would be much more difficult than investigating a change in government structure.

Cost of Government Commission Minutes
September 10, 2015
Page 5

Commissioner Hoeffken stated that he was frustrated that the issue was being
introduced so late in the year, but that it was nonetheless an important topic
considering the likelihood of a Charter amendment being proposed by the Council.
Vice-Chair Evans pointed out that the Commission is not required to investigate two
topics over the next year, specifically the County budget and the County Manager form
of government; one topic for review would be sufficient.
Commissioner Kailiponi questioned whether the Commissioners felt comfortable with
their skills such that they could provide meaningful recommendations to the Council
and the Mayor.
The general consensus was that the Commissioners felt more comfortable evaluating
the County Manager structure than the County budget.
Vice-Chair Evans offered to draft a letter to Council Chair White acknowledging his
request. Commissioner Long asked that the letter also request that Chair White
provide his thoughts on what he thought the blue ribbon committee and Commission’s
scope of review should be, as well as any timelines to consider.
Troy Hashimoto, Executive Assistant to Council Chair White, was attending the
meeting and offered to provide the Commission with some background information
regarding the proposed blue ribbon committee. Mr. Hashimoto explained that the blue
ribbon committee, which would be established by the Council, would be tasked with
determining the “nuts and bolts” of the type of legislation to be proposed. In contrast,
the Cost of Government Commission was being asked to consider the costs involved in
a different government structure. For example, would there be a cost savings or
operational efficiencies? Would the Mayor’s personal staff as it now exists still need to
be part of the County Manager’s staff or would these positions no longer be
necessary? What type of salaries would be required?
Mr. Hashimoto stated that the blue ribbon committee could be formed within the next
month, but that it would be looking at structure rather than cost.
Commissioner Long reiterated her request that Chair White provide a more detailed
explanation regarding his expectations — specifically the scope of review and timeline
— of the blue ribbon committee and Commission.
Commissioner Kailiponi noted that his research pointed to more than 150 different
types of County Manager structures. He speculated that the Commission could not
come up with a meaningful evaluation unless the potential structures being proposed
were narrowed down.
Vice-Chair Evans moved that he draft a response to Council Chair White thanking him
for his letter and asking what his expectations and timeframe would be for the
Commission and blue ribbon committee’s investigation. (Inaudible) seconded the
motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
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V.

COUNTY AUDITOR’S UPDATE
A.

Update on the Request for Proposal for Technical Writer
The County Auditor was not present at the meeting, but Vice-Chair Evans stated that
the technical writer had been hired and was present at the meeting.

VI.

2014 – 2015 COGC ANNUAL REPORT
A.

Discuss, Consider, and/or Establish Next Steps to Advocate for Annual Report
Vice-Chair Evans explained that in previous years, Commissioners had met with
individual Council members to present the findings of that year’s Annual Report. The
Commissioners agreed that offering to meet with Council members would be
beneficial.
Vice-Chair Evans moved that a letter be drafted to the County Council offering to meet
with individual members to discuss the 2014 – 2015 Annual Report. Commissioner
Kailiponi seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.

VII.

2015 – 2016 COGC ANNUAL REPORT
A.

Discuss, Consider, and/or Establish Subject Matter for Annual Report
Commissioner Kailiponi stated that he would prefer evaluating the County Manager
structure of government rather than the County budget. Commissioner Hoeffken
agreed, noting that the County Manager issue is of interest to the Mayor, Council, and
public at large.
Deputy Corporation Counsel Kushi suggested that the Commission wait until the blue
ribbon committee has completed its review and proposed specific legislation that the
Commission could then review. Commissioner Kailiponi added that Council Chair
White alluded in his letters to having an idea of what the new system of government
might look like, so the Commission should ask Chair White to elaborate on his ideas.
Chair Kailiponi stated that the primary goal of the Commission’s investigation should be
whether the Council can find someone who can run the County more efficiently than
how it is currently run.
Vice-Chair Evans moved that the Commission investigate the County Manager
structure of government as part of its 2015 – 2016 Annual Report. Commissioner
Thompson seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with
Commissioners Hoeffken, Kailiponi, Lanias, Thompson, Watling, and Vice-Chair Evans
voting in favor. Commissioners Bunn and Long were excused.
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B.

Discuss, Consider, and/or Establish Temporary Investigative Group(s) (TIGs) or
Standing Committee for Annual Report
The Commission decided to defer creating a plan for investigating the topic until it
received a response from Council Chair White. Commissioner Kailiponi offered to
provide a list of useful resources regarding the subject at the next meeting and asked
that other commissioners do the same.

C.

Establish Annual Report Timeline
Mr. Hashimoto relayed that the Council likely would be making its decisions in March or
April of 2016. Shelley Pellegrino, Technical Writer for the Commission, recommended
that a rough draft of the Annual Report be completed by January 2016.

VIII.

MATTERS RELATED TO COGC STRATEGIC PLAN
A.

Consideration of a Google Drive Account or Attachment(s) to COGC Web Link on Maui
County Website for COGC Documents
Vice-Chair Evans moved that the Commission shelve consideration of a Google Drive
account. Commissioner Kailiponi seconded the motion. The motion was approved
unanimously.

IX.

DETERMINE NEXT MEETING DATE, TIME, PLACE, AND AGENDA
The next meeting is scheduled for October 8, 2015, in the Mayor’s Conference Room, Waihe‘e
side, at 10:00 a.m.
The Commission requested that Council Chair White attend the Commission’s October
meeting.

X.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
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Links to Journal Articles Reviewed by the Commission

JOURNAL REFERENCES USED IN TABLE 2
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Trash: Measuring Municipal Service Efficiency in U.S. Cities,”
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Exhibit I
Kreft, Steven F., “An Efficiency Comparison of City Managers and Elected
Mayors,” Working Paper, Kelley School of Business,
Indiana University (2007)

An Efficiency Comparison of
City Managers and Elected Mayors ∗
Steven F. Kreft
Business Economics and Public Policy
Kelley School of Business
Indiana University
1309 East Tenth Street
Bloomington, IN 47405-1701
Skreft@indiana.edu
(812)856-4965

Abstract
Previous research has concluded that there are no efficiency differences
between elected mayor-council (EMC) and council-manager (CM) city
governments. However, the CM form has recently surpassed the EMC
form to become the most popular U.S. city government. This paper
provides an alternative method of testing the relative efficiency of the two
forms of government. Relying on capitalization theory of local public
goods, I develop a hedonic price model for Ohio metropolitan home sales.
Results show that houses within a CM city have a pricing premium that
can be attributed to the relative efficiency of the CM government.

J.E.L classification: H7, H4, H1
Key Words: city manager; government efficiency; local public goods; hedonic;
capitalization.
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I. Introduction
Historically, the majority of U.S. city governments have adopted either an elected mayorcouncil (EMC) or council-manager (CM) form of government. Several economists and
political scientists have attempted to find efficiency differences between the competing
forms of city government. The hypothesized difference is based on the theory that a city
manager has an efficiency advantage over a popularly elected mayor in providing local
public goods because of the different incentive structures faced by the two city leaders.
However, past studies that analyze common city government expenditures have found no
significant differences in the two forms of government. 1
The finding of no efficiency differences is surprising given the current trend of
cities adopting the CM form of government. As reported by the International City/County
Management Association (ICMA), the CM government is currently the fastest growing
form of U.S. city government, which has recently made it the most popular form in U.S.
cities. The city governments adopting the CM form have to expect some kind of benefits
from their decision, or else, they would not have chosen the CM form.
The purpose of this paper is to use a different methodology to search for
efficiency differences between the two forms of government, in part, to provide a
possible explanation for the recent trend towards adopting the CM form of city
government. In order to build upon the previous literature’s use of common government
expenditures and account for the total value of public goods provided, this paper relies on
the theory that the provision of local public goods, and the manner in which they are

1

The analysis of “common” governmental expenditures refers to the fact that the studies limited their
analysis to only expenditures that comprise significant portions of almost all city spending, which generally
included expenditures on police protection, fire protection, and refuse collection.

1

produced, is capitalized into housing prices. This alternative methodology, which
captures the entire scope of the cities’ public services capabilities, may help reveal any
efficiency differences in the two forms of government, if they exist.
House-selling prices for 1991 home sales were analyzed for twenty-two cities
located in the six largest metropolitan areas in Ohio. Specifically, house-selling prices
were estimated using a log-linear hedonic technique, and results show that houses within
a CM city have a pricing premium that can be attributed to the relative efficiency
advantage of the CM form of government. Furthermore, houses within a metropolitan
area that has a CM central-city government have a pricing premium that can also be
attributed to the relative efficiency of the CM form of government.
The set up of this paper is as follows. Section-II will further characterize the two
forms of city government, with emphasis on the roles of city managers and mayors.
Section-III will present previous city government research, and highlight the current trend
towards adopting the CM form of government in the United States and Ohio. Section-IV
will set up the hedonic price model and describe the incorporated data. Section-V will
outline the estimation results. Finally, Section-VI will present concluding remarks.

II. Characteristics of City Managers and Elected Mayors
The major distinction between the two forms of government is who controls the power to
make decisions about city budgeting and daily government operations. Generally, the city
manager in the CM form and the mayor in the EMC form control the day-to-day city
operations. Typically, these two city officials have different occupational incentives and
political motivations that will, in theory, influence the provision of local public goods.

2

The CM government consists of a city council, a city manager, and a ceremonial
mayor. The city council, comprised of elected officials, hires a city manager that provides
policy advice, conducts the daily city government operations, hires and fires city
personnel, and is responsible for the city budget preparation. The mayor of the CM
government is often selected from within the council members or is popularly elected,
and is reserved for only ceremonial purposes with no administrative responsibilities.
The CM form of government was a product of the progressive government reform
movement that started in the early 1900s in response to corruption and inefficiencies that
were becoming apparent in major eastern U.S. cities. 2 As stated by White (1927), city
managers have a deep obligation to conduct the affairs of the city with integrity and
efficiency, without acting in a partisan manor. Clearly, the movement envisioned
nonpartisan, political administrators that would efficiently run the daily operations of the
city. City managers are typically hired based on their educational background,
experience, and administrative ability, without regard to their political views, and they
have incentive to act, as the name suggests, as managers of the city operations.
The city manager position was also envisioned as a way to ensure that public
policies would be designed to promote long-term city growth and development. This can
be seen in the fact that city managers are not legally limited in the number of years they
can serve a given city. According to the ICMA, State of the Profession Survey, 2000, the
average tenure of a city manager is 17.4 years. This prolonged tenure will allow the city
manager to enact policies that promote long-term efficiency in the production of local
public goods.

2

According to the IMCA, the first recognized city manager position was instituted in 1908 by Staunton,
Virginia, and the first large U.S. city to institute a city manager was Dayton, Ohio, in 1914.

3

In contrast to the ceremonial mayor in the CM form of government, the mayor in
the EMC form has significant political authority. The EMC mayor is popularly elected
and has the responsibility for day-to-day operations, hiring and firing department heads,
and preparing and administering the city budget. The EMC government has an elected
city council that performs some legislative duties; however, the authoritative mayor
usually limits the council’s political power. The EMC mayor’s term of service varies in
length at the discretion of each city’s bylaws (usually two to four years), and the number
of terms the mayor can serve may be limited according to the practices of the city.
This paper argues that the political skills that lead to a mayor’s election do not
necessarily correspond with the administrative abilities that will produce an efficient
provision of local public goods. For example, Weingast, Shepsle, and Johnson (1981)
have shown that politicians consistently overstate the benefits of a given project, in order
to gain popular support for their programs. The altering of the cost-benefit accounting of
government projects drives the political process away from efficiency, and this inefficient
behavior is due to the fact that politicians are vote maximizers that only care about the
issues that are currently relevant to their jurisdictions. In this respect, the CM government
may prove to be more efficient than the EMC form because the city managers are not
directly subject to the voting pressures that lead to the administrative inefficiencies.
Also, the fact that the average city manager’s tenure is quite prolonged shows that
they are removed from the “short-sighted” political pressures to temporarily appeal to
voters. The prolonged service to a given city allows the city manager to direct the city
towards long-term efficiency, growth, and development, which contrasts with the
political motivation of mayors to produce short-term benefits with unclear future costs in

4

the face of re-election motives. Public choice theory recognizes that elected officials
define their best interests in terms of re-election, which makes them more susceptible to
pressure from groups that are able to influence election outcomes. Since a mayor’s
political service is usually limited to two to four years over one elected term, the mayor
will have increasing re-election pressures that may move them more towards enacting
projects that appease such special interest groups, regardless of economic efficiency. 3

III. Previous City Government Research and the Trend Toward City Managers
Despite the hypothesized efficiency advantage of city managers, past studies have not
conclusively shown that significant differences exist between the two forms of
government. One of the first comparisons of the government forms was conducted by
Booms (1966), which analyzes the determinants of per capita common expenditures for
selected Ohio and Michigan cities. The author shows that CM cities have lower per capita
public spending levels than EMC cities. 4 This result supports the hypothesis that CM
governments are relatively more efficient than EMC forms.
Boom’s (1966) original findings have not been supported by more recent
empirical analyses. Deno and Mehay (1987) apply a median voter framework to a similar
data set as the one used by Booms (1966), including observations only from Michigan
and Ohio, and find no significant differences in common expenditures of the two forms
of government. The authors then extend their analysis beyond the two states and analyze

3

For further discussion on the influence of special interest groups and lobbying efforts on the behavior of
politicians and the ability to bias public projects refer to Grossman and Helpman (2001).
4
A difference in means test was used to compare the per-capita total city expenditures of the 22 Ohio cities
analyzed in this paper, and the test showed that there is no statistical difference between the spending levels
of the two forms of city government.
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several randomly selected US cities, and again find no significant differences. 5 Modeling
city government as a multi-product firm, Hayes and Chang (1990) show that there are no
efficiency gains associated with the CM form of government. The authors analyze the
provision of common public services offered by the two forms of city government and
find no difference in relative productive efficiency. Likewise, Davis and Hayes (1993)
construct efficiency measures for selected Illinois municipal police departments based on
the costs of producing police protection services and the estimated output of police
services. The authors show that the presence of city managers does not significantly
impact the police department efficiency measures.
Duffy-Deno and Dalenberg (1990) provides evidence contrary to the popular
finding that city form of government does not matter, by analyzing twenty-six cities’
capital usage rates employed to produce local public goods. Although the authors do not
directly test for efficiency differences, they show that EMC cities consistently have
significantly higher capital-input usage rates than CM cities. The results are explained
based on the argument that city managers may view capital and labor as simply inputs in
a production function, while mayors may intend to use the inputs as political assets. Thus,
the higher EMC capital-input usage rates are produced by the incentive of mayors to
undertake more highly visible public works projects in order to influence public opinion,
which may be undertaken in disregard to efficiency accounting criteria.
Despite the fact that previous studies have provided no conclusive evidence of a
relative CM efficiency advantage, it is currently the fastest growing form of government

5

Deno and Mehay (1987) also tested if the city form of government affects municipal wages and
compensation levels for all municipal employees, and conclude that the city form of government does not
affect labor compensation. Other studies have found similar results; see Ehrenberg and Goldstein (1975),
Bartel and Lewin (1981), and O’Brien (1992, 1995).
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in the United States. As shown in Table 1, between 1976 and 2001, the EMC form of
government lost twenty-four percent of the share of U.S. cities and ten percent of the
share of Ohio cities; while the CM form of government gained eighteen percent of the
share of U.S. cities and ten percent of the share of Ohio cities. This movement toward the
CM form of government has recently made it the most popular among U.S. cities.
[Insert Table 1 about here]
The city governments making the transition to a CM form and the cities adopting
the CM form upon their incorporation have to expect to some kind of benefits from their
choices, or else they would not adopt the CM government. The benefits received may be
in the form of efficiency gains brought on by the presence of a city manager. Such
efficiency gains may have gone undetected by earlier research because of the emphasis
on analyzing only a limited set of common city government expenditures. As
acknowledged by Hayes and Chang (1990), the efficiency differences may be captured in
smaller city budget expenditure areas. Ultimately, the total value of all the public goods,
along with the costs of providing them, needs to be analyzed. Accordingly, the value of
local public goods, the taxes used to finance them, and any efficiency advantages to the
CM form of government are capitalized into house-selling prices.

IV. Hedonic Price Model and Data Description
Generally, the hedonic price model estimates house-selling prices as a function of
structural house characteristics, city characteristics, and governmental influences. More
specifically, the house selling price in the hedonic model framework, adapted to include
the city form of government influence, takes the following form:

7

PH = PH (S, C, G)
where PH is the house-selling price, S is a vector of structural house characteristics, C is a
vector of city characteristics, and G is a vector of city government influences.
The focus of the current analysis is on the influence that a city’s form of
government has on selling prices of homes in that jurisdiction. It is hypothesized that the
differences in the provision of local public services may reveal efficiency differences
between the two forms of city government, which the hedonic price estimation technique
lends itself to directly testing. The hedonic price model analysis imbeds the theory that
the value of all local public services, and the taxes used to finance them, is capitalized
into house-selling prices. 6 Therefore, the net effect of the two local government functions
is what is actually being capitalized into the house-selling prices. 7 In other words, the
selling prices pick up the influence of the value of the public goods provided, net of the
cost of the city property taxes used to finance them.
If the value of the public goods outweighs the cost of provision, then the net effect
of the city government is positive, which shows the city government is operating
efficiently. 8 A positive net effect would result in higher house-selling prices producing a
pricing premuium. It is hypothesized that city managers will conduct the city government
affairs more efficiently relative to the EMC form of government; so, if the relative
efficiency advantages exist, they will show up as a pricing premium in the estimation of
house selling prices.

6

For relevant literature on the capitalization of local public services into house values refer to Oates (1969),
Rosen and Fullerton (1977), Brueckner (1979), or Yinger (1982).
7
It should be noted that state government influences are also capitalized into house-selling prices; however,
these influences are held constant because all the home sales are from cities within Ohio.
8
Likewise, if the costs of taxation outweigh the value of the public services, then the net effect of the
government influence would be negative, implying that the government is operating inefficiently.
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The house-selling prices and house structural characteristics are based on the data
set used by Haurin and Brasington (1996, 2001) and Brasington (1999, 2000, 2001). The
house prices are from homes sold in 1991 in twenty-two selected cities in the six largest
Ohio metropolitan areas. 9 There was a total of 37,441 home sales used in the estimation
process, and the mean deflated house-selling price was $69,312. Conveniently, the
sample of twenty-two cities is split fifty-fifty between the two forms of government, with
eleven cities having the CM form and eleven cities having the EMC form. 10 Generally,
the house sales are somewhat evenly distributed between the two forms of government,
with roughly 40 percent of the house sales occurring in CM cities and 60 percent
occurring in EMC cities.
[Insert Table 2 about here]
Table 2 presents summary statistics, definitions, and sources for the dependent
and independent variables used in the estimation process. The structural house
characteristics and city characteristics were chosen to follow closely what has been used
in previous hedonic price model analysis.
New to this paper, two CM dummy variables are included to capture both city and
central-city effects. More specifically, all regression specifications included a CM city
government dummy and a CM central-city government dummy to capture the separate

9

Analysis of Ohio house sales is beneficial in order to directly compare to earlier studies such as Booms
(1966) and Deno and Mehay (1987). The current sample of house selling prices includes homes that were
located in the central cities, as well as, surrounding city. The six central cities include Akron, Cincinnati,
Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton, and Toledo, while the surrounding cities, based on data availability, were
Barberton, Brunswick, Cuyahoga Falls, Elyria, Fairborn, Fairfield, Gahanna, Hamilton, Kent, Lorain,
Mentor, Middletown, North Olmsted, Reynoldsburg, Stow, and Westerville.
10
Moreover, the six central cities are evenly spilt between the two forms of city government; Cincinnati,
Dayton, and Toledo have the CM form of government, while Akron, Cleveland, and Columbus have the
EMC form.
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influences that each local government might exert on house values. 11 The central-city
dummy is included because the performance of the central-city government should not
only influence the selling prices of homes located in its borders, but also the selling prices
of the homes located within the metropolitan area. This comes from the fact that many
residents of the surrounding cities work or recreate in, or travel through, the central city.
As demonstrated by the findings of Voith (1993) and Haughwout (1997), the provision of
an infrastructure of central-city public goods produces benefits that extend beyond the
central-city’s borders and are captured in the increased house values of the surrounding
suburban areas.
By testing if the CM dummy variables are significant after controlling for
structural house characteristics and city-specific influences, the current study can provide
evidence on whether the influence of the CM form of government is more highly valued
in the housing market than the EMC form. Furthermore, any such capitalization will
capture the difference between the two forms of government, and therefore, reflect the
value that residents place on the relative efficiency of the CM form of government.
Several city-specific influences are controlled for in the estimation of each
regression. There are three economic influences: property taxes, expenditures, and
unemployment rates. General capitalization theory states that higher property tax rates
result in lower house-selling prices, while greater public expenditures results in higher
house-selling prices. Thus, the property tax rate is expected to carry a negative sign and
11

The CM city government dummy variable is equal to one if the house is located in a city with the CM
form of government and is used to test the relative efficiency advantage of being in a CM city over an EMC
city. The CM central-city government dummy variable is equal to one if the house is located in a
metropolitan area where the central city has a CM form of government, and this variable is used to test the
relative efficiency advantage of being in a CM-run metropolitan area over an EMC-run metropolitan area.
In general, the CM dummy variables will be significant and positive if city managers offer local public
services that are valued more than those offered by EMC mayors, net of the tax burden for each form of
government.
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the total government expenditure is expected to carry a positive sign. The city
unemployment rates are included to directly control for the level of job availability
(capacity) in each city. The unemployment rate is expected to carry a negative sign
because cities with lower unemployment rates, or higher job availability, are relatively
more attractive to live and work in, which should increase house values.
Other city-specific influences included measurements of climate, arts availability,
percent white, and distance to the central business district (CBD). 12 Climate goodness,
indicating favorable weather, and arts availability, as an indicator of the quality of
recreational opportunities, are both expected to positively influence house values. Racial
compositions have been shown to affect house values, and the percent white residents is
expected to positively influence house selling prices. Finally, the location of the house,
relative to the CBD is expected to positively influence the house value.
Four outcome variables, measuring school quality, police protection, and
pollution are included in various regressions to serve as robustness checks to the
influence that CM governments have on the quality of public goods. The average passage
rate of the State of Ohio 9th-grade proficiency test and the percent of students in advanced
placement curriculum are included in selected regressions to control for school quality.
Both indicators of school quality are expected to positively influences house-selling
prices. Burglary and Larceny crime rates are chosen because they are a direct measure of
the threat imposed on the protection of the private property of homeowners. The

12

The climate goodness index and arts availability index are both at the metropolitan-area level, while the
percent white and distance to the CBD are measured at the school-district level. Also, the measures of
school quality and police protection to be introduced in the proceeding paragraph are reported at the
school-district level. The smaller and more defined measurement area will better characterize the specificarea influences of schooling and policing that affect each house value, while still serving the purpose of
controlling for such influences.

11

burglary-larceny crime rate should be negatively correlated with house-selling prices,
showing that high crime areas have lower house-selling prices. Finally, the average added
cancer risk from air pollutants is included as an indicator of city pollution levels, where
more pollution is expected to reduce house values.

V. Estimation Results
The hedonic price function relates the house-selling price to the structural characteristics
of the home, the city characteristics of the residence location, and the form of the city
government. The log-linear hedonic price function was estimated using least squares
regression analysis and takes the following functional form:

ln PHi = β0 +

M

∑ βm Sm,i
m=1

N

+

∑ βn Cn,i

+ βp Gp,i + βq MAq,i + εi

n=1

where, ln PHi is the natural log of the selling price for house i, Sm,i is the measure of the
mth structural variable for house i, Cn,i is the measure of the nth city characteristic for the
residence location of house i, Gp,i is the city form of government for the residence
location of house i, and MAq,i is the metro area central-city form of government for the
residence of house i.
[Insert Table 3 about here]
The log-linear hedonic price estimates are presented in Table 3. 13 The city
characteristics all had the expected signs and remained significant throughout the four
specifications. Also, the outcome variables had the expected signs and remained
13

Table 3 presents the estimates of the city characteristics and form of government dummy variables, and
the house structural characteristics are presented in Appendix Table A1, to give more focus to the variables
of interest in the main text. It should be noted that the house structural characteristics all have signs and
significant levels that are supported in the hedonic house price literature.
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significant in the regressions that they were included in; except the measure of pollution
exposure was not found to exert a significant influence on the estimated selling prices.
The focus of this paper is primarily on the differences in the two major forms of
city government. Thus, the variables that are of particular interest to test for relative
efficiency differences are the two CM dummy variables. After controlling for city taxes
and expenditures, along with other city characteristics and outcome variables, the two
CM dummy variables remain significant and positive throughout the four regression
specifications. The coefficient estimates for the CM dummy variables imply that there is
a positive net effect of the CM form of government relative to the EMC form on house
selling prices. In other words, city managers offer local public goods that are valued more
than EMC mayors, net of the cost of providing the public goods. The results support the
hypothesis that the presence of a city manager produces a relative efficiency advantage
for the CM form of government over the EMC form.
In comparing the magnitude and significance of the two CM dummy variables,
the central-city CM dummy exerts a stronger influence on the house-selling prices. This
finding would imply that the central-city government form may matter more than the
form of government of the surrounding cities. Also, this result supports the findings of
Voith (1993) and Haughwout (1997) that the central-city’s provision of public goods
influences the house values of the surrounding suburban areas, and adds to their findings,
in that, the results show that the central-city form of government also influences the
house values of surrounding suburban areas.
The percent effect of the CM government’s influence on house-selling prices
cannot be directly interpreted by the coefficient estimates appearing in Table 3 because of

13

the semi-logarithmic nature of the hedonic regression technique. Following the approach
of Halvorsen and Palmquist (1980), the percentage effect that the CM form has on houseselling prices can be calculated as follows:
α = [exp(β) - 1] * 100
where, α is the percent effect of the CM form, and β is the coefficient estimate of the
council-manager dummy variable. Calculations of the percentage effects were performed
for the four regression specifications, and are presented in Table 4.
[Insert Table 4 about here]
Looking at the calculated percent effects shows that the CM central-city
government form does exert a stronger impact on house-selling prices then the CM city
government. The CM central-city government impact is on average around 10.9%, while
the CM city government impact is on average around 3.5%. These two dummy variables
capture the separate effects of (1) a house being located in a CM city relative to an EMC
city, and (2) a house being located in a CM-run metropolitan area relative to an EMC-run
metropolitan area. However, they do not capture the combined effect of being in a CM
city that is located in a CM-run metropolitan area. In order to capture the combined
impact, the two coefficient estimates were combined and then used to calculate the
percent effect (also presented in Table 4). 14 The combined effect of a house located in a
CM city and CM-run metropolitan area averaged 14.8%.
The calculated percentage effects were used to calculate the marginal implicit
price (pricing premium) of adopting a CM form of government. Calculations of the

To get the combined percent effect the following calculation was used: α = [exp(β1 + β2) - 1] * 100,
where β1 is the coefficient estimate of the CM city dummy, and β2 is the coefficient estimate of the CM
central-city dummy.

14
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marginal implicit price of the CM government, evaluated at the mean house-selling price
($69,312), are produced using the following formula and are also presented in Table 4.
_

ρ = α . PH
_

where, ρ is the marginal implicit price of the CM government, and PH is the mean houseselling price of the sample.
The marginal implicit price of the CM government is essentially the pricing
premium that home owners would be willing to pay to live in a house located in a CM
city, or CM-run metropolitan area, relative to living in the same house in an EMC area.
The implicit prices show that residents would, on average, pay about $2,400 more to own
a house in a CM city and about $7,500 more to own a house in a CM-run metropolitan
area, relative to owning a house in an EMC area. Also, the results show that residents
would, on average, pay $10,300 to own a house in a CM city located in a CM-run
metropolitan area. Again, the pricing premiums can be attributed to the fact that city
managers offer a superior basket of local public goods relative to EMC mayors, net of the
tax burden created to finance the production of the local public goods.

VI. Concluding Remarks
The majority of U.S. city governments have adopted either an EMC form of government
or a CM form. Several studies have attempted to find efficiency differences between the
two competing forms of city government. However, past studies have not conclusively
shown differences in the two forms of city government exist, which is surprising given
the current trend of U.S. cities adopting the CM form of government.

15

This paper uses an alternative method of testing for city government efficiency
differences and shows that efficiency differences do exist between the two forms of
government. More specifically, this alternative method relies on the theory that the
provision of local public goods, and the manner in which they were produced, are
capitalized into housing prices. Thus, if the CM form of government has a relative
efficiency advantage in the provision of local public goods, it will show up as a house
pricing premium. After controlling for structural-house and city-specific characteristics,
results show that houses within a CM city, or CM-run metropolitan area, have a
significant pricing premium that can be attributed to the relative efficiency of the CM
form of government over the EMC form.
These results contribute to the literature in that they are the first results since
Booms (1966) that point to significant efficiency differences in the two forms of city
government. Also, the results strengthen the findings of Duffy-Deno and Dalenberg
(1990) that the city form of government does matter. Furthermore, the efficiency
advantage can be used to explain the current U.S. trend towards adopting the CM form of
city government. Finally, the results that the central city form of government influences
the house selling prices of surrounding areas supports the literature based on the idea that
the offering of central-city public goods affects suburban house values.
Clearly, the debate on whether the city form of government matters should be reopened. Further research on the two competing forms of government is needed, and such
exercises would be quite fruitful given the findings of this research. The alternative
method of testing employed in this paper suggests that there is still more ways to
approach the analysis of the impact of city government forms.
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Table 1
Percent of U.S. and Ohio City Governments Having Each Form of Government, 1976-2001

U.S. Total
Elected Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Ohio Total
Elected Mayor-Council
Council-Manager

1976

1981

1986

1991

1996

2001

58%
32%

57%
34%

55%
35%

53%
37%

49%
42%

34%
50%

80%
20%

79%
21%

78%
22%

76%
24%

74%
26%

70%
30%

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 because of omitted forms of government.
Source: ICMA, The Municipal Year Book, (1976-1999).
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Table 2
Summary Statistics, Definitions, and Sources for Variables
Variable (source)
Dependent Variables
House-Selling Price (a)
Natural Log of the House-Selling Price (computed)
City Characteristics
Council-Manager City Dummy =1 if CM form (b)
Council-Manager Central City Dummy =1 if CM form (b)
Property Tax Millage Rate Net of Tax Reduction Factors (c)
Total City Government Expenditures in Ten Millions of Dollars (d)
Civilian Unemployment Rate (d)
Climate Goodness Index (e)
Arts availability Index (e)
Percent White Residents (f)
Distance to the Central Business District (f)
Ohio 9th-Grade Proficiency Test Passage Rate (g)
Percent Advanced Placement Students (f)
Burglary and Larceny Crime Rate Per Thousand Population, 1991) (h)
Average Added Cancer Risk from Air Pollution Sources (i)
Structural House Characteristics
Quarter Two Sales Dummy =1 if house sold in Q2 1991 (a)
Quarter Three Sales Dummy =1 if house sold in Q3 1991 (a)
Quarter Four Sales Dummy =1 if house sold in Q4 1991 (a)
Air Conditioning (Dummy =1 if the house has central air-conditioning) (a)
Fireplace (Dummy =1 if the house has a fireplace) (a)
Lot Size (Size of the lot in thousands of square feet) (a)
Age (Age of the house in years) (a)
House Size (Size of the house in thousands of square feet) (a)
Garage Size (Size of the garage in thousands of square feet) (a)
Full Bathrooms (Number of full bathrooms) (a)
Part Bathrooms (Number of partial bathrooms) (a)
Unenclosed Porches (Number of unenclosed porches) (a)
Enclosed Porches (Number of enclosed porches) (a)
Patio (Dummy =1 if the house has a patio) (a)
Deck (Dummy =1 if the house has a deck) (a)
Pool (Dummy =1 if the house has a pool) (a)

Mean

St. Dev.

69,311.82
10.97

41,571.95
0.61

0.44
0.50
0.41
0.49
51.89
6.48
366,713.85 201,874.90
7.29
1.93
565.72
19.65
1166.52
450.08
79.52
17.34
7.86
6.24
33.86
18.49
8.66
7.84
7.77
23.55
816.21
103.63
0.30
0.28
0.24
0.34
0.37
9.75
45.16
1.43
0.32
1.27
0.31
0.79
0.16
0.20
0.10
0.01

0.46
0.45
0.43
0.47
0.48
8.34
23.98
0.49
0.19
0.48
0.48
0.74
0.39
0.40
0.30
0.11

Sources: (a) Amerestate, Pace Net Data Set, (1991); (b) ICMA, The Municipal Year Book, (1991); (c)
Ohio Department of Taxation, Property Tax Millage Rates, (1991); (d) U.S. Census, County and City Data
Book, (1994); (e) Savageau and Boyer, Places Rated Almanac, Pentice Hall, New York, NY (1993); (f)
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, School District Data Book,
Washington, DC (1994); (g) Ohio Department of Education, Ohio 9th-Grade Proficiency Test Passage
Rates (1990-1991); (h) Office of Criminal Justice Services, State of Ohio, Crime by County, (1994); (i)
Environmental defense and get active software, Average Individual’s Added Cancer Risk,
www.scorecard.org, (2003).
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Table 3
Log-Linear Hedonic Estimates of Ohio Metro Area House-Selling Prices, 1991
37,441 Observed House Sales (Absolute value of t-stats)
[a]

[b]

[c]

[d]

0.0355**
(2.54)
0.1007***
(6.61)

0.0355**
(2.54)
0.1010***
(6.89)

0.0406***
(2.94)
0.0973***
(6.67)

0.0269**
(1.93)
0.1164***
(7.89)

-0.0012*
(1.69)
0.1784***
(10.55)
-0.0223***
(11.25)
0.0007***
(4.26)
0.0001***
(12.02)
0.0029***
(13.23)
-0.0047***
(7.24)
0.0054***
(22.89)
0.0018***
(5.82)
-0.0002***
(2.67)
0.0000
(0.06)

-0.0012**
(2.05)
0.1790***
(13.32)
-0.0224***
(12.62)
0.0007***
(4.68)
0.0001***
(12.38)
0.0029***
(13.25)
-0.0047***
(7.54)
0.0054***
(22.91)
0.0018***
(5.83)
-0.0002***
(2.68)

-0.0010*
(1.82)
0.1795***
(13.35)
-0.0216***
(12.35)
0.0008***
(5.17)
0.0001***
(12.47)
0.0029***
(13.29)
-0.0049***
(7.82)
0.0054***
(22.93)
0.0018***
(5.86)

-0.0047***
(8.49)
0.2761***
(20.99)
-0.0299***
(17.43)
0.0008***
(5.25)
0.0001***
(11.61)
0.0074***
(49.05)
-0.0024***
(3.88)

9.0641***
(98.92)

9.0626***
(102.49)

9.0258***
(103.32)

8.6084***
(98.99)

Quarter of Sale Dummy Variables a
Structural House Characteristics a

YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES

R-squared

0.65

0.65

0.65

0.64

Form of Government
Council-Manager City Government
Council-Manager Central-City Government
City Characteristics
Property Tax Rate
Total Government Expenditures ($10,000,000)
Civilian Unemployment Rate
Climate Goodness Index
Arts Availability Index
Percent White Residents
Distance to the Central Business District
9th-Grade Proficiency
Percent Advanced Placement Students
Burglary and Larceny Crime Rate
Average Added Cancer Risk

Constant

Significance levels are represented by: *** 1%, ** 5%, * 10%
The estimates of the Quarter of sale dummy variables and Structural House Characteristics are reported in
Appendix Table A1.

a
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Table 4
Percent Effect and Marginal Implicit Price of the Council-Manager Form of Government
_

PH = $69,312
Council-Manager City Government
Percent Effect (α)
Implicit Price (ρ)
Council-Manager Central City Government
Percent Effect (α)
Implicit Price (ρ)
Council Manager City and Central City Government
Percent Effect (α)
Implicit Price (ρ)

[a]

[b]

[c]

[d]

3.6%
$2,495

3.6%
$2,495

4.1%
$2,842

2.7%
$1,871

10.6%
$7,347

10.6%
$7,347

10.2%
$7,070

12.3%
$8,525

14.6%
$10,120

14.6%
$10,120

14.8%
$10,258

15.4%
$10,674
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Appendix Table A1
Log-Linear Hedonic Estimates of Ohio Metro Area House-Selling Prices, 1991
(Absolute value of t-stats)
[a]
[b]
[c]
Quarter of Sale Dummy Variables
Quarter Two
0.0663***
0.0663***
0.0663***
Quarter Three
Quarter Four
Structural House Characteristics
Air Conditioning
Fireplace
Lot Size (1,000 sq. ft.)
Lot Size Squared
Age
Age Squared
House Size (1,000 sq. ft.)
House Size Squared
Garage Size (1,000 sq. ft.)
Garage Size Squared
Full Bathrooms
Part Bathrooms
Unenclosed Porches
Enclosed Porches
Patio
Deck
Pool

[d]

(11.81)
0.0664***
(11.63)
0.0654***
(11.11)

(11.81)
0.0664***
(11.63)
0.0654***
(11.11)

(11.80)
0.0662***
(11.60)
0.0654***
(11.11)

0.0657***
(11.57)
0.0665***
(11.52)
0.0643***
(10.81)

0.1052***
(21.18)
0.1312***
(27.29)
0.0113***
(17.58)
-0.0001***
(11.49)
0.0023***
(6.56)
-0.0001***
(25.31)
0.4779***
(24.56)
-0.0386***
(7.09)
0.7029***
(27.32)
-0.6579***
(16.86)
0.0482***
(8.63)
0.0767***
(15.74)
-0.0009
(0.28)
0.0045
(0.82)
0.0216***
(3.89)
0.0816***
(11.94)
0.0347**
(2.05)

0.1052***
(21.18)
0.1312***
(27.29)
0.0113***
(17.60)
-0.0001***
(11.50)
0.0023***
(6.57)
-0.0001***
(25.32)
0.4779***
(24.56)
-0.0386***
(7.09)
0.7029***
(27.34)
-0.6580***
(16.86)
0.0482***
(8.63)
0.0767***
(15.76)
-0.0009
(0.29)
0.0046
(0.82)
0.0215***
(3.91)
0.0816***
(11.94)
0.0347**
(2.05)

0.1052***
(21.17)
0.1314***
(27.34)
0.0113***
(17.63)
-0.0001***
(11.54)
0.0023***
(6.49)
-0.0001***
(25.25)
0.4773***
(24.53)
-0.0384***
(7.06)
0.7032***
(27.35)
-0.6579***
(16.86)
0.0483***
(8.65)
0.0769***
(15.81)
-0.0009
(0.28)
0.0046
(0.83)
0.0211***
(3.83)
0.0816***
(11.95)
0.0343**
(2.02)

0.1146***
(22.86)
0.1487***
(30.84)
0.0129***
(20.10)
-0.0001***
(13.10)
0.0035***
(9.86)
-0.0001***
(28.19)
0.4681***
(23.81)
-0.0302***
(5.50)
0.7202***
(27.71)
-0.6868***
(17.41)
0.0627***
(11.14)
0.0877***
(17.93)
-0.0021
(0.64)
0.0053
(0.95)
0.0212***
(3.82)
0.0867***
(12.56)
0.0220
(1.28)

Significance levels are represented by: *** 1%, ** 5%, * 10%
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Introduction

There are two main forms of government in U.S. cities: mayor-council and council-manager.
Under the mayor-council form, a mayor and city council are independently elected by voters and
jointly develop policy. Under the council-manager form, policy-making power resides with the
city council. The council appoints a manager to assist in the administration of city government
functions, but this manager has no authority over policy development and can be replaced at any
time by a vote of the council.1

While some council-manager cities retain the position of mayor,

the role is typically largely ceremonial.2
This paper develops a theory of scal policy determination under these two forms of government. This theory considers a city government charged with choosing among a set of projects or
programs that could be undertaken. It assumes that the passage of projects under mayor-council
requires the support of both the mayor and a majority of council-members, whereas under councilmanager it requires the support of only the council. In addition, it assumes that voters have only
partial information about the policy preferences of candidates for city-level o ces. When voters
choose candidates sincerely, these assumptions imply that expected spending will be lower under mayor-council than under council-manager. Moreover, this result generally remain true even
when voters are sophisticated and choose candidates accounting for the di erent biases of the two
systems.
The paper also uses the theory to provide a positive analysis of the choice of government form.
It shows that either form of government could be chosen by citizens in a referendum.3

Thus,

even though mayor-council leads to lower spending, it is not necessarily majority preferred. While
mayor-council may eliminate some projects which the majority oppose, it may also remove projects
which the majority support. Citizens' choice of government form will appropriately balance these
bene ts and costs. In this way, the theory can explain the coexistence of both government forms
1

The mayor-council form is the traditional form of municipal government in the U.S.. The council-manager
form appeared rst in 1908 in Staunton, VA and spread widely over the next half century as part of the municipal
reform movement. See Knock (1982) for a historical analysis of the spread of the council-manager form.
2 In the traditional council-manager form of government there is either no mayor or a council-member is selected
to be mayor by the council. In recent decades, many council-manager cities have chosen to separately elect a mayor.
However, in these cities the mayor typically serves on the council and has less power than his counter-part in a
mayor-council city.
3 While the process by which cities may change their form of government varies across the states, it is typically
the case that a change must be approved by a majority of city residents in a referendum. Referenda can be initiated
either by the city council or by petition of citizens.
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in U.S. cities.
The paper then investigates the theory's prediction of lower government spending under mayorcouncil form. It constructs a dataset that includes form of government and scal policy outcomes
based on a large sample of cities covering the years 1982, 1987, 1992, 1997, and 2002. A crosssectional analysis reveals that spending is signi cantly lower in mayor-council cities. A panel
analysis of cities that changed their form of government, also shows that spending falls (rises)
following switches to mayor-council (council-manager), relative to jurisdictions not changing their
form of government. The theoretical prediction is therefore supported. The quantitative magnitudes are large: the panel analysis suggests that per-capita spending is about 9 percent lower in
mayor-council cities. Assuming that this represents the causal e ect of government form, municipal spending as a fraction of GDP would decrease by 0.16 percent if all cities in the U.S. switched
to a mayor-council form.4
The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews the related literature. Section 3 outlines
our theory of

scal policy determination under the two forms of government and develops its

implications for public spending. Section 4 takes up the theory's implications for the choice of
government form. Section 5 examines the empirical relationship between government form and
public spending, and Section 6 concludes.

2

Related literature

There is a large literature on the di erences between council-manager and mayor-council cities,
dating back at least to the 1960s. Not surprisingly, di erences in public spending across the two
forms have been a major focus. Early results were mixed, with some studies nding higher spending
under mayor-council (e.g., Booms (1966) and Lineberry and Fowler (1967)) and some nding lower
spending (e.g., Clark (1968) and Sherbenou (1961)). Later work tended to the view that there is no
di erence (e.g., Deno and Mehay (1987), Farnham (1990), Hayes and Chang (1990), and Morgan
and Pelissero (1980)). This conclusion is reinforced by the recent work of MacDonald (2008), which
4 In 2002, per-capita city government spending was about $1,000, or 2.78 percent of per-capita GDP (which
was about $36,000) and around 60 percent of cities were council-manager. Thus, our estimate implies that average
per-capita city government spending was 1037 in council-manager cities and 944 in mayor-council cities. It follows
that if all council-manager cities switched to mayor-council, average per-capita city government spending would be
944 which is 2:62 percent of per capita GDP.
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is the most sophisticated analysis to date.5

She uses a large, nationally-representative sample

of cities and tracks scal policy outcomes and political institutions over two decades. Although
her main focus is on the e ects of the size of the city council, she also investigates the e ects of
government form.6 In both a cross-sectional analysis and in a xed e ects panel analysis that is
identi ed by cities changing their form of government over time, she nds no signi cant di erences
in government spending between mayor-council and council-manager.
This work looking at spending di erences has largely been atheoretical, o ering few arguments
for why scal policy outcomes might di er across government forms. Early papers suggested that
council-manager cities might have lower costs because managers were professionals with training
in public administration. This neglects the fact that mayor-council cities can (and indeed do) hire
administrators with such training or select mayors with managerial skills. Another argument was
that city managers were more detached from the political process and therefore would be more
able to hold down costs. However, as Deno and Mehay (1987) point out, council-members face
political pressures and, since the manager is responsible to the council, these pressures should be
e ectively conveyed to the manager. Indeed, perhaps the most persuasive theoretical argument in
the literature is that, in either form, political competition should ensure that spending is in line
with the level demanded by the median voter (Deno and Mehay (1987)).
This paper advances the literature on spending di erences under mayor-council and councilmanager in two ways. First, it starts with an explicit theory of spending decisions under the two
government forms. The model departs from the median voter paradigm by incorporating realistic
imperfections in the political process and delivers a clear prediction about the di erence in size
of government under the two forms. Second, it reaches an empirical conclusion at odds with the
conventional wisdom in the literature. This is in spite of the fact that we use a very similar data
set to MacDonald. We defer discussion as to why we reach a di erent conclusion until after we
have presented our results.
In nding empirical di erences between the two forms of government, our paper complements
three recent papers that identify policy di erences in areas other than aggregate spending. Levin
and Tadelis (2008) show that council-manager cities are more likely to privatize services than
5 We developed our empirical analysis independently of MacDonald's paper and thank Razvan Vlaicu for bringing
it to our attention.
6 MacDonald nds no relationship between the size of the council and government spending, and her results
thus challenge the ndings of Baqir (2002) and others that larger city councils produce higher spending levels.
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mayor-council cities. They suggest that this result may re ect the explicitly political motivations
of mayors, relative to those of city managers. Levin and Tadelis also show that privatization
reduces scal costs, so the fact that council-manager cities are more likely to privatize should
lower their costs. This nding does not contradict ours if, as our theory suggests, council-manager
cities undertake more projects in any given service area. Enikolopov (2007) compares the policies
of council-manager and mayor-council cities with respect to public employment. He nds that
the number of full-time public employees is signi cantly higher in mayor-council cities, while the
number of part-time employees displays no di erence.7

He argues that this is because mayor-

council governments are more likely to value patronage jobs than are council-manager governments.
These ndings are fully consistent with those of Levin and Tadelis because privatization will reduce
full-time public employment. Vlaicu (2008) nds a relatively large and statistically signi cant
electoral cycle in police o ce hiring in mayor-council cities, which is not present in councilmanager cities. This di erence in responsiveness is present both in a cross-sectional analysis and
in an analysis of cities that switched their form of government. Vlaicu argues that his nding
re ects the fact that mayors have more incentive to pander to voters than do city-managers.8
A further related strand of the council-manager versus mayor-council literature is that seeking
to understand why cities adopt one or the other form. Various theories of why cities switched to
council-manager and adopted other related reforms have been o ered.9 These theories typically
focus on class or ethnic con ict. A number of papers have explored these theories empirically,
and have found little support for any of them (e.g., Dye and MacManus (1976), Farnham and
Bryant (1985), and Knoke (1982)). Rather, the main empirical nding has been the importance
of regional factors: council-manager cities are most prevalent in the West and the South. Our
theory o ers an alternative account of why cities choose one or the other form.
Our paper also relates to a literature on presidential versus parliamentary forms of government
at the national level.10 Under a presidential form of government, the legislature and executive are
7 A number of earlier papers explored the e ect of government form on municipal wage levels with mixed results.
See, for example, Edwards and Edwards (1982), Ehrenberg (1973), and Ehrenberg and Goldstein (1975).
8

Vlaicu develops a two period political agency model which generates this prediction.

9

Switches to council-manager were often accompanied by switches to at-large elections for council-members and
non-partisan elections.
10 Also worth mentioning is the literature on elected versus appointed public o cials. This literature seeks
to understand the di erences in policy choices made by public o cials who are directly elected by the voters
and those who are appointed by other elected politicians (e.g., Alesina and Tabellini (2007), Besley and Coate
(2003), and Maskin and Tirole (2004)). Since city-managers are appointed by the council and mayors are directly
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independently elected, while under a parliamentary form, the executive is typically a member of
the governing coalition in the legislature and is not independently elected by voters. At the local
level, the mayor-council form is analogous to the presidential form, while the council-manager form
is closer to the parliamentary form. Some papers in this literature are concerned with how scal
policy di ers under the two forms.11 Persson, Roland and Tabellini (2000) examine these issues
theoretically in the context of an in nite-horizon political agency model.12 The government raises
taxes in order to nance public goods, district-speci c transfers, and political rents. Politicians
are venal and care only about the consumption of political rents. Citizens are divided into districts
and each district controls (imperfectly) its own legislator via the promise of re-election. In the
basic model, which is intended to capture the behavior of a simple legislature, one legislator is
selected to propose a policy, which is implemented if approved by a majority of the legislature. In
the separation of powers model, intended to capture a presidential system, one legislator is selected
to propose a level of taxes and another the composition of spending. Separation of powers leads
to lower taxes, lower transfers, and lower political rents. Public good provision is weakly lower
and citizen welfare is higher. Thus, separation of powers leads to smaller government.13
While this paper's theory produces a similar nding to Persson, Roland and Tabellini, the
underlying mechanism is very di erent. Our theoretical model is static and assumes that politicians have policy preferences that are not perfectly observed by voters. While voters have some
elected by the voters, it may seem that the comparison of the policies made by council-manager and mayor-council
governments falls squarely within the purview of this literature. However, it should be emphasized that o cially
city-managers and mayors have very di erent roles in the policy-making process. In a mayor-council city, the
mayor jointly develops policy along with the council. In a council-manager city, the manager is an administrator
not a policy-maker. The theory of spending decisions presented in this paper re ects this o cial distinction by
assuming that the manager has no impact on policy in a council-manager government and therefore plays a very
di erent role from the mayor in a mayor-council government. This said, we acknowledge that managers may have
de facto policy-making power and it may therefore be useful to apply the insights from the elected versus appointed
literature to the council-manager versus mayor-council question. Theoretical e orts in this direction by Enikolopov
(2007) and Vlaicu (2008) should therefore be regarded as complementary to the theory presented here.
11 See Carey (2004) for a broader overview of the literature, the bulk of which focuses on party-related issues
such as the formation of governing coalitions, votes of con dence, etc. These are less relevant in the municipal
context, where many elections are non-partisan (i.e., candidate party a liations do not appear on the ballot) and
cities are often dominated by a single party.
12

Their work builds on Persson, Roland and Tabellini (1997).

13 Persson, Roland and Tabellini also analyze a third model designed to capture aspects of policy-making in
parliamentary systems that are not embodied in the basic model. To re ect the process of government formation,
a minimum winning coalition of legislators is rst randomly selected to form a government. One legislator from the
coalition (the prime minister) then proposes a policy. This policy is implemented only if unanimously approved
by the minimum winning coalition. The unanimity requirement re ects the idea that the prime minister must
have the full support of his governing coalition, or a government crisis will follow. In the event of such a crisis,
policy-making reverts to the rules of the basic model. Persson, Roland and Tabellini show that in this third model,
taxes, public good provision and political rents are higher than in the separation of powers model. Citizen welfare
could be higher or lower.
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in uence over the policy preferences of their representatives through up-front elections, they have
no in uence on politician behavior through re-election incentives. The di culty faced by voters
is electing politicians whose policy preferences diverge from their own, rather than controlling
politicians bent on expropriating political rents. In common with Persson, Roland and Tabellini,
however, it is important that budgetary decisions require the consent of both the council and the
mayor. Thus, so-called \checks and balances" are key to the argument. In essence, both arguments assume that the budgetary process incorporates checks and balances, but o er di erent
accounts of the mechanism by which these lead to lower spending.
On the empirical front, Persson and Tabellini (2003) analyze how scal policies di er across
countries with presidential and parliamentary forms of government. They nd that the size of
government is signi cantly smaller in nations with presidential forms. Their cross-sectional estimates suggest a large reduction of about 5% of GDP and these results are robust to instrumental
variables methods, matching, and Heckman selection corrections. In a panel analysis, Persson
and Tabellini (2006) study how becoming a democracy impacts countries' economic policies and
growth. Interestingly, they nd that government spending decreases in countries who adopt a
presidential form of government, but increases in countries who adopt a parliamentary form. The
di erence between government spending across the two forms is remarkably similar to the 5% of
GDP estimate from their cross-sectional analysis.
Persson and Tabellini's empirical results stand in sharp contrast to the conventional wisdom
in the council-manager versus mayor-council literature that there is little di erence in public
spending across the two forms. While politics at the national level is certainly more complicated
than at the local level, one might expect similar political institutions to have similar e ects in
both contexts. Our empirical analysis suggests that this may indeed be the case and therefore
takes a step towards unifying the presidential versus parliamentary and council-manager versus
mayor-council literatures.

3

Theory

This section presents our theory of scal policy determination under the two forms of city government. It outlines the theoretical model and derives the model's implications for spending decisions.
It also identi es and defends the core assumptions of the model.
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3.1

The model

The job of the city government is to choose the projects or programs the city should undertake.
There are p potential projects indexed by i = 1; :::; p. Each project i is characterized by a per capita
tax cost Ci and a bene t parameter Bi . Citizens di er in the extent to which they value public
programs. There are three preference types: high, moderate, and low, indexed by k 2 fh; m; lg
respectively. If project i is undertaken, a citizen of preference type k receives a payo of

k Bi

where

h

h

>

m

>

l.

The fraction of citizens of preference type k is denoted

k.

Both

Ci ;

and

l

are less than 1=2, implying that the median voter is a moderate.
We compare two di erent forms of city government: council-manager and mayor-council. In
the council-manager form, project decisions are taken by an n seat city council. The council votes
whether to adopt each project, with q < n positive votes necessary for adoption. In the mayorcouncil form, project decisions are made by an n
to be undertaken, it must have q

1 seat city council and a mayor. For a project

1 a rmative votes in the council and the mayor's approval.

Notice that in both forms the number of politicians is constant at n and the minimum number
of votes needed for a project to be approved is q. All that di ers across the forms is that, under
mayor-council, the politician who is the mayor has additional voting power.14
Under both government forms, politicians are selected by the citizens in elections. Politicians
are citizens and thus will also be either high, moderate, or low preference types. Following the
citizen-candidate approach, these preferences will govern their decision-making when in o ce. At
the time of the elections, citizens cannot observe how much candidates value public programs.
They do, however, observe a signal of each candidate's preference type j 2 f ; g.15

The

14

Our objective is to hold everything constant but the allocation of decision-making authority. Thus, we are
implicitly holding the size of the city administration constant as well. In our conception, when a city switches from
council-manager to mayor-council, the administrator who is the manager in the council-manager form becomes
the city's chief administrative o cer in the mayor-council form. An alternative approach would be to compare
an n member council with a manager and an n member council with a mayor, under the assumption that the
mayor undertakes the manager's adminstrative work. In this conception, when a city switches to mayor-council,
the number of politicians is increased by one at the same time the number of adminstrators is reduced by one, so
that the total number of city o cials (politicians plus adminstrators) remains constant. It is unclear which of these
two conceptions is the most empirically relevant. In our data, the average council size in mayor-council cities is 0:44
persons smaller than in council-manager cities, suggesting that some but not all mayor-council cities have smaller
councils. When cities switch from council-manager to mayor-council, they tend to keep the council the same size
and add a mayor. However, when they switch from mayor-council to council-manager, they tend to increase the
council by one seat. Fortunately for our purposes, the implications are broadly similar under either conception.
The details are available from the authors upon request.
15 This signal should be thought of as emerging during the campaign as a result of media coverage of candidates'
backgrounds, televised debates, campaign advertising, newspaper endorsements, etc. It should not be interpreted
as a strategic choice - otherwise, candidates would simply choose to send the signal most likely to get them elected.
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probability that a candidate of signal type j 2 f ; g has preference type k 2 fh; m; lg is
assume that
<

< 1

=

l

h

and that

=

h

=

l

where

=

. Thus, candidates of signal type

and candidates of signal type

and

j
k.

We

are positive numbers such that

are more likely to be high preference types

are more likely to be low preference types. Moreover, symmetry

prevails in the sense that the likelihood that a candidate of signal type
equals the likelihood that a candidate of signal type

is a high preference type

is a low preference type and visa versa.

For each seat in the council and mayor's o ce, there are two candidates, one of each signal type.
This electoral process is consistent with either district-based elections, in which council members
represent geographic constituencies, or at-large elections, in which all council-members represent
the entire city.16
When in o ce, a politician of preference type k 2 fh; m; lg will favor introducing project
i if its bene t/cost ratio Bi =Ci exceeds 1= k . Relabelling as necessary, we may assume that
projects with lower index numbers have higher bene t/cost ratios; that is, B1 =C1 > B2 =C2 , etc.
Let pk denote the identity of the marginal project for citizens of preference type k; that is,
pk = maxfi : Bi =Ci

1= k g, and assume that 1 < pl < pm < ph < p. Under either form of

government, projects 1 through pl will be funded and projects ph + 1 through p will not be funded.
The uncertainty concerns projects pl + 1 through ph . There are three possible outcomes: i) none
of these projects are funded; ii) projects pl + 1 through pm are funded; and iii) all of these projects
are funded. These outcomes will depend upon the types of politicians who hold o ce but in a
way that di ers across the form of government.

3.2

Implications for public spending

Under council-manager, projects pl + 1 through pm will be funded if and only if at least q of the n
elected council-members are either high or moderate preference types and projects pm + 1 through
ph will be undertaken if and only if at least q of the n elected council-members are high preference
types. Let Pr( # h+m
n

q
n

x) denote the probability that at least q of n elected council-members

are high or moderate preference types when x members are of signal type

and n

x are of

16 In our data, about two-thirds of cities have at-large council elections, and the remaining one-third have either
single-member district council elections or mixed systems with both district-based and at-large seats. The procedure
for at-large elections varies across municipalities. In some, if there are x seats up for election, each voter can vote for
up to x candidates, and the x candidates with the most votes are elected. In others, seats are numerically labeled
(i.e., Council Seat #1, Council Seat #2, etc) and candidates must choose which seat to compete for. See Dye and
MacManus (2003) for more detail. For an interesting analysis of the choice between at-large and district-based
elections see Aghion, Alesina and Trebbi (2008).
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signal type

q
n

. Similarly, let Pr( # nh

x) denote the probability that at least q of n elected

council-members are high preference types when x members are of signal type . Then, we can
write the expected spending level under council-manager when x council-members are of signal
type

as
SC (x) =

pl
X

Ci + Pr( #

i=1

h+m
n

pm
X
h
q
x)
Ci + Pr( #
n
n
i=p +1
l

ph
X
q
x)
Ci :
n
i=p +1

(1)

m

Under mayor-council, projects pl + 1 through pm will be approved if and only if at least q
of the n

1

1 council-members are either high or moderate preference types and the mayor is a high

or moderate preference type. Similarly, projects pm + 1 through ph will be funded if and only if
at least q

1 of the n

1 elected council-members are high preference types and the mayor is a

high preference type. Thus, we may write the expected spending level under mayor-council when
x council-members are of signal type
SM (x; j) =

pl
X

Ci + (1

i=1

h
j
l ) Pr( #

and the mayor is of signal type j as

+m
n 1

q
n

pm
X
1
x)
Ci +
1
i=p +1

j
h

Pr( #

h
n

1

q
n

l

ph
X
1
x)
Ci :
1
i=p +1
m

(2)

Citizens choose the signal types of the elected o cials and this will determine the expected
spending levels under the two forms. The signal types they choose will depend on how sophisticated
they are in their voting behavior. We consider two polar cases. The rst is that citizens simply
vote sincerely for the candidate whose favored policies they most prefer. The second is that they
vote in a sophisticated manner, anticipating the policy outcomes associated with each possible
mix of candidate types.17
3.2.1

Sincere voting

If citizens vote sincerely, high preference types will vote for candidates of signal type

and low

preference types for candidates of signal type . Moderates will vote for candidates of signal type
if the gain in surplus they get from projects pl + 1 through pm , which we denote by G, exceeds
17 In elections for a single o ce holder who will be uniquely responsible for policy, sincere voting is equivalent
to voting for the candidate whose election would produce the highest expected policy payo . This is not the case
in legislative elections and this leads to the distinction between sincere and sophisticated voting which anticipates
how di erent slates of candidates will interact to generate policy. Both concepts are distinct from strategic voting
whereby voters vote to maximize expected utility and thus take into account their potential pivotality. On the
question of whether voters do in fact vote sincerely or in a sophisticated manner in legislative elections see inter
alia Degan and Merlo (2008), Fiorina (1996), and Lacy and Paolino (1998).
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the loss of surplus they experience from projects pm + 1 through ph , which we denote by L.18
If citizens vote in this way, in each race, the candidate of the signal type preferred by moderates
will win and thus all the elected politicians will either be of signal type

or of signal type

.

Thus, either x = 0 under council-manager and (x; j) = (0; ) under mayor-council, or x = n
under council-manager and (x; j) = (n

1; ) under mayor-council. Importantly, citizens choice

of candidates will be the same under both government forms. It is then easy to establish:19
Proposition 1: If voters vote sincerely, expected spending is lower under a mayor-council form
of government than a council-manager form.
To understand the result intuitively, recall that projects pl + 1 through pm will be implemented
under council-manager if at least q of the n elected politicians are high or moderate preference
types. Under mayor-council, this condition is necessary but not su cient. If it is satis ed but the
mayor happens to be a low preference type, projects pl + 1 through pm will not be implemented.
Similarly, projects pm +1 through ph will be implemented under council-manager, if at least q of the
n elected politicians are high preference types. Under mayor-council, this condition is necessary
but not su cient. If it is satis ed but the mayor is a low or moderate preference type, projects
pm + 1 through ph will not be implemented. The result then follows from the fact that under
mayor-council, the probability that at least q of the n elected politicians are high or moderate
preference types is exactly the same as under council-manager because voters elect candidates of
the same signal type under the two systems.
3.2.2

Sophisticated voting

The sincere voting underlying Proposition 1 is naive, because it does not take into account the
political process determining spending levels. Sophisticated voters will understand how policy
outcomes vary with di erent combinations of candidate types and will choose candidates accordingly. While high preference voters will still prefer candidates of signal type

and low preference

voters candidates of signal type , moderates will sometimes prefer a mix of the two signal types
to appropriately balance the council. Moreover, the precise mix they prefer will depend upon the
form of government. The expected spending result of Proposition 1 might then be invalidated if
18

Formally, G =

pm
X

i=pl +1
19

(

m Bi

Ci ) and L =

ph
X

(Ci

m Bi ).

i=pm +1

The proofs of all the theoretical results can be found in the Appendix.
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voters select more candidates of signal type

under mayor-council.

Before analyzing the mix of candidates moderates prefer, we should note that they must
coordinate on which candidates to support. For example, if there are three seats and the optimal
number of candidates of signal type
back type

is two, moderates must decide in which two races they will

candidates. If moderates fail to anticipate correctly how other moderates are voting

and one group backs the type

candidate in races 1 and 2, and another group backs the type

candidate in races 2 and 3, then they might end up with anywhere from one to three

candidates

elected. The analysis that follows abstracts from this problem by assuming that moderate voters
know (or correctly anticipate) who other moderates are voting for and so elect the optimal number
of politicians of each signal type.
Under council-manager, a moderate's expected payo with x council-members of signal type
can be written as
UC (x) =

pl
X

(

m Bi

Ci ) + Pr(

i=1

#h + m
n

q
x)G
n

Pr(

#h
n

It follows that with sophisticated voting, moderates will choose xC type

q
x)L:
n

(3)

council-members, where

xC = arg maxfUC (x) : x 2 f0; 1; ::::; ngg:

(4)

Under mayor-council, a moderate's payo function with x council-members of signal type

and

a mayor of signal type j is
UM (x; j) =

pl
X
i=1

(

m Bi

Ci ) + (1

j
l ) Pr(

#h + m
n 1

q
n

1
x)G
1

j
h

Pr(

#h
n 1

q
n

1
x)L.
1
(5)

Moderates will therefore choose xM type 's in the council and a type jM mayor, where
(xM ; jM ) = arg maxfUM (x; j) : (x; j) 2 f0; 1; ::::; n

1g

f ; gg:

(6)

The task is now to compare spending levels under the two systems when voters select candidates optimally. In particular, we wish to understand whether Proposition 1 generalizes. Before
presenting our ndings, we brie y explain the logic of the moderates' choice. Consider rst the
problem of moderate voters under council-manager. The bene t of selecting an additional type
council-member is that, by making the council less likely to be dominated by high preference
types, it reduces the probability of the loss L. The cost is that, by making the council more likely
11

to be dominated by low preference types, it also reduces the probability of the gain G. From
(3), we see that starting with x type

council-members, the bene t will exceed the cost (i.e.,

UC (x + 1) > UC (x)) as long as
Pr( #h
n

q
n

#h+m
n

q
n

Pr(

x)
x)

Pr( #h
n
Pr(

q
n

#h+m
n

x + 1)
q
n

>
x + 1)

G
:
L

(7)

On the left hand side of this inequality, the numerator is the reduction in the probability that
at least q of the n council-members are high preference types created by going from x to x + 1
type

politicians. The denominator is the reduction in the probability that at least q of the n

council-members are high or moderate preference types. Moderate voters will keep on raising the
number of type

council-members as long as this inequality holds. Condition (7) can therefore

be used to characterize xC .
The problem of moderates under mayor-council is more complicated because it involves the
simultaneous selection of a mayor and a council. Nonetheless, for a given selection of the mayor's
type, the problem of selecting the optimal number of council-members is similar to that under
council-manager. From (5), we see that starting with x type
j mayor, it will be optimal to add an additional type

council-members and a type

council-member (i.e., UM (x + 1; j) >

UM (x; j)) as long as
j
#h
h [Pr( n 1

(1

j
#h+m
l )[Pr( n 1

q 1
n 1

Pr( n#h1

x)

q 1
n 1

x)

Pr(

q 1
n 1

#h+m
n 1

x + 1)]
q 1
n 1

>
x + 1)]

G
:
L

(8)

Condition (8) can therefore be used to characterize xM taking as given jM . The incentives to vote
in type

council-members across the two systems can be contrasted by comparing the left hand

sides of (7) and (8).
We now present:
Proposition 2: If voters are sophisticated and if
0 n 1
X
n 1
s
)n
(1
B
s
B
G B s=q 1
2
=B
L B nX1
n 1
@
)s n
s (1
s=q 1

1 s
q 1

;
1 s

(1

(1
)q

)n
1 n

1

C
C
;
qC
C
A
qC

(9)

then expected spending is lower under a mayor-council form of government than a council-manager
form.
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Proposition 2 provides a su cient condition for the expected spending result to hold with
sophisticated voting. The condition requires that the ratio G=L lies outside an interval determined
by n, q, and the parameters ( ; ). This turns out to be a very mild requirement. To see this,
consider the case of n = 3 and q = 2. The condition in this case amounts to

G
L

2
=

(2
1

)
2

;

(1
(1

)
)

.

Note rst that, if G > L, then the condition will necessarily be satis ed since, by assumption,
<

and

<1

. If G < L, on the other hand, there exist feasible combinations of

and

for

which the condition will not be satis ed. Figure 1 depicts these feasible sets for G=L equal to 0:25,
0:50, and 0:75. Evidently, when compared with the set of all
<

and

<1

and

satisfying the assumptions

, these sets represent a small part of the parameter space. Moreover, for

larger values of n, the set of parameter values violating the condition is even smaller.20

Thus,

Proposition 2 can be interpreted as implying that the expected spending result of Proposition 1
will typically hold even with sophisticated voters.
The proof of Proposition 2 consists of

ve distinct steps. The

rst establishes that both

the probabilities of approving projects pl + 1 through pm and projects pm + 1 through ph are
lower under mayor-council whenever the total number of politicians of signal type

elected under

mayor-council (i.e., including both council-members and the mayor) is greater than or equal to
that elected under council-manager. The second shows that if a mayor of signal type
under mayor-council (i.e., jM =

), then the optimal number of type

is optimal

council-members under

mayor-council is the same as under council-manager (i.e., xM = xC ) except in one case. This is
when the entire council is type
council is also type
of signal type

under council-manager (i.e., xC = n), in which case the entire

under mayor-council (i.e., xM = n 1). The third step shows that if a mayor

is optimal under mayor-council (i.e., jM = ), then the optimal number of type

council-members under mayor-council is one less than under council-manager (i.e., xM = xC
except in one case. This is when the entire council is type
in which case the entire council is also type

1)

under council-manager (i.e., xC = 0),

under mayor-council (i.e., xM = 0). The fourth

step combines the second and third steps to conclude that the only circumstance in which the
total number of type

politicians under mayor-council is less than that under council-manager

is when xC = n and (xM ; jM ) = (n

1; ). The fth and nal step establishes that a necessary

and su cient condition for xC = n and (xM ; jM ) = (n

1; ) is that G=L belong to the interval

described in (9).
20

The most common council sizes in our dataset are 5 members and 7 members.
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The most di cult part of the proof is establishing the second and third steps. Here the
marginal conditions (7) and (8) are key. The second step is completed by showing that, with a
type

mayor, the left hand side of (7) is exactly equal to (8) for all x 2 f0; :::::; n 2g.21 Thus, the

marginal incentives to add additional type
with a type

council-members are the same across the two forms

mayor. The third step is established by showing that, with a type

mayor, the left

hand side of (7) evaluated at x 1 is exactly equal to (8) evaluated at x 2 f0; :::::; n 2g. Thus, the
marginal incentives to add additional type
with a type

council-members are stronger under council-manager

mayor, but are linked across the two forms in an easy way.

Proposition 2 naturally raises the question of whether the expected spending result will fail
when (9) is not satis ed. The answer is not necessarily, but possibly. The Appendix presents
an example with n = 3 and q = 2 in which the parameters (G=L; ; ) violate (9) and the
probability of approving projects pl + 1 through pm and projects pm + 1 through ph is higher
under mayor-council. Obviously, this implies that the expected spending level will be higher
under mayor-council.
To sum up, in principle, sophisticated voting could undermine the spending di erence between
the two forms of government if voters select candidates who are more likely to be low preference
types under council-manager. However, the analysis suggests that this will not be the case. When
given a choice between two types of candidates, sophisticated voters typically choose to elect
the same number of each type of politician under the two forms. This re ects the fact that the
marginal incentives created by the two systems to elect candidates who are more likely to be low
preference types are similar. Admittedly, the model is restrictive in assuming that voters have
only two signal types of candidates from which to choose. Moreover, it is clear that introducing
multiple types of candidates would make the model very intractable. Nonetheless, the analysis
demonstrates that the spending result is at least somewhat robust to relaxing the sincere voting
assumption.

3.3

Discussion of the model

Our theory of scal policy determination under mayor-council and council-manager forms of government makes three key assumptions. First, that candidates for public o ce have heterogeneous
21 The symmetry assumption that the likelihood that a candidate of signal type
is a high preference type equals
the likelihood that a candidate of signal type is a low preference type and visa versa is key for this step.
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preferences over public programs which, while governing their behavior if elected, are not perfectly
observed by voters. Second, that under council-manager, programs are approved if and only if
they receive support from the required majority of the council. Third, that under mayor-council,
programs are approved if and only if they receive support from the required majority of the council
and the mayor. We now discuss and defend these assumptions.
The rst assumption is necessary to generate a di erence between the two forms. If all politicians had the same preferences or, alternatively, if voters could perfectly observe politicians'
preferences and elect only those who shared the majority preference, then the two forms of government would deliver exactly the same project choices.22

In our view, it seems indisputable

that politicians, as citizens, will have heterogeneous preferences over programs. Moreover, it seems
hard to believe that voters will perfectly know these preferences when they elect them. Voters
often appear surprised by the revealed preferences of national leaders, let alone city politicians.
Perhaps the best line of attack against the rst assumption would be to argue that politicians,
while having di erent policy preferences, will not indulge these when in o ce because of the fear
of not being re-elected. Suppose, for example, that if voters observed anything other than projects
1 through pm being implemented, they would remove all incumbents at the next election. Then,
if the rewards from holding o ce are su ciently large, politicians would only approve projects
1 through pm under either form of government and there would be no spending di erence. We
have three responses to this argument.23 First, as a matter of fact, the rewards to holding o ce
at the city level are not large. It is not a job which comes with glamorous perks, high salary, or
signi cant social prestige. As reported by Ross and Levine (2006), many seats are uncontested
and, even though it is relatively easy for incumbents to get re-elected, many city council-members
serve only one term. Second, even if the rewards of o ce were large, the argument overstates the
power of re-election incentives. In reality, voters will not know perfectly which projects would be
supported by the di erent preference types. This is because the bene ts of many projects will be
stochastic, so that even a project which would not be supported ex ante by a voter might turn out
to yield net bene ts ex post. Moreover, if candidates di er in their initial reputations (or some
22 This conclusion would be in line with Deno and Mehay (1987) and the median voter approach to local politics
more generally.
23 See also Dye and MacManus (2003) who argue that \electoral accountability" has little direct in uence over
city council-members. Consistent with our model, they argue that any congruence between the views of citizens
and council-members comes from \belief sharing" (p.381).
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other characteristic such as charisma), voters will not be indi erent over candidates at the time
of re-election. Such heterogeneity will dampen re-election incentives because voters know that
policy decisions are determined collectively and will be unlikely to know each individual's voting
decision. This will protect politicians with good initial reputations because they can always blame
others for the introduction of unsuccessful projects.24 Third, there is much empirical evidence to
the e ect that politicians follow their policy preferences even when holding o ces that are highly
prestigious (see, for example, Levitt (1996) on U.S. senators).
The main content of the second assumption is that the city manager has no independent
in uence on policy choices under council-manager. This is so even though the manager, with
the cooperation of city administrators, typically prepares the budget for the council in councilmanager cities. We see three possible justi cations for this assumption. The

rst is that the

council is able to appoint a manager who shares the policy preferences of the majority of its
members. The second is that the threat of being red by the council is su cient to deter the
manager from indulging his preferences by omitting programs that are demanded by the majority
or adding programs that do not have majority support.25

The third is that the manager views

his professional role as implementing the policy choices of the council, rather than pursuing his
own policy preferences. Note that either of the rst two justi cations create an asymmetry in the
relationship between council-members and the manager on the one hand, and voters and councilmembers on the other. After all, we have assumed that voters can neither perfectly observe
politicians' policy preferences nor control them ex post via the threat of re-election. However, this
asymmetry is natural because the council will be much better informed about its manager than
voters will be about their politicians.26
The third assumption is key for the spending result because it creates an asymmetry between
the blocking and passing of projects. In particular, while both the council and the mayor can
24 The relative e ectiveness of re-election incentives under the two government forms in a model in which
candidates have heterogeneous reputations and projects have stochastic payo s is an interesting (but challenging)
topic for futher study. Intuitively, the strength of the re-election incentive will be determined by how much voters
update positively or negatively after observing policy outcomes. One might conjecture that the mayor will have
stronger re-election incentives than will council-members in a council-manager system because voters know that if
a project is introduced then the mayor must have approved it. However, one must bear in mind that, if a project
is not introduced, then voters do not know whether this re ects the mayor or the council's decision.
25 By all acounts, turnover among city managers is frequent and the time spent in any given city is brief. In a
sample of 120 larger council-manager cities, Ammons and Bosse (2005) found that the median completed tenure of
departing city managers was just ve years.
26 We would also note that if it is the case that the manager can in uence policy choices in a council-manager
system, than so presumably can a city's chief administrative o cer in a mayor-council city.
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unilaterally block projects, the approval of both executive and legislature is necessary to pass
projects. If we had assumed, for example, that a project was implemented unless it was opposed
by both a majority of the council and the mayor, the asymmetry would go in the other direction
and the spending result would be reversed.27
Our motivation for the third assumption comes from studying the way in which budgeting
works in mayor-council cities. A crude description of the process is that the mayor, with the
cooperation of city administrators, prepares a budget which provides a detailed list of the programs
that are to be nanced. This is sent to the city council who make amendments to the budget and
approve it. While practices vary across cities, in many mayor-council governments the council can
only amend the mayor's budget by removing support for programs.28

This process will result

in only programs that have the support of both the mayor and the majority of council-members
being approved, which is our assumption.
In reality, of course, things are more complicated than this simple description suggests, and
procedures vary considerably across mayor-council cities. In some cases, at the budget preparation
stage, the mayor may be required to obtain input from an executive committee, which can contain
key members of the council. In other cases, the council may be able to add programs to the
mayor's budget. At the budget approval stage, the mayor may be able to selectively veto the
council's amendments or veto the whole package. The council may then be able to override the
mayor's vetoes with a super-majority vote.29
27 An alternative assumption would build in a status quo bias by assuming that the addition of new projects
could be blocked by either the mayor or the council, but the removal of existing projects could be blocked by either
the mayor or the council. In the language of Tsebelis (1995), both the mayor and council would be \veto players"
in the sense of being able to block change. In this case, expected spending would display more path dependence
under mayor-council, but would not necessarily be lower.
28 Unfortunately, there is no national database of city budgetary procedures, and our research was thus limited
to case studies. Examples of large cities with this budgetary procedure include Cleveland, New York, Boston,
and San Francisco. We found no cities in which the council could introduce new programs to the mayor's budget.
See Rubin (1990) and Mullin et al (2004) for additional details. This budgetary process is also in place in a
number of countries with presidential form of governments (see Shugart and Haggard (2001)). For example, the
current Chilean constitution allows Congress to amend each spending item in the president's budget downwards
only and disallows the transfer of funds across di erent programs. Baldez and Carey (1999) provide a theoretical
and empirical analysis of the impact of this constitution on policy outcomes in Chile. In their theoretical work,
they use a two player (congress and president) game theoretic model with two dimensions of spending to compare
outcomes under the Chilean constitution with what would happen under two alternative stylized constitutional
rules.
29 While the use of such selective vetos does not seem to be important in practice, if it were then our model would
still be a valid description of policy outcomes under mayor-council. The q 1 would just change from a majority
to a super-majority. However, the comparison between council-manager would change because the q used would
be majoritarian. It seems likely that such a change would make it harder to approve projects under mayor-council
and hence strengthen the result.
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Despite the rich variation in the details of the budgetary process across mayor-council cities,
we feel that the most plausible modelling assumption to make is that only those projects that
have the support of both the mayor and the majority of council-members will be implemented.30
The mayor's role in the budget preparation process gives him/her the agenda-setting ability to
focus resources on the projects and programs that he/she supports. The fact that the council
has to approve the budget gives it the ability to strike out programs from the mayor's wish list.
Even when the council can, in principle, add new programs, it seems natural to see its ability
to do so as somewhat constrained.31

This re ects three realities. First, council-members will

typically have little time to devote to crafting their own budgetary programs. Not only will the
council have a limited time period in which to respond to the mayor's budget, but, in the vast
majority of cities, service on the council is a part-time job (see, for example, Ross and Levine
(2006)). Second, council-members will also have much less information than the executive about
the costs of di erent budgetary options and such information that they do have will typically be
provided by the executive. Finally, mayors often have powers of impoundment, in which they
can unilaterally withhold funds for projects that have been approved in the budget. While these
powers are designed to be used only in emergency situations, such as midyear budget shortfalls,
they have sometimes been used in order to block projects supported by the council but not the
mayor.32

4

The choice of government form

We now turn to the question of which system of government citizens would choose if they had a
referendum before city elections are held. We both derive the implications of our theory and discuss
what they imply for our empirical work. Our analysis will presume that citizens understand the
forces underlying the trade o highlighted by our theory. We recognize that this may be a heroic
assumption given that the existing academic literature on U.S. cities does not o er a coherent
30 The diversity of procedures among municipalities make attempting to write down a detailed non-cooperative
game theoretic model of the budgetary process under the two forms of government appear rather futile.
31 In the words of Dye and MacManus (2003): \Council members do not usually serve as either general policy
innovators or general policy leaders. The role of the council is largely passive, granting or withholding approval in
the name of the community when presented with proposals from a leadership outside of itself." (p. 380 italics in
the original).
32 For example, Mayor Guliani attempted to block spending on council priorities during a 1994 budget shortfall
in New York City (New York Times, December 2, 1994).
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message on the spending di erence between the two forms. However, it is widely understood that
the mayor-council form embodies more \checks and balances" and our theory can be interpreted
as capturing the bene ts and costs of these additional checks and balances.

4.1

Implications of the theory

We begin with the case in which citizens vote sincerely in city elections. Recall that both the
probabilities of approving projects pl + 1 through pm and projects pm + 1 through ph are lower
under mayor-council than under council-manager. Thus, high preference types will always favor
council-manager and low preference types mayor-council. Moderates must trade o the bene t
of a higher probability of obtaining the projects they like with the cost of a higher probability of
obtaining the projects they do not.
Recall that the median voter is a moderate so that which ever system preferred by moderates
will be majority preferred. To quantify the moderates' trade o , suppose rst that G > L so that
candidates of signal type

will be elected under both government forms. A moderate's expected

payo under council-manager will therefore be UC (0) and under mayor-council will be UM (0; ).
If G < L so that candidates of signal type

will be elected in both government forms, a moderate

valuer's expected payo under council-manager will be UC (n) and under mayor-council will be
UM (n

1; ). Di erencing these payo s, we obtain:

Proposition 3: Suppose that voters vote sincerely in candidate elections. Then, if G > L a
majority of voters prefer council-manager to mayor-council if and only if
Pr( #
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and if G < L a majority of voters prefer council-manager to mayor-council if and only if
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1
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1)L:

(11)

To understand this result intuitively, consider the case in which G > L. The term multiplying
G on the left hand side of inequality (10) is the probability that under mayor-council, more than q
of the n 1 council-members will be high or moderate preference types but the mayor will be a low
preference type. This is precisely the circumstance under which projects pl + 1 through pm will
be rejected under mayor-council but would not have been under council-manager. Similarly, the
term multiplying L on the right hand side of inequality (10) is the probability that under mayorcouncil, more than q of the n

1 council-members will be high preference types and the mayor
19

will not be a high preference type. This is the probability that projects pm + 1 through ph will be
rejected under mayor-council but would not be under council-manager. Essentially, therefore, the
median voter's choice between council-manager and mayor-council involves trading o an expected
bene t and an expected cost. The bene t is that mayor-council will eliminate projects that would
be implemented under council-manager that the median voter does not want. The cost is that
mayor-council will eliminate projects that would be implemented under council-manager that the
median voter wants.
The most important point to note from this proposition is that, even though mayor-council
produces lower expected spending levels, it is not necessarily preferred by a majority of voters.
Thus, the theory can explain the fact that both government forms co-exist, which is obviously
essential given the data. It is clear from (10) and (11) that council-manager will be more likely to
be favored by voters when the surplus from projects that low preference types would remove (i.e.,
G) is high relative to the loss from projects that high preference types would add (i.e., L). It is
also clear that, when G > L and there is only a very small chance that candidates of signal type
are low preference types (i.e.,

0) then mayor-council dominates. For in this case there is little

chance that desirable projects will be rejected under either form of government and hence the
median voter just wants to maximize the chance that undesirable projects are rejected. Similarly,
when G < L and there is only a very small chance that candidates of signal type
preference types (i.e.,

are high

0) then there is no chance that undesirable projects will be approved

and the median voter just wants to maximize the chance that desirable projects are approved.
Council-manager therefore dominates.
Note that Proposition 3 assumes that moderate voters understand the di erence in spending
between mayor-council and council-manager when choosing the form of government but nonetheless vote sincerely in candidate elections. For the purposes of this exercise, therefore, it may
be more logically consistent to assume sophisticated voting in candidate elections. However, as
shown above, with sophisticated voting, except possibly in a very small part of the parameter
space, both the probabilities of approving projects pl + 1 through pm and projects pm + 1 through
ph , are lower under a mayor-council form of government. Thus, in choosing between the two
forms, moderate voters must again trade o the same expected bene t and cost. All that di ers
is that the expectations are more complex because they depend upon voters' endogenous choices
xC and (xM ; jM ).
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4.2

Implications for the empirical analysis

Our empirical analysis not only investigates the theoretical prediction that ceteris paribus mayorcouncil cities will have lower expected spending than council-manager cities, but also seeks to shed
light on the quantitative magnitude of any such spending di erences across government forms. We
do this by comparing public spending in mayor-council and council-manager cities. If there are
unobserved characteristics of cities which a ect both their choice of government form and their
spending levels, then this analysis will yield biased estimates.33 However, we will show here that,
if our theory correctly captures the forces leading cities to choose one or the other form, the bias
associated with the endogenous choice could go in either direction. What this means is that, if
our theory is correct, there is no a priori reason to believe that our estimate of the quantitative
magnitude of the impact of government form is biased in one or the other direction.
To see this, consider what types of changes could induce a city to switch its form of government
and the implications of such changes for spending levels. From Proposition 3, we see that an
increase in the ratio G=L could induce a switch from mayor-council to council-manager.34

To

understand what changes in the underlying environment could cause an increase in G=L, it is useful
to refer to Figure 2. The vertical axis measures project bene ts and costs and the horizontal axis
indexes projects. To facilitate a graphical analysis, we have assumed that there are a continuum
of projects and that the cost of each project is constant at C. The three downward lines represent
the project bene ts

k Bi

of the three preference types and the horizontal line the constant project

cost. The intersection of the bene t and cost lines determine each group's marginal project pk .
The area G is the gain in surplus moderates get from projects pl through pm and the area L is
the loss they experience from projects pm through ph .
An increase in G=L could arise from a shift up in the moderates' preference parameter
This would shift the line

m Bi

m.

to the right, increasing pm . The increase in pm would, in turn,

increase G and reduce L. Alternatively, an increase in G=L could arise from a shift down in either
33 See Sass (1991) for an explicit demonstration of this in a context in which a municipality is choosing between
representative and direct democracy.
34 From Proposition 3, we also see that the parameters
and
play a role in determining which form of
government citizens prefer. However, deriving the comparative static implications of changes in these parameters is
di cult because the probabilities in inequalities (10) and (11) are complex functions of and . For example, when
G > L, as we increase we simultaneously increase the probability of electing a mayor who is a low preference
type but reduce the probability that q or more of the n 1 council-members are high or moderate preference types.
Accordingly, we illustrate our argument with changes in the ratio G=L.
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the low or high type's preference parameters

l

and

h.

A shift down in

l

would shift the line

l Bi

to the left and reduce pl . The reduction in pl would increase G and have no e ect on L. Notice
that while both these changes increase G=L, they have opposite e ects on expected spending.
Holding constant the form of government, a hike in

m

will increase expected spending. This is

because it will increase the number of projects moderate politicians will implement should they
be decisive. A fall in

l,

on the other hand, will reduce expected spending because it will decrease

the number of projects low preference type politicians will implement should they be decisive.
It follows that changes that could induce a city to switch its form of government from mayorcouncil to council-manager could either increase or decrease expected spending, holding constant
government form. Thus, if the theory correctly describes citizens' choice of government form, then
the bias arising from endogeneity could go in either direction. If the forces that lead cities to adopt
a council-manager form correspond primarily to decreases in

l

and

h,

then the actual increase

in the city's expected spending will be less than implied by a random switch to council-manager.
On the other hand, if the forces that lead cities to adopt a council-manager form correspond
primarily to increases in

m,

then the actual increase in the city's expected spending will be more

than implied by a random switch to council-manager.

5

Evidence

This section investigates the theoretical prediction that ceteris paribus public spending will be
lower under mayor-council than council-manager. It begins by describing the data and then turns
to the econometric analysis of the relationship between government form and public nances. It
also compares the results with those obtained by MacDonald (2008).

5.1

Data

Our empirical analysis uses information on political institutions, government nances, and city
demographics. These three pieces of information are derived from three separate data sources.
Our data on political institutions come from the Municipal Form of Government survey, which is
conducted by the International City/County Management Association (ICMA) every ve years.
In particular, we have data from survey years 1981, 1986, 1991, 1996, and 2001. In each year,
surveys are sent to roughly 7,000-8,000 municipalities with response rates in any given year ranging
from 50 to 70 percent. This incomplete response rate makes the panel unbalanced. While ICMA
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mails surveys to all cities with population greater than 2,500, they only send surveys to a select
set of cities with population below 2,500. Given that this set may not be representative of all
small cities, we focus only on those cities with population in excess of 2,500.
For the cross-sectional analysis, we rely on the survey question regarding the city's current
form of government. In addition to mayor-council and council-manager forms, a smaller number
of municipalities have either a commission, town meeting, or representative town meeting form.35
Given that over 90 percent of municipalities have either council-manager or mayor-council forms,
our analysis will ignore these other forms of government.
The panel analysis uses information on changes in government form for speci c cities over time.
There are two possible measures of such changes in the ICMA data. One measure compares the
form of government reported in the current survey to that in the previous survey. The other relies
on separate survey questions in which respondents are asked whether or not their city changed its
form of government in the past ve years.36 For several reasons, we choose the latter measure over
the former. First, the panel is unbalanced due to an incomplete response rate, and we thus cannot
compare the current to the prior form of government for many observations in the data. Second,
according to our contacts at ICMA, the former measure overstates the true degree of switching
in government form over the past twenty years; this overstatement may be due to measurement
error associated with survey respondents in di erent years having disparate interpretations of the
city's form of government.37

The latter measure, by contrast, provides a more realistic account

of the recent degree of switching in government form.
Given that we are using di erent measures of government form in the cross-sectional and panel
analyses, we delete observations in which these two measures are inconsistent with one another.
35

The latter two forms are found disproportionately in New England towns.

36

If so, they are also asked to report the previous and current form of government.

37 In the 2001 ICMA survey respondents are asked to indicate their city's current form of government as de ned by
its charter, ordinance, or state law, and are given ve di erent choices: mayor-council, council-manager, commission,
town meeting, and representative town meeting. Mayor-council is described as \Elected council or board serves
as the legislative body. The chief elected o cial is head of government, with signi cant administrative authority,
generally elected separately from the council." Council-manager is described as \Elected council or board and chief
elected o cial (e.g., mayor) are responsible for making policy. A professional administrator appointed by the board
or council has full responsibility for the day-to-day operations of the government." While these de nitions are
certainly correct, the fact that many council-manager cities now separately elect a mayor does create the possibility
for confusion. Direct evidence of confusion on the part of respondents comes from the large number of cases in
which cities switch form in one survey year and then switch back in the following survey year. In particular, we
found over 200 cases in the ICMA data of such double switching, and we suspect that this is evidence of confusion
rather than instances in which the city actually changed their government form twice in 10 years.
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In particular, for those cities included in the prior survey, we delete those observations in which
the respondent reported that the city changed their form of government, say, from x to y in the
previous ve years, but whose form of government did not change from x in the prior survey to y in
the current survey. Likewise, we also delete observations in which the form of government changed
from x in the prior survey to y in the current survey but in which the respondent did not report a
change in the form of government over the prior ve years. For purposes of clari cation, note that
we cannot check for internal inconsistency if the city was not included in the prior survey, and we
thus include these cities in the analysis.38 Also, since we cannot check the prior survey for the rst
year of the sample, 1982, we exclude these observations from our cross-sectional analysis.39 This
process removes roughly 4,000 observations from 1982 plus about 1,000 post-1982 observations,
which represents about 7 percent of the original post-1982 dataset.
Our data on government nances come from the Census of Governments for scal years 1982,
1987, 1992, 1997, and 2002. We assume that the government in place during 1981 was responsible
for setting the budget for

scal year 1982, the 1986 government was responsible for the 1987

budget, etc. Our measure of public spending is general expenditure per-capita, which excludes
government spending on utilities, liquor stores, and insurance trusts.40

In order to make the

measures comparable across time, we convert all spending to 2002 dollars by using the CPI de ator.
Finally, city demographics, which are used as control variables, come from the decennial Census. In particular, we employ three measures of citizen preferences for public spending: per-capita
income, fraction of residents with a high school degree, and fraction over age 65. To construct
city-level measures of these variables, we use GeoLytics CDs. We match the 1980 Census demographics with the 1981 political institutions, the 1990 Census demographics with the 1991 political
institutions, and the 2000 Census demographics with the 2001 political institutions.41

For the

1986 political institutions, we average the Census demographics from 1980 and 1990, and we use
an analogous procedure for computing demographics to match with the 1996 political institutions.
38 As a robustness check, we also undertook the analysis with a more conservative measure of switching which
excludes such cities. This yields very similar results.
39 This choice does not substantively a ect our cross-sectional results. In particular, the 1982 results are qualitatively similar to those in the other years of our analysis. Note also that the 1982 observations are implicitly
included in our panel analysis, since the rst set of observations is based upon changes between 1982 and 1987.
40 In addition to spending measures, we have also analyzed revenue measures at the city level and nd broadly
similar results. This suggests that any spending di erences between mayor-council form and council-manager form
are not driven by di erences in budget de cits.
41

Similarly to the government spending measures, we convert all income to 2002 dollars using the CPI de ator.

24

Tables 1, 2, and 3 provide summary statistics for our data set. Table 1 provides a breakdown
of government form for the di erent years of our sample. As shown, the fraction of mayor-council
cities in the data fell from about 49 percent in 1987 to about 39 percent in 2002. As shown in Table
2, however, switching between government form by speci c cities is relatively rare, suggesting that
the decline in the prevalence of mayor-council form documented in Table 1 is largely due to changes
in the composition of the sample.42 In particular, we have 71 city-year observations, or less than
one percent of the sample, switching from mayor-council to council-manager, and only 32 city-year
observations switching from council-manager to mayor-council.
As shown in Table 3, mayor-council cities in our dataset do indeed spend about 15 percent
less on a per-capita basis than do council-manager cities, providing preliminary support for the
theoretical prediction. Regarding population, mayor-council cities average about 24,000 residents
and are smaller than council-manager cities, which average almost 29,000 residents. In terms of
demographics, citizens in mayor-council cities are on average older, poorer, and less educated than
their counterparts in council-manager cities.

5.2

Cross-sectional analysis

For the cross-sectional analysis, we estimate the parameters of the following regression model:

ln(Sm =Nm ) =

1

ln(Nm ) +

2 MCm

+

3 Xm

+

s

+ em :

(12)

Here Sm represents government spending in municipality m, Nm represents municipal population,
MCm indicates the presence of mayor-council form relative to council-manager form, Xm represents a vector of municipality demographics, and

s

represents a series of state xed e ects, which

are included to capture both regional patterns in form of government as well as the responsibilities of municipal governments relative to other localities.43

Finally, em represents unobserved

determinants of municipal spending. We measure the per-capita spending variable in logs in order
to reduce the in uence of outliers and to provide a percentage change measure of the e ects of
government form.
42 Indeed, when restricting the sample to those municipalities included in the sample in all of the survey years,
we see only a very small trend in the direction of council-manager form. One explanation for the trend in Table 1
away from council-manager form is that newly incorporated cities are more likely to be council-manager form.
43 As noted in Section 2.1, it is well established that there are signi cant regional di erences in the adoption of
the council-manager form.
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Table 4 reports the results from the cross-sectional analysis separately by year. As shown,
mayor-council form is associated with lower government spending per-capita and this result is
statistically signi cant at the 99-percent level in each year. This result is of large magnitude from
an economic perspective, with mayor-council being associated with a di erence in government
spending of between 8 and 16 percent. Given the summary statistics in Table 3, this represents a
di erence in government spending of roughly $80 to $160 per-capita on an annual basis. Regarding
other city characteristics, per-capita spending is increasing in population and in the fraction of the
population over age 65. The elasticity of public spending with respect to income is measured at
between 0.26 and 0.34 across the four years. Somewhat surprisingly, the results suggest that percapita spending is declining in educational attainment. This result is due to a strong correlation
(about 0.75) of educational attainment with per-capita income. When we drop income from the
regression, the coe cient on fraction of high-school graduates becomes strongly positive in each
of the four years, and the coe cient on mayor-council form is largely unchanged.
Interestingly, the measured di erences in government spending are stronger in magnitude in
the early years of the analysis, 1987 and 1992, relative to the nal year of the analysis, 2002.
One possible explanation for this trend in the coe cients is a convergence in forms of government
over time. As noted earlier, council-manager cities have increasingly chosen to separately elect a
mayor. According to some sources, the power allocated to these mayors have also increased.44
Thus, the distinctions between mayor-council and council-manager form may have become less
sharp over time, and this could explain the smaller estimated di erence between mayor-council
cities and council-manager cities in the latter years of our analysis.

5.3

Panel analysis

We next conduct a panel analysis which focuses on changes in government form within cities over
time. The source of variation is di erent from the cross-sectional analysis, and thus we view these
two analyses as complementary. Our panel analysis is based upon taking rst di erences of the
key variables in equation (12) above and estimating the following regression speci cation:

ln(Smt =Nmt ) =
44

1

ln(Nmt ) +

2

MCmt +

3

Xmt +

s

See DeSantis and Renner (2002) and Frederickson, Johnson, and Wood (2004).
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+

t

+

emt ;

(13)

where t indexes time and

t

is a series of survey year dummies. As reported in the rst column

of Table 5, we nd that switches to mayor-council (council-manager) form are associated with a
reduction (increase) in spending of just over 9 percent, relative to jurisdictions with no change
in government form in that year. Again, these e ects are statistically signi cant at conventional
levels and are large in magnitude. In contrast to the cross-sectional results above, we nd that
increases in population are associated with declines in per-capita spending. We again

nd a

positive coe cient on per-capita income but nd no statistically signi cant e ects associated with
changes in the fraction of the population with high school degrees or the fraction over age 65.
The regression model in equation (13) implicitly assumes that switches from council-manager
to mayor-council ( MCmt = 1) have equal and opposite e ects of switches from mayor-council to
council-manager ( MCmt =

1), relative to jurisdictions experiencing no change in government

form ( MCmt = 0). We next relax this symmetry assumption by estimating the following paneldata regression model:

ln(Smt =Nmt ) =

1

ln(Nmt ) +

3 I[

MCmt = 1] +

4 I[

MCmt =

1] +

5

Xmt +

s

+

t

+

emt :
(14)

As shown in the second column of Table 5, we nd that, as hypothesized, switches to mayorcouncil are associated with lower government spending and that switches to council-manager are
associated with higher government spending; the latter coe cient, however, is not statistically
di erent from zero at conventional levels. Again, both of these results should be considered
relative to jurisdictions with no changes in government form in that year ( MCmt = 0). Also,
we can reject the null hypothesis that spending changes in similar ways following switches to and
from mayor-council form (i.e., that

3

=

4)

at conventional signi cance levels: We fail to reject,

however, the symmetry assumption implicitly imposed in equation (13) (i.e., that

3

=

4)

at

conventional signi cance levels.

5.4

Interpretation

Although the sources of variation are di erent, the cross-sectional and panel results both demonstrate that, conditional on observed characteristics, spending is lower under mayor-council form,
relative to council-manager form. However, interpreting these results as supportive of the theoretical prediction that ceteris paribus mayor-council leads to lower spending requires additional
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assumptions. In particular, in order to interpret the cross-sectional results as causal, the key
identifying assumption is that unobserved determinants of public spending (em ) are independent
of government form; that is, E(em jMCm = 1) =E(em jMCm = 0). In the panel analysis, the key
assumption is that changes in unobserved determinants of public spending ( emt ) are independent of changes in government form over time; that is, E( emt j MCm = 1) =E( emt j MCm =
0) =E( emt j M Cm =

1): Note that these identifying assumptions are di erent so that, even

though the interpretation of the coe cient on government form is common, the two analyses are
distinct.
If these identifying assumptions are satis ed, the results clearly provide strong support for the
theoretical prediction. However, we would be remiss in not acknowledging that these assumptions
may be violated due to the endogenous choice of government form. It could be, for example,
that a random switch from council-manager to mayor-council form would have no e ect on a
city's spending and the econometric results just re ect the fact that cities that either have, or
have switched to council-manager governments, possess unobserved characteristics which generate
higher spending. While we think this is unlikely given the set of controls that we employ, we
cannot de nitively rule this out.
This duly acknowledged, we do feel the evidence suggests that the di erence in decision-making
highlighted by our theory is relevant. Given this, the next question involves the quantitative
signi cance of this di erence. After all, it would be perfectly consistent with the theory for there
to be only a very small di erence in expected spending levels across forms. The size of the
coe cients in our regressions suggest otherwise, but again the issue of endogeniety bias must be
raised. Here, however, the discussion from Section 4.2 provides some reassurance. If our theory
also correctly captures the forces underlying the choice of government form, then there is no a
priori reason to believe that our estimates of the e ect of a random switch to council-manager
are biased in either direction. As shown in the previous section, if the forces that lead a city to
adopt a council-manager form correspond primarily to changes in the preferences of non-centrist
groups, then the actual increase in the city's expected spending will be less than implied by a
random switch to council-manager. On the other hand, if the forces that lead a city to adopt a
council-manager form correspond primarily to changes in the median voter's preferences, then the
actual increase in the city's expected spending will be more than implied by a random switch to
council-manager. Thus, assuming that our theory is correct, we have no reason to believe that
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the quantitative magnitudes of our estimates are misleading.

5.5

Comparison with MacDonald's ndings

As noted in Section 2, MacDonald (2008) uses a very similar data set and set of techniques, but
reaches the conclusion that there are no signi cant di erences in public spending across the two
forms government. We now try to shed light on why the empirical results of the two papers di er.
There are three important di erences between our cross-sectional analysis and that of MacDonald. The rst is that she has an expanded set of control variables, including other Census
variables, and given her more general focus on city political institutions, other political variables
from the ICMA data. The second is that she does not include state xed e ects. The third is that
she focuses on cities with population above 10,000, whereas we use a lower population threshold
of 2,500.
In the

rst row of Table 6, we present results from a speci cation similar to MacDonald's

baseline analysis. In addition to excluding state xed e ects and using the higher population
threshold, this speci cation includes an expanded set of control variables that includes many,
although not all, of the measures used by MacDonald.45

To simplify the presentation of the

results, we only display the coe cient on mayor-council form.46

As shown, our speci cation

yields results that are qualitatively similar to those of MacDonald, and mayor-council form is
associated with a reduction in government spending only in the 1987 sample.
To isolate which of these three di erences in our speci cations is driving the di erences in
results, we next present results from three speci cations in which we begin with our baseline model
and then modify it to re ect each of the di erences between our speci cation and MacDonald's.
As shown in the second row, when we use the expanded set of controls but include state xed
e ects and use our lower population threshold, we nd e ects on government spending that are
similar to our baseline results. Thus, the set of controls does not seem to be driving the di erences
in results. As shown in the third row, when we exclude state xed e ects but use the baseline
set of controls and our lower population threshold, we again nd e ects that are similar to our
45 In addition to our set of controls, MacDonald controlled for the size of the city council, racial heterogeneity on
the council, racial heterogeneity in the population, income inequality, fraction of council seats elected from districts,
citizen initiative / referendum, retail sales, and percent of public spending by local governments. Our expanded set
of controls includes council size, fraction black, income inequality, fraction of council seats elected from districts,
and citizen initiative / referendum. Note that MacDonald's measure of the percent of public spending by local
governments varies only at the state-level and will thus be captured by state xed e ects.
46

The full set of results is available from the authors.
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baseline results. Finally, as shown in the fourth row, we do nd weaker e ects of government
form on spending when using MacDonald's population threshold but our baseline set of controls
and state xed e ects. With the exception of the 1992 analysis, the results are similar to those
in the rst row, and mayor-council form is associated with a reduction in government spending
in only two out of the four years. Note that this statistical insigni cance re ects not only the
smaller coe cients but also the reduction in power associated with focusing on this subsample of
the dataset.
Our panel analysis also di ers from that of MacDonald in three ways. In addition to di erences
in the set of control variables and the population threshold, she uses a measure of switching that
is based upon comparisons of reported government form across survey years. As noted above, we
use a more conservative measure based upon whether or not cities explicitly reported a change in
form of government.47

In the rst row of Table 7, we present results from a panel speci cation

similar to MacDonald's baseline panel analysis. Again, to simplify the presentation of the results,
we only display the coe cient on mayor-council form.48

As shown, we too nd no e ects of

government form on public spending when running a xed e ects panel data regression similar to
MacDonald.
To isolate which of these three di erences in speci cation is driving the di erence in results
between our panel analyses, we again present three speci cations in which we begin with our
baseline model and then modify it to re ect each of the di erences between our speci cation
and MacDonald. As shown in the second row, when we use her measure of switching but our
baseline set of controls and our lower population threshold, we nd that mayor-council form is
associated with a statistically signi cant reduction in government spending. But the magnitude
is much smaller than in our baseline panel analysis, which suggested a larger reduction of around
9 percent. As shown in the third row, using her expanded set of control variables only serves to
strengthen our panel results. Similarly, as shown in the fourth row, running our speci cation with
her higher population threshold also serves to strengthen the panel results.49
47 Note that her panel analysis includes municipality xed e ects and thus state xed e ects are implicitly
included. We should also note that she presents an alternative speci cation with no population threshhold. This
is di erent from our analysis, which uses a 2,500 population threshhold.
48

The full set of results is available from the author.

49

This nal nding is consistent with MacDonald's analysis, where she nds somewhat stronger e ects of councilmanager form when using the 10,000 population threshold, relative to a speci cation with no population threshold,
although neither of these coe cients are statistically signi cant in her analysis.
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In summary, the di erences in the cross-sectional results between the two papers seem to be
driven largely by di erences in the population threshold. This suggests that the e ect of form of
government is larger in smaller cities. However, in the panel analysis, our results are strengthened
by focusing on the set of larger population cities, casting doubt on this conclusion. While we
do not have any de nitive explanation for these population-related di erences between the crosssectional and panel analyses, it is nonetheless reassuring that our results are not entirely driven by
these small cities. Relative to MacDonald, the di erences in the panel results seem to be largely
driven by di erences in the switching measure. Her reported switching rates are much higher than
ours, and, as argued above, our measure more accurately re ects the recent degree of switching
in government form. Moreover, any measurement error associated with this measure of switching
may bias her estimated e ects of government form towards zero.

6

Conclusion

This paper has made two contributions. The rst is to o er a theory of scal policy determination
under the two main forms of government found in U.S. cities: mayor-council and council-manager.
This theory o ers a simple vision of how government form matters. It implies that expected public
spending will be lower under mayor-council. It also implies that either system could be chosen by
voters in a referendum. This means that the theory is consistent with the co-existence of both
government forms.
The second contribution of the paper is to empirically investigate the prediction of the theory
as regards spending. Our ndings support the theory. This is a major departure from prior work,
which has come to the conclusion that there is no di erence in size of government under the
two forms. Independently of the forces that might be generating this result, the nding suggests
an important revision to the conventional wisdom about urban public nance in the U.S.. It is
also notable that the nding is consonant with the di erence between size of government across
countries with presidential and parliamentary forms of government.
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Executive Summary
The council-manager form of government differs from the mayor-council form of government
because of the presence of a professional, non-elected manager with specific statutory authority.
Many believe this results in tangible benefits to municipalities that adopt the council-manager
form of government. This paper examines these two municipal forms of government in order to
highlight any potential advantages the council-manager form of government provides a
municipality. The study finds that municipalities‟ with the council-manager form of government
are more likely to receive financial reporting awards.

Introduction
The International City and County Management Association (ICMA) has published a brochure
that answers “Frequently Asked Questions” about the council-manager form of government. i
One question is “Does it cost more for a community to adopt the council-manager form and hire a
professional manager?” The response explains that “many local governments have found their
costs are actually reduced under competent management.” The brochure also explains that
“professional managers focus relentlessly on efficient and equitable service delivery, policy
implementation, and evaluation.” ii The ICMA includes a document on the “Council-Manager
Form Resource” section of their website titled “How Managers Save Local Government
Money”iii that provides cases of city managers and administrators promoting efficiencies within
their municipalities. The ICMA, and others, have expressed that the council-manager form of
government brings professionalism to municipalities that adopt it. iv
These claims address a commonly held belief that managers provide tangible fiscal benefits and
bring professionalism to the municipalities they serve. This paper aims to test that claim.
Research Question
The purpose of the research presented in this paper is to find any differences that exist between
municipalities with the mayor-council and the council-manager form of government. Specifically,
does the presence of the council-manager form of government lower total costs v and increase
professionalism in a municipality?
Literature Review
Research has been relatively mixed on the subject of total cost differences between mayorcouncil and council-manager forms of government. This research has generally examined
spending levels, not budgeting levels. Some research has reported a significantly lower amount of
spending in the manager-council form of government vi while other studies refute this claim. vii
Research has found a significantly lower amount of spending, in municipalities with the councilmanager form of government, on police but not fire departments.viii
Related research addressing the relative efficiencies of each form of government from a service
provision perspective, ix as well as research measuring the efficiencies of a municipality during the
transition from the mayor-council to the council-manager form of government, x has generally
found no significant differences in the efficiencies of the two forms of government.
Much of the literature surrounding the council-manager form of government addresses the role of
the manager and the benefits a manager provides, on a case study basis. Prior research also has
attempted measuring professionalism in municipalities with mayor-council and council-manager
forms of government.xi A major difficulty in comparing professionalism between municipalities is
obtaining valid professionalism measurements. Yet, research that has attempted to answer the
question has generally found higher levels of professionalism in manager-council forms of
government.
Methodology
This study tests two stratified random samples, differing in form of government, with each
sample including 24 municipalities. To lower the probability of bias, the population was stratified
by location. The samples were selected from only southeastern states and a municipality from one

1

state was only included if a municipality from the same state was included in the corresponding
sample (for instance, if three municipalities from Tennessee were included in the managercouncil sample, three municipalities from Tennessee also would need to be included in the
mayor-council sample). As a result, states with few municipalities with either the councilmanager or mayor-council form of government were not included.
The study aimed to include similar, medium-sized cities and, therefore, limited the population to
a range of 25,000 to 250,000. The samples were selected from Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Maryland, South Carolina, Texas and Tennessee. xii
Table 1 shows the variables selected to measure cost, efficiency, long-term planning,
professionalism and fiscal stability. The professionalism measures included in this study address
a commitment, specifically, to professional financial reporting. All budget data were taken from
fiscal year 2009-2010 budgets.xiii

Table 1
VARIABLE
General Fund Budget per Capita
Police Budget per Capita
Fire Budget per Capita
Administrative Budget as % of General Fund
Budgetxiv
Planning Budget as % of General Fund
Budget
Governmental Finance Officers Association
(GFOA) Distinguished Budget Presentation
Award
Governmental Finance Officers Association
(GFOA) Certificate of Achievement for
Excellence in Financial Reporting Program
(CAFR Award)
Municipal Bond Rating

DIMENSION
Cost
Cost
Cost
Efficiency
Long-Term
Planning
Professionalism

Professionalism
Fiscal Stability

The prevalence of the GFOA budget and CAFR award was measured by coding municipalities
that received the award “1” and municipalities that did not “0.” The sample results are an average
of the coded results. Bond rating was measured on a scale of seven to one, in descending order,
with AAA being a seven and A1 (the lowest rating reporting for any municipality included in this
study) being a one.
Limitations
Comparing sets of municipalities inherently provided drawbacks. Municipalities in different
regions are often charged with providing different services. Limiting the sample to southeastern
states and pairing the municipalities controls this, to some extent, but municipal differences often
exist within regions and states.
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Another problem with comparing municipalities involves population. Inherently, larger
municipalities function differently than smaller municipalities. To limit this bias the samples were
stratified by populationxv but the range of 25,000 to 250,000 still provides the opportunity for
differences in the role of the municipality.
The methodology also is limited by the ability to measure efficiency without measuring exact
governmental functions. Without knowing the exact functions of each municipality, we cannot be
completely sure that costs are actually lower for a municipality that appears to have lower costs
than a comparable. By limiting the samples by region, some of this bias may be removed but,
without an in-depth study of the specific budgetary line-items of each municipality, there is still
uncertainty.
Results
The methodology produced samples with similar population averages. This combined with the
paired-municipalities within each sample are a good indication that region and population are not
responsible for skewing the results drastically.

Table 2
COUNCILMANAGER
(N=24)

MAYORCOUNCIL
(N=24)
Population Average
75,986
79,367
General Fund Budget Average
$76,619,569
$76,901,183
General Fund Budget Average per Capita
$1,086
$1,032
Police Budget per Capita
$239
$271
Fire Budget per Capita
$233
$179
Administration Budget as % of Total Budget
5.11%
4.82%
Planning Budget as % of Total Budget
1.12%
0.96%
Average Budget Award
0.71
0.42*
Average CAFR Award
0.96
0.67**
Average Bond Rating
4.13
4.38
*- Significant at the .05 level, **- Significant at the .01 level
The study found that the council-manager municipalities had a higher general fund budget per
capita, fire budget per capita, administration budget as a percent of total budget and planning
budget as a percent of the total budget. In contrast, the mayor-council form of government had a
higher police budget per capita.xvi However, these results were not statistically significant. As
Table 2 shows, a difference of means test found significant difference between the two forms of
government in the prevalence of a GFOA Budget award (at the .05 level) and CAFR award (at the
.01 level). Average bond rating, however, differed only slightly between the two groups, with the
mayor-council form of government having a slightly higher bond rating average.
While all municipalities in the sample are governed by the indicated form of government, some of
the mayor-council municipalities have city administrators. The ICMA includes city
administrators in their organization, as members, although there are significant differences
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between the position of a city administrator and a city manager. xvii Therefore, this study also
compares a subset of mayor-council municipalities, with professional administrators, with
manager-council municipalities (chosen at random, yet still stratified in order to fulfill the
requirement of having the same number of municipalities per state). The result was a comparison
of five municipalities.xviii
TABLE 3
MAYORCOUNCIL
MAYOR-COUNCIL WITH
(N=5) xix
ADMINSTRATOR (N=5)
Population Average
72,304
71,239
General Fund Average
63,380,380
83,640,977
General Fund Average per Capita
$960
$1,279
Police Budget per Capita
$276
$304
Fire Budget per Capita
$138.24
$169
Administration Budget as % of Total Budget
4.40%
7.12%
Planning Budget as % of Total Budget
0.96%
1.52%
Average Budget Award
0.20
0.80
Average CAFFR Award
0.40
1.0
Average Bond Rating
4.40
5.40

The results illustrate greater differences between the mayor-council form of government without
an administrator and the mayor-council form of government with an administrator than between
the mayor-council form of government and the council-manager form of government. There is an
increased level of budgeted spending (in general fund average per capita, police budget per
capita, administration budget as a percent of total general fund budget and planning budget as a
percent of total general fund budget) in mayor-council municipalities with a professional
administrator. This could come from actual differences but could also be a result of the relatively
low number of municipalities in the sample.
There are also larger disparities between receiving a GFOA Budget or CAFR award. Bond rating
differed by about 1 point (or one rating position), with mayor-council with administrator
municipalities receiving a higher rating.
Analysis
This research suggests that mayor-council municipalities tend to spend more, per capita, on their
respective police departments than council-manager municipalities. Conversely, council-manager
municipalities tend to spend more, per capita, on their respective fire departments than mayorcouncil municipalities. This indicates that the presence of the manager-council form of
government provides some balance between the police and fire budgets. This finding aligns with
the view that political pressures can inflate the budgets of departments that are popular within a
municipality. The results of this study indicate that municipalities with the council-manager form
of government do not have lower costs than municipalities‟ with the mayor-council form of
government.
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While administrative spending appears to be higher under the manager-council form of
government when compared to the mayor-council form of government, the planning budget as a
percent of the general fund budget also appears to be higher. This indicates a greater commitment
to long-term municipal planning. The likelihood of a council-manager municipality receiving a
GFOA Budget or CAFFR award is higher than that of mayor-council municipalities, to
statistically significant levels. This indicates a higher commitment to detailed and professional
financial reporting in municipalities with the council-manager form of government. The higher
level of planning expenditures as a percent of the general fund and the increased likelihood of the
GFOA Budget and CAFFR award indicate that, the presence of the council-manager form of
government provides professionalism and planning benefits when compared to the mayor-council
form of government. These benefits are indicative of the ICMA‟s stated goals.
Mayor-council municipalities had a slightly higher average bond rating than manager-council
municipalities. The result indicates that bond rating, a core measurement of municipal financial
health, is influenced by more than simply municipal form of government. This aligns with
information provided by an analyst for Moody‟s Investment Services, xx who explains that the
methodology for calculating a municipality‟s bond rating has four primary areas of focus:
“economic profile, financial position, debt burden, and management.” Certainly competent
management will affect the management component but it may not be able to fully affect
economic profile, financial position or debt burden, especially in the short term. The results of
this study indicate that municipal bond rating is not significantly affected by the presence of a
professional manager.
The differences between municipalities with the mayor-council form of government without an
administrator and the mayor-council form of government with an administrator illustrate that
strong-mayors may tend to budget less when they serve as the day-to-day manager of a
municipality. The relatively low number of municipalities in this comparison makes it not
possible to form any generalizable conclusions but, of the municipalities sampled, there are stark
differences when an administrator is added to a municipality.
Conclusions
Municipalities with the council-manager form of government differ from municipalities with the
mayor-council form of government in three main ways: police and fire department expenditures
are more balanced, administrative expenditures as a percent of the general fund are higher, and
there is a higher degree of professionalism (as measured by the indicators in this study).
Future research could benefit by using a larger sample size than what was included in this study.
This would allow real differences, even if those differences are slight, to approach statistical
significance. This would also be beneficial in comparing mayor-council municipalities without an
administrator and mayor-council municipalities with an administrator. In this study there
appeared to be sizable differences in mayor-council municipalities when an administrator is
present but the low number of municipalities within the study limits any conclusions. A future
study could also gain from including other professionalism measures and ratings from more than
one bond-rating agency when comparing municipal bond ratings.
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xiv
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xv
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xvi This finding aligns with the previously cited study by Changhoon Jung (“Forms of Government and
Spending on Common Municipal Functions: A Longitudinal Approach”, cited in footnote 8)
xvii Svara, James and Nelson, Kimberly. “Taking Stock of the Council-Manager Form at 100.” Public
Management. 2008 August.
xviii A complete list of the municipalities included in the mayor-council and mayor-council with
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Appendix A: Municipalities Included in this Study
STATE
Alabama
Alabama
Arkansas
Arkansas
Florida
Florida
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Maryland
South Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Texas
Texas
Texas
Alabama
Alabama
Arkansas
Arkansas
Florida
Florida
Georgia
Georgia
South Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Texas

FORM OF GOVERNMENT
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Manager
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
Mayor
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CITY
Dothan City
Auburn City
Little Rock
Hot Springs
Clearwater City
Lakeland City
Marietta City
Rome City
Savannah City
Bowie City
Columbia City
Hilton Head Island
Brentwood City
Cleveland City
Columbia City
Johnson City
Kingsport City
Murfressboro City
Oak Ridge City
Smyrna City
Amarillo City
Cleburne City
Corpus Christi City
Montgomery City
Vestavia Hills City
Jonesboro City
Pine Bluff City
Bradenton City
Hialeah City
Macon City
Warner Robbins City
Charleston City
North Charleston City
Bartlett City
Clarksville City
Jackson City
Texas City

Maryland
Georgia
Maryland
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennessee
Texas
Texas

Mayor
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
Mayor w/Administrator
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Fredrick City
Roswell City
Annapolis City
Chattanooga City
Collierville Town
Franklin City
Germantown City
Knoxville City
Conroe City
League City

Appendix B: Administrative Budget Breakdown
Total Legislative Budget
Total Legislative Budget as % of Total General Fund
Budget
Total Executive Office Budget
Total Executive Officer Budget as % of Total General
Fund
Total Finance Budget
Total Finance Budget as % of Total General Fund
Budget
Total Human Resource Budget
Total Human Resource Budget as % of Total General
Fund
Total Administrative Budget Average per Capita
Total Administrative Budget as % of Total General
Fund Budget
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MANAGER MAYOR
$291,303
$362,356
0.00543
$745,068

0.00543
$575,286

0.01267
0.00961
$1,405,997 $1,371,448
0.02389
$773,112

0.01955
$925,333

0.01214
0.01272
$3,215,480 $3,234,423
0.05413

0.04732

Appendix C: List of Municipalities Included in Mayor-Council with
Administrator and Mayor-Council Comparison
STATE

FORM OF GOVERNMENT

CITY

Georgia

Mayor w/Administrator

Roswell City

Maryland

Mayor w/Administrator

Annapolis City

Tennessee

Mayor w/Administrator

Chattanooga City

Tennessee

Mayor w/Administrator

Collierville Town

Texas

Mayor w/Administrator

League City

Georgia

Mayor

Macon City

Maryland

Mayor

Fredrick City

Tennessee

Mayor

Clarksville City

Tennessee

Mayor

Jackson City

Texas

Mayor

Texas City
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Introduction
According to the Government Accountability Office (GAO),
local governments in the United States are collectively facing a
$225 billion structural budget deficit, which constitutes about
12% of their total spending1. Since these are structural
deficits, they will not diminish even when the economy starts
expanding again. These shortfalls represent a fundamental
disconnect between the spending commitments city
governments have made and the level of revenue growth they
can reasonably expect to achieve.
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As a consequence of these structural deficits, each year local
governments must find a combination of new revenues and
spending reductions to close the gap in their budgets. Since
2006 local governments have shed 353,000 jobs, including
teachers, police officers and fire fighters. They have
furloughed employees, refinanced pension obligations, and
spent down reserve funds in order to minimize service
reductions. Our analysis of the budget-closing measures
employed by 13 cities in the State of California last year
suggests that between 30% and 60% of the budget-balancing
measures adopted by local governments represent one-time
savings or revenue generating measures rather than permanent
changes to cost structures. This is not surprising, as a similarly
narrow approach has too often dominated conversations
around the burgeoning federal deficit. But one-off cuts are not
the answer. As these options exhaust themselves, more layoffs
and services reductions are inevitable. Instead of just doing
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do more with less.
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For this reason, there is no better time than now to take a hard
look at the efficiency of local governments. If local
government leadership will take the time to perform the
analysis required to identify and root out inefficiencies in their
operations, they can shed costs without significantly impacting
service levels. In many cases, the thoughtful application of
innovations in business process, organizational design, and
technology can in fact reduce costs and improve services
simultaneously.
One effective means for an organization to identify
inefficiencies in their operations is through benchmarking. By
comparing the operational profile of similarly situated
organizations, opportunities for improved performance can be
uncovered. To help cities address the worst budget climate in
generations, IBM used publicly available data to benchmark
the 100 largest cities in the United States to assess and
compare how efficiently they operate. The results of that
study, and recommendations for what cities can do with these
findings, are the subject of this paper.
Our goal is straightforward: by comparing the efficiency with
which cities deploy resources, IBM hopes to provide mayors
and city managers with a road map for where they should be
looking for high-yield savings opportunities in their own local
government operations. Given the financial pressures cities
face and the likelihood that unfavorable economic conditions
will persist for the foreseeable future, there is no better time
for local governments to become “smarter, faster, cheaper.”

US Cities Included in the Study
Akron
Albuquerque
Anaheim
Arlington TX
Atlanta
Aurora
Austin
Bakersfield
Baltimore
Birmingham

Boston
Chandler
Charlotte
Chesapeake
Chicago
Chula Vista
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Colorado Springs
Columbus

Figure 1: US Cities included in the study

Columbus GA
Corpus Christi
Denver
Des Moines
Detroit
Durham
El Paso
Fort Worth
Fresno
Ft Lauderdale

Garland
Gilbert
Glendale
Greensboro
Hialeah
Honolulu
Houston
Huntington Beach
Irvine
Jacksonville

Kansas City
Knoxville
Laredo
Las Vegas
Lexington
Lincoln
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Louisville
Lubbock

Madison
Memphis
Mesa
Miami
Milwaukee
Minneapolis
Nashville
New Orleans
Newark
Norfolk

Oakland
Oklahoma City
Omaha
Orlando
Overland Park
Peoria
Philadelphia
Phoenix
Pittsburgh
Plano

Portland
Raleigh
Reno
Richmond
Riverside
Rochester
Sacramento
Salem
Salt Lake City
San Antonio

San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Santa Ana
Scottsdale
Seattle
Shreveport
Springfield
St. Louis
St. Paul

St. Petersburg
Stockton
Tampa
Thousand Oaks
Tulsa
Virginia Beach
Wichita
Winston-Salem
Worcester Mass
Yonkers
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For this reason, there is no better time than now to take a hard
look at the efficiency of local governments. If local
government leadership will take the time to perform the
analysis required to identify and root out inefficiencies in their
operations, they can shed costs without significantly impacting
service levels. In many cases, the thoughtful application of
innovations in business process, organizational design, and
technology can in fact reduce costs and improve services
simultaneously.
One effective means for an organization to identify
inefficiencies in their operations is through benchmarking. By
comparing the operational profile of similarly situated
organizations, opportunities for improved performance can be
uncovered. To help cities address the worst budget climate in
generations, IBM used publicly available data to benchmark
the 100 largest cities in the United States to assess and
compare how efficiently they operate. The results of that
study, and recommendations for what cities can do with these
findings, are the subject of this paper.
Our goal is straightforward: by comparing the efficiency with
which cities deploy resources, IBM hopes to provide mayors
and city managers with a road map for where they should be
looking for high-yield savings opportunities in their own local
government operations. Given the financial pressures cities
face and the likelihood that unfavorable economic conditions
will persist for the foreseeable future, there is no better time
for local governments to become “smarter, faster, cheaper.”
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The Inefficiency in Our Midst
All large organizations harbor inefficiencies. When IBM
embarked on its transformation program in the early 1990s,
the company eliminated $6 billion in costs, primarily by simply
being smarter about what we did and how we did it. IBM now
orchestrates similar exercises on behalf of clients, and what we
have learned is that no business operation is perfectly efficient.
Just about any business process can be tweaked or adjusted in
some manner to yield a cost saving. Mostly it’s just a matter of
looking for it.
However, once a process inefficiency is identified, fixing it is
not a costless endeavor. Re-engineering business processes can
be expensive and often require investments in technology,
organizational redesign and change management. As a
consequence, the biggest challenge for any organization is not
necessarily in identifying inefficiencies, but in focusing
attention on those inefficiencies where re-engineering
investments are likely to yield the highest return.
In our experience, one of the best means for identifying “high
yield” operations improvement opportunities is through
benchmarking. The reason is quite simple: by comparing the
operating performance metrics of a large sample of similarly
situated organizations, there is a good chance that you can
surface examples of highly efficient operating environments in
specific service areas. At the very least, these examples can
help management set their performance targets (“if Charlotte
can deliver this service as this cost, we should be able to do so
as well”). At best, these examples can provide a set of specific
lessons that management can attempt to duplicate in their own
city (“perhaps we can automate that process the way that
Phoenix has”). If nothing else, benchmarking can force
managers to take a hard look at their operations simply to
explain why their resource deployment differs from their peers.
Our analysis of the spending and employment practices of the
100 American cities included in our study has yielded two
major findings:
•

The level of resources that cities dedicate to delivering basic
municipal services varies enormously. In fact, per capita
spending in certain services areas can differ by a factor of ten.

•

The Tao of Benchmarking
When Mayor Shirley Franklin first took office in 2002 in Atlanta, she
managed to secure the pro bono services of a strategy consulting firm
to deliver a series of planning projects. One of the first of these projects was a benchmarking study which compared Atlanta’s spending
profile to seven peer cities. Once the numbers were crunched, it
turned out that Atlanta ranked next to last among these peer cities in
terms of efficiency as measured by per capita spending.
Franklin established an operation within the Mayor’s Office specifically
dedicated to fixing this. One of the first places this team decided to
look was in the city’s court system, which an earlier review had suggested was rife with mismanagement. In 2003 a benchmarking study
and organizational redesign of the court system was performed. In
relatively short order, the study demonstrated rather convincingly that
Atlanta was spending nearly 300% more on its court system than
those of the best practice court systems in the country. Based on the
re-organization and re-engineering plan subsequently developed and
implemented, Atlanta reduced court spending from $30 million to $11
million over three years, reduced the number of sitting judges from 18
to 10, and shrank the total municipal court workforce from 249 to 114.
While savings opportunities of that degree are relatively rare, the interesting point is that few people within Atlanta city government at that
time thought that the city was overspending on the courts. In fact,
there were some council members and court administrators who were
pressing for increases in funding.
Over the eight years of Mayor Franklin’s term in office, she conducted
over a dozen of these operational reviews. Ultimately the city reduced
its headcount by 25% and eliminated $120 million in spending. When
the original benchmarking study was repeated in 2009, Atlanta had
improved from seventh to second place among the eight cities included in the efficiency rankings. Atlanta ranks 13th in IBM’s MICE rankings.
The lesson is that until you look and look hard, you don’t really know
what is being over-funded. As was the case with Atlanta’s courts system, it is not always obvious. Benchmarking can be an indispensible
tool for uncovering those opportunities.

This broad variation in resource deployment does not seem to
be driven by exogenous factors: spending does not generally
correlate with population, per capita income, geographic size,
labor conditions (union vs. non-union), or differences in
workloads (e.g., park acreage).

This can lead to only one conclusion: in assessing the relative
efficiency of resource allocation among municipal
governments, management and policy choices are what matter.
Cities spend what they spend because they choose to spend it.
These choices come in two forms:
•

•

Cities make strategic choices. Although cities are chartered to
provide a variety of core municipal services (and are in some
cases legally required to provide them), they generally have
significant flexibility to determine the breadth and depth of
those services. What specific services are provided to whom
and at what level are all strategic choices that cities are largely
free to make on their own. Those choices have significant
cost implications.
Cities make operational choices. Once a city decides which
services it should deliver to which citizens at what level,
management generally has broad discretion on how they will
deliver those services. The choice of delivery model – the mix
of capital and labor, the organizations and technologies
deployed, and how they are sourced – is generally entirely
discretionary to management. The quality of these choices
will also have significant cost implications.

This is good news and bad news for those responsible for the
management of cities. The good news is that the level of
efficiency of your government is within your control and there
is no shortage of examples from other cities where responsible
(and re-electable) city governments have made different
strategic and operational choices. The bad news is that the
“usual suspects” that are often offered as excuses for failing to
be more efficient – labor unions, operational environment,
relative poverty – do not appear to be genuine obstacles to
efficiency in local government service delivery.

5

The Study
The benchmarking study includes 100 of the largest cities in the
United States2 (see Figure 1). Collectively, these cities account
for nearly $51 billion in annual general government spending.
To put that in perspective, municipalities in the United States
spend approximately $440 billion on core local government
services3 each year. This means that these 100 cities constitute
approximately 12% of total local government spending in the
United States.
The cities represented in this study host 17% of the total
population of the United States and 20% of the nation’s total
urban population4. These cities have diverse forms of
government: 54% of these cities have strong mayor forms of
government and 46% have city managers or hybrid governments
where management duties are shared by the executive and
legislative branch.
The $51 billion in spending data collected in this analysis occurs
within 52 independent budget line items. These line items “roll
up” into four major categories: Public Safety, Public
Infrastructure, Community Development, and Support Services
(see Figure 2). Overall, 57% of the spending is dedicated to
public safety. A further 18% is spent on public infrastructure
and 11% is spent on community development services such as
housing, economic development, and health and human services.
Over 14% of spending is on overhead functions including
finance, human resources and information technology.

14%

11%
18%
Total: $50.8 B

57%

Public Safety (Examples: Police, Fire, Corrections)
Public Infrastructure (Examples: Parks, Public Works, Planning)
Support Services (Examples: Finance, HR, IT, Law)
Community and Economic Development (Examples: Housing,
Human Services, Community Development)
Figure 2: Spending by Functional Area for 100 Cities
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For the purposes of the benchmarking analysis, a subset of
spending line items have been extracted and included in the
efficiency comparisons. The goal is to isolate a shared set of
services to ensure that cities are being compared on an “apples
to apples” basis. Of the 52 budget line items that were
collected, 40 were included in the efficiency analysis. These 40
items constitute $40 billion dollars in spending or 79% of total
general government spending in these 100 cities. It is this
spending upon which the efficiency rankings are based6.
To compare efficiency levels among cities, an index has been
created called the MICE (Multivariate Index of City
Efficiency). The MICE captures two key components of
resource deployment: how much a city spends and how many
people it employs to deliver a defined set of services. The
MICE blends these two resource allocation decisions (weighted
equally) into a single metric.
To account for the unique operational environments that cities
encounter, city spending and employment data has been
normalized on several dimensions – including population and
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cost of living differences. This normalization effort minimizes
the non-operational factors that might contribute to differences
in resource allocation patterns. A more detailed explanation of
the study’s methodology is included in Appendix A.
The average city in our sample spends $705 per capita to
provide core municipal services and employs 652 employees for
every 100,000 citizens to deliver those services. The median
city in the most efficient quintile spends $500 per capita less
than the median city in the least efficient quintile.
Efficiency varies to a considerable degree across cities (see
Figure 3). The standard deviation within the efficiency
distribution is $178, which means that cities differ on their
overall resource allocation choices by a factor of five. In some
specific areas, the difference is even larger; spending on police
services, for example, varies by a factor of 10. These are not
minor differences. Without question, those who manage cities
across the country are making very different choices about how
they deploy resources to deliver a similar set of municipal
services.

Deviation from Mean
Adjusted $/Capita for all 100 Cities

What Drives Efficiency?
How can these large differences in resource utilization be
explained? Observers of local government operations tend to
entertain rather vague notions of what makes one city more
efficiently run than another. The strength of public sector
labor unions is often pointed to as an important factor in
determining whether city managers can improve efficiency in
operations. The “political environment” – code for the degree
to which the legislative branch involves itself in management
issues – is another factor that some use to explain relative
performance.
Perhaps there are operational factors that come into play. Are
city services subject to economies of scale? Some city services
– such as public works and IT functions – have significant fixed
costs associated with them; this might suggest that larger cities
should be more efficient than smaller ones. What about
geography? One could imagine that the costs to provide
services to citizens who are widely distributed geographically
would be higher than serving those living in close proximity.
Do demographic factors matter? Do cities with more
prosperous residents choose to increase the breadth and quality
of municipal services available to them, thereby increasing
their costs? Or are wealthier cities in a better position to
attract quality management which has the effect of lowering
their costs?

the cost structures of cities with unions that collectively bargain
and those that do not. In fact, none of the other exogenous
factors that were tested can explain to a significant degree why
efficiency varies among cities.
The lack of exogenous factors driving efficiency levels is a
curious result. In a sample of this size, one would expect to
find a set of variables that correlate with efficiency to some
degree. Does scale really not matter? Can cities faced with
unionized workforces really spend as little as those that are not
subject to collective bargaining?
The analysis cannot fully answer those questions. What the
analysis does suggest, however, is that if those factors do impact
efficiency, their impact is being masked by a much more
important factor. And that factor appears to be management.
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Figure 3: Variation in Spending Across Cities

What the analysis suggests is that efficiency does not correlate
with any of these exogenous factors. As depicted in Figure 4,
there appears to be no economies of scale at work: city
population does not correlate with efficiency. Nor does the
geographic size of the city appear to matter: there does not
seem to be any advantage to having a smaller physical footprint
in terms of the economics of service delivery. And the presence
of labor unions with collective bargaining rights does not seem
to matter; we can find no statistically significant difference in
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… nor does it correlate with geographic size
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Since one of the primary objectives of this study is to
determine if any patterns could be detected among high
efficiency performers and low efficiency performers, several of
these potential “exogenous” drivers of efficiency have been
tested.
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Management Matters (And It Matters A Lot)

Lost Labor's Love

Since none of the exogenous variables tested seem to account
for differences in relative efficiency, it appears that endogenous
ones must be operative. It is therefore hard not to conclude that
the most important factor in determining the relative efficiency
of a city is “management”. The term “management” is used to
capture the two major types of impact that leaders can have on
the efficiency of their governments:

Approximately 70% of municipal government expenses are
labor related. If you add in post-retirement pension and health
costs, the number approaches 80%. How labor is deployed
and compensated is therefore the most important decision that
managers make in constructing an efficient operating
environment.

1. Management makes strategic decisions about what services 		
will be provided to which citizens and at what level of service
they will be delivered.
2. Management makes operational decisions about the types of
delivery models will be deployed to provide those services.
Management appears to be the key and the study provides
some evidence for this. Cities with city manager forms of
government are nearly 10% more efficient that cities with
strong mayor forms of government. This finding appears to
validate the assumption underlying city manager forms of
government, notably that investing executive authority in
professional management shielded from direct political
interference should yield more efficiently managed cities.
To put it another way, even if a city operates within conditions
most favorable for efficiency – no collective bargaining,
geographically compact, and peaking on all scale curves –
management choices can still lead a city down the path to
inefficiency. It is both a sobering and encouraging conclusion.
It is sobering because it places the spotlight on management.
There is no place to hide. Yet it is encouraging because it
means that managers are important. They influence outcomes.
So managers need to think hard about the strategic and
operational decisions they make because those decisions are what
drives the relative efficiency of their governments. The analysis
cannot definitively specify which of these two management
drivers – strategic or operational - is more important; however,
there is some evidence in the study that can be useful in
understanding the relative importance of strategic and
operational choices.

Cutting Costs While Improving Service
With most cities almost solely pre-occupied with short-term budget cutting exercises, it is easy to forget that efficiency improvement efforts
can in fact be thoughtful, deliberate exercises. Many cities have trained
staff and adequate resources to identify, diagnose, and remedy inefficiencies in their operating divisions. Others will hire consultants to address specific areas. Unfortunately, financial crises tend to force the
reliance on across-the-board cuts, hiring freezes, and other “slash and
burn” tactics that rarely lead to sustainable efficiency improvements.
From IBM’s perspective, the use of benchmarking analysis such as that
contained in this study can serve two purposes. First, it can place an
individual city’s operations into a broader context. Why are we ranked
where we are? Why can cities that look like me achieve similar outcomes at lower costs? What are we doing differently?
Secondly, it can provide aspirational targets. Just as Mayor Shirley
Franklin compared her city to seven peer cities and launched a program
specifically designed to improve her city’s relative efficiency ranking (see
sidebar: The Tao of Benchmarking), other cities can do the same.
Once those goals are set, the key is to dedicate the staff and support
resources that can focus on medium and long-term savings opportunities. In our experience, a four year program of designing and implementing an efficiency program is not an unreasonable timeframe; it may
take longer to fully realize all the projected savings. Cost reduction programs that preserve (and improve) services will take time to execute.
And service levels can be improved. More effective use of technology,
for example, often leads to cost reductions and improvements in service
quality. Mobile field management technologies have been shown to increase the productivity of building inspectors by 20% while at the same
time giving customers the ability to modify appointment schedules in
real time. Automating citations have significantly reduced the time it
takes for parking enforcement officers to issue tickets while at the same
time reducing error rates in parking enforcement, leading to fewer customer complaints. The on-line submission of building plans expedite
plan review and shorten the permitting cycle time, to the delight of developers.
Efficiency improvement programs should occupy a prominent and permanent position within city governments. They should be staffed with
professionals and resourced appropriately. There is probably no better
investment a city can make in its long term fiscal health.

The study suggests that cities vary considerably in the intensity
in which they deploy labor as an input in service delivery. On
average, cities employ 652 employees per 100,000 residents.
However, the average number of employees per 100,000
residents for the top quintile performing cities is 519 while the
average for the bottom quintile performers is 983.
The use of labor – or, more accurately, labor “intensity” – is
best understood in terms of how the quantity of labor
employed relates to total spending. As depicted in Figure 5,
cities that have relatively low spending per capita but high
employment gravitate toward the top left quadrant of the
chart. These are labor intensive cities that appear to retain
large numbers of relatively low compensated employees. All
things being equal, this is indicative of an operating
environment that depends on manual, labor-intensive business
processes. The leadership of such a city would be advised to
seek out technology applications that could automate those
business processes and improve overall labor productivity.
On the other hand, cities that gravitate toward to bottom right
quadrant of Figure 5 have fewer employees but they appear to
be more highly compensated. These are labor-leveraged cities.
High labor costs may be driving their relative inefficiency,
and those cities might be advised to seek out outsourcing
opportunities in those areas that do not easily lend themselves
to automation.
Cities in the top right quadrant of the chart are likely to be
experiencing a combination of both of those labor issues. They
would be well advised to deploy both strategies.
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Figure 5: Cities Distributed by Spending and Employee Intensity

Deconstructing Budget Deficits
As mentioned earlier, local governments in the United States
are collectively running a 12% structural budget deficit. This
deficit is structural in the sense that even when revenues
“recover” – that is, when the recession is over and the economy
is expanding again – these deficits will not go away. The only
means for eliminating these deficits is either to shift the
revenue curve up – by say, increasing tax rates or adding new
sources of revenue – or by shifting the cost curve down.
There are two ways to shift the cost curve down: eliminate
services or become more efficient in the services that are
delivered. Under the assumption that cities do not want to
increase tax rates or add new taxes, the question becomes how
hard will it be to close these structural deficits through cost
reduction alone?
Assuming that the structural deficit ratio that applies to local
governments nationally also applies to the 100 cities in our
sample, these 100 cities together are running a collective $2.3
billion budget deficit. Since the point of this study is to help
cities identify areas where they should be looking for savings
opportunities, let’s try to understand what level of performance
improvement would be required to eliminate a deficit of this
magnitude.
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Moving up one quintile in performance will generate $5.1 billion in savings

To Spend or Not to Spend? And How Much?
How much should a city spend on fire fighting? Can a city spend too much on fire fighting? How would it know?

Top Quintile

2nd Quintile

3rd Quintile

4th Quintile

Bottom Quintile

While these measures are important, there is a metric that overrides all others in determining the effectiveness of a fire fighting operation: can
they respond quickly? More to the point, can they get the appropriate number of properly-equipped fire fighters to a Priority One fire within
four minutes of a call being dispatched? If they cannot, they probably cannot get accredited.

Moving bottom performers to average will
generation $4.7 billion savings

Figure 6: Cost Savings Opportunity Associated with Efficiency Improvements

Based on an analysis of the spending included in this study, if
any given city moved up one quintile in the ranking, they
would effectively eliminate on average 15% of their operating
costs. In other words, cities do not necessarily need to aspire
to move to “best practice” status in the rankings in order to
achieve substantial savings. A more modest level of
improvement can actually yield large expenditure reductions.
If all of the cities in the bottom four quintiles simply moved up
one quintile in performance (which would require a 15%
improvement in efficiency on average), $5.1 billion in total
savings would be generated (see Figure 6). That is more than
double of what is required to eliminate the collective $2.3
billion deficit. If cities in the bottom two quintiles moved to
the median level of performance, $4.7 billion in savings would
be realized. In other words, the 100 cities in our sample could
run a collective operating surplus without any operating
improvements in the top 60 performers. Clearly, the value that
can be created through relatively modest improvements in
efficiency is substantial.
How much effort would it take to make this level of
improvement? One of the interesting findings of this analysis
is that efficiency within a city can vary as widely as efficiency
across cities. As you can see in Figure 7 the average standard
deviation in efficiency within cities is nearly the same as the
standard deviation across cities.
This is a very encouraging sign. What it suggests is that most
cities already perform efficiently in certain areas. In other
words, most organizations have “centers of excellence” that
perform at a very high level while at the same time hosting
operations that struggle to perform in an efficient manner.

Most cities have a family of measures they rely upon to determine whether their fire departments are functioning effectively. Are the fire fighters trained properly? Are they well equipped? Do they avoid injuries? Is the community satisfied with their performance?

Benchmarking can help management determine which of their
operating entities fall in the former category and which fall in
the latter.
For example, in Figure 8 (on page 12) the relative efficiency of
a real (but unnamed) city in our sample is mapped. In Public
Works, Parks & Recreation and IT, the city performs above
average in our efficiency ratings. In Police, Fire, Law and
Executive Offices, however, that same city performs well below
average. Obviously, that city should focus its program of
operations improvement is those areas. If it could simply move
those operations to an average level of performance, it could
yield $92 million in savings, which is 20% of its total spending.
In the case of this particular city, those savings alone would
actually eliminate its structural operating deficit.

20

This measure – response time – has a larger impact on the resourcing of fire fighting operations than any other consideration. In order to
achieve the target response time standard, fire stations need to be distributed across the city and need to be staffed and equipped. As cities
become denser and streets more congested, more fire stations are needed to meet the response goals. For any city growing in population or
expanding geographically, the reliance on this measure ensures increased fire response expenditures.
But what if the number of fires is going down? What if the number of fires is actually plummeting? Does that have nothing to do with how
much a city should spend on fire response operations?
The fact is that by relying on response time as the metric that drives resource deployment, spending has been disconnected from outcomes.
Consider this thought experiment: if city management knew for a fact that there would be only one fire in the city next year, but had no idea
where it would be, how much should they spend on fire department operations? If they continued to rely on the response time standard, they
would have no choice but to continue to fund fire operations at the same level as it did in the prior year in order to preserve its response time.
Most would agree that is an odd result.
But that is what cities do. The number of fires in the country has declined by 60% over the past two decades, but that decline has had no
impact on the level of resources dedicated to fire departments.
In addition, city spending on fire operations varies enormously (see chart below). The City of Chula Vista in California spends $63 per capita
(adjusted) each year, while Cincinnati spends $333. What operational factors could drive such disparate spending levels? Are cities that
spend more significantly safer from fires than cities that spend less?
Spending on fire operations is just one example of why it is critical to revisit basic assumptions about what a city spends on the services it
provides and why. Such an exercise might not change those choices, but at least it makes them explicit.
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Figure 8: Estimating the Savings Opportunity for Unnamed City

The Path Forward
Like most studies of this type, more questions have been
generated than answers. Benchmarking is a blunt instrument;
it is more telescope than microscope. Benchmarking can find
useful patterns and direct paths of inquiry; rarely does
benchmarking specify a solution. In this case, the
benchmarking analysis suggests a path forward. First, let’s
summarize the findings:
•

Spending and employment levels varies widely among cities
delivering a similar set of services;

•

This variation in resource utilization cannot be explained by
exogenous factors such as differences in scale, geographic
coverage or labor market conditions;

•

Management choices – particularly those related to strategic
decisions dictating the scope and level of services delivered
and operating decisions impacting the productivity of labor –
appear to be the primary drivers of relative efficiency.

The challenge for city management is to quantify the
difference between their operations and those cities that
perform at a higher level of efficiency and determine how
much of that difference can be attributed to differences in
strategic choices and how much can be attributed to
differences in operational choices.

For those differences that are attributable to strategic choices,
cities need to revalidate those choices. If some cities can make
different choices and justify them to their constituents, then
that is powerful evidence that other cities can do so as well. In
any case, turning an implicit choice into an explicit choice is a
healthy exercise for any organization.
For those differences that are attributable to operating choices,
cities need to develop targeted operational improvement
initiatives to reduce or eliminate those differences. An
efficiency program of this type might include business process
redesign, re-organization efforts, automation through
technology, or outsourcing initiatives. Our recommendation
would be to centralize these efforts around a Chief Efficiency
Officer or an equivalent position.
There is no perfectly efficient organization out there. As this
study uncovered, within most local governments you will find a
mix of highly efficient and highly inefficient operating units.
The challenge is to figure out which is which. This, alas, is not
always as easy as it seems. Our hope is that this benchmarking
assessment can help cities ferret out the inefficiency that lurks
within their organizations. While it is just one step, it is an
important one.

Appendix - Of MICE and Methodology
In order to compare the relative efficiency of cities, a
methodology is required that accounts for several practical
challenges. These challenges include:
•

Defining efficiency. What does it mean to be “efficient” and
how do you measure it?

•

Accounting for differences in city missions. Cities in the
United States are generally chartered by states and are
authorized to deliver a variable set of services. How do you
create a benchmarking study that controls for those
differences?

•

Accounting for local operating conditions.  Spending and
employment across cities can be dependent on the amount of
activity they are required to perform. Cities also face different
cost environments (it costs 42% more to employ a police
officer in San Francisco than it does in Winston-Salem, NC).
How do you account for these differences in operating
environments?

Defining Efficiency

For the purposes of this study, one city is more efficient than
another if it can deliver a comparable set of services using
fewer resources.
In applying this definition of efficiency, the study acknowledges
that resource deployment levels can vary based on both
operational decisions and strategic decisions. Operational
decisions are those that are typically associated with efficiency
measures: how well is the work force trained and equipped,
how well is technology deployed, are services sourced
efficiently, etc.
For the purposes of this study, strategic decisions are also
included. Although cities are generally chartered to provide a
largely identical set of services, they have significant discretion
to determine the breadth and depth of those services. For
example, in “recreation services” cities make unique decisions
about the segment of the population they choose to provide
recreation services to, what those services are, and at what level
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they provide them. City A might provide a wide variety of
recreation services to seniors and youths of all socio-economic
backgrounds while City B offers a narrow set of services to low
income seniors only. For the purposes of this study, since City
B spends less on recreation on a per capita basis than City A
does, it will be considered more efficient.
It is important to remember that the point of this exercise is to
help cities understand where they should be looking for savings
opportunities. One place to look for savings are in areas where
a city is providing services at a level beyond that which their
peers are providing. Cities may be making conscious choices
to deliver services to broader populations or at higher levels
than other cities, but they should be aware of the costs they are
incurring to do so. For that reason, no adjustments have been
made to account for the differences in strategic choices that
cities make.
The study employs two proxies to capture this admittedly
broad measure of efficiency: spending per capita and
employment per capita. In other words, the study assumes that
the amount of money cities spend and the number of
employees they deploy to deliver a comparable set of services
– on a per capita basis - is indicative of their relative level of
efficiency.
To measure efficiency among cities, IBM has created the
Multivariate Index of City Efficiency (MICE). The MICE
combines the two major measures of efficiency – spending per
capita and employment per capita – into a single metric that
gives equal weight to each measure. The resulting score is
then applied to a scale that applies the rating of “1” to the most
efficient city in the sample and a rating of “100” to the least
efficient city in the sample. The remaining 98 cities are then
arrayed on the scale based on how their MICE score compares
to the other cities in the sample.
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and operating decisions impacting the productivity of labor –
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There is no perfectly efficient organization out there. As this
study uncovered, within most local governments you will find a
mix of highly efficient and highly inefficient operating units.
The challenge is to figure out which is which. This, alas, is not
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decisions are those that are typically associated with efficiency
measures: how well is the work force trained and equipped,
how well is technology deployed, are services sourced
efficiently, etc.
For the purposes of this study, strategic decisions are also
included. Although cities are generally chartered to provide a
largely identical set of services, they have significant discretion
to determine the breadth and depth of those services. For
example, in “recreation services” cities make unique decisions
about the segment of the population they choose to provide
recreation services to, what those services are, and at what level
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they provide them. City A might provide a wide variety of
recreation services to seniors and youths of all socio-economic
backgrounds while City B offers a narrow set of services to low
income seniors only. For the purposes of this study, since City
B spends less on recreation on a per capita basis than City A
does, it will be considered more efficient.
It is important to remember that the point of this exercise is to
help cities understand where they should be looking for savings
opportunities. One place to look for savings are in areas where
a city is providing services at a level beyond that which their
peers are providing. Cities may be making conscious choices
to deliver services to broader populations or at higher levels
than other cities, but they should be aware of the costs they are
incurring to do so. For that reason, no adjustments have been
made to account for the differences in strategic choices that
cities make.
The study employs two proxies to capture this admittedly
broad measure of efficiency: spending per capita and
employment per capita. In other words, the study assumes that
the amount of money cities spend and the number of
employees they deploy to deliver a comparable set of services
– on a per capita basis - is indicative of their relative level of
efficiency.
To measure efficiency among cities, IBM has created the
Multivariate Index of City Efficiency (MICE). The MICE
combines the two major measures of efficiency – spending per
capita and employment per capita – into a single metric that
gives equal weight to each measure. The resulting score is
then applied to a scale that applies the rating of “1” to the most
efficient city in the sample and a rating of “100” to the least
efficient city in the sample. The remaining 98 cities are then
arrayed on the scale based on how their MICE score compares
to the other cities in the sample.
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Accounting For Differences in City Missions

American cities come in a variety of flavors. Our country’s
federalized governing structure means that cities are generally
incorporated by state legislatures and those legislatures have
significant discretion to determine what activities cities are
authorized to perform. Some cities run zoos and museums
while others run libraries and senior centers. Some manage
school systems while others operate airports. For
benchmarking purposes, it is critical that these differences in
service missions be accounted for.
Cities also vary in terms of their governance structures. Some
cities – such as Louisville – are combined city and county
governments sitting on the same geographic footprint. Others
- like Charlotte-Mecklenburg County - are consolidated in
some areas and not in others, with the city serving one
geography and the county serving another. Some cities
provide a set of municipal services locally and some regionally:
Las Vegas looks like a city in every way except that its police
department serves the entire Las Vegas metropolitan region.
The challenge for this study has been to identify these
differences among cities and to minimize - to the extent
possible – the impact they might have when comparing their
operating economics. This has been accomplished in two
ways:
1. Efficiency comparisons are based on core local government 		
services only5. Since there is some variation in the services 		
that cities are chartered to provide, it is important to 		
exclude hose that are not (more or less) universally shared. 		
Of the 58 spending categories surveyed, 40 were included in
the efficiency index. These categories constitute 79% of the
total spending captured in the study.
2. Budget data is analyzed using the appropriate baseline 		
metrics. In Las Vegas, for example, the city’s per capita 		
spending on police services is calculated based on the 		
population of the metro region that the department serves. 		
The city population is employed for the balance of the city’s
services.

IBM Global Business Services

While not perfect, the methodology effectively eliminates any
material impacts variations in governance structures might
have on the study’s results.
Accounting For Local Operating Conditions

Each city faces a unique operating environment. Some cities
are larger than other cities. Some cities have more crime than
other cities. Some have more parks. Some cities have broader
missions than others. Some are simply more expensive. To
compensate for these differences, the study applies a
normalization process. Three major normalization factors
have been employed:
1. Spending and employment data is compared on a per capita
basis. Ultimately, local governments are chartered to 		
delivery a set of core services to their constituents. The 		
level of resources they deploy to deliver those services on a 		
per person basis is the most compelling means for 			
comparing efficiency.
2. Spending and employment on police services has been 		
normalized by crime rate. The rationale is that cities with 		
higher crime rates are likely to dedicate more resources to 		
police services (which is in fact the case).
3. All spending data has been weighted using the Council of 		
Community and Economic Research’s ACCRA Cost of 		
Living Index. Cost of living varies considerably across the 		
country and cities compete, by and large, in local and not 		
national labor markets.
Additional normalization is possible, and in fact additional
factors were tested for possible inclusion. For example, it was
hypothesized that parks maintenance spending might correlate
with parks acreage under management and that fire response
spending would correlate with geographic coverage. However,
no correlation between spending and these factors could be
found, so those factors were not included in the normalization
process. While additional normalization is likely possible, it
appears that further efforts in this regard will yield rapidly
diminishing returns and will not materially impact the results.

Data Sources

The analysis relies on authorized spending and employment
data as portrayed in the most recently enacted budgets of these
cities (primarily fiscal year 2010 or 2011). The spending and
employment data from each city has been distributed across
the spending categories. Since cities do not conform to a
uniform organizational and budgeting structure, spending was
allocated to these categories on a “best efforts” basis. While in
some instances this is a challenging exercise (several cities have
been eliminated from the study because their budget structures
were too non-conforming), the vast majority of the spending
was allocated with little difficulty.
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IBM and Smarter Government
Government plays an increasingly central role in our economic
lives. In the United States, government will be responsible for
more that 4 out of every 10 dollars spent within our economy
in 2010. Perhaps even more importantly, large sections of the
private economy – health care, financial services,
communications, and energy to name just a few – are more
closely integrated with government than ever before.
Traditional lines between the private and public sectors are
becoming less distinct, and the overall performance of our
economy is now dependent on improved cooperation and
alignment between private companies and government.
Getting government right – that is, making sure that it
operates in a highly efficient and effective manner – has never
been more important.
In recognition of the fact that the performance of government
is the public’s collective responsibility, IBM has launched its
Smarter Government program. Our goal is help governments
inject intelligence into their decision support processes,
business operations and public infrastructure to improve
performance and deliver better public outcomes.
Governments need to maximize the public value they generate
through every dollar they spend. We think we can help.
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Exhibit M
International City/County Management Association (ICMA),
“CNN-Money Magazine 100 Best Small Cities with
Form of Government and ICMA Member” (2012)

http://icma.org/en/icma/knowledge_network/documents/kn/Document/303593/
CNNMoney_Magazine_100_Best_Small_Cities_with_Form_of_Government_and_ICMA_Member

CNN Money Magazine "Best Places to Live (2011)
[with forms of government and ICMA members]

Rank

Municipality

State

1

Louisville

Colorado

Population
(Money Magazine )
18,400

2

Milton

Massachusetts

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Solon
Leesburg
Papillion
Hanover
Liberty
Middleton
Mukilteo
Chanhassen
Sharon
Farmington
Johnston
Arden Hills
Sammamish
Acton
Montville
Newcastle
Castle Rock
Superior
Hunter's Creek
South Brunswick
North Salt Lake
Mason
West Goshen
Ridgewood
Murphy
Chelmsford
Parker
Highland Heights

Ohio
Virginia
Nebraska
New Hampshire
Missouri
Wisconsin
Washington
Minnesota
Massachusetts
Utah
Iowa
Minnesota
Washington
Massachusetts
New Jersey
Washington
Colorado
Colorado
Florida
New Jersey
Utah
Ohio
Pennsylvania
New Jersey
Texas
Massachusetts
Colorado
Ohio

Form of Government

ICMA Member Manager (if applicable)

Council-Manager

Malcolm H. Fleming, City Manager

27,000

Representative Town Meeting

N/A

23,300
42,600
18,900
8,600
29,100
17,400
20,300
23,000
17,500
18,300
15,500
9,600
46,700
22,000
21,800
10,200
37,200
12,900
11,700
42,000
13,800
33,100
8,900
24,500
10,700
35,300
41,000
8,500

Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Town Meeting
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Town Meeting
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Town Meeting
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Community Association
Commission
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council

N/A
John A. Wells, Town Manager
Daniel E. Hoins, City Administrator
Julia N. Griffin, Town Manager
Curtis C. Wenson, City Administrator
Michael K. Davis, City Administrator
N/A
Todd R. Gerhardt, City Manager
Benjamin Puritz, Town Administrator
Dave Millheim, City Manager
James Sanders, City Manager
Patrick Klaers, City Administrator
Bunyamin B. Yazici, City Manager
Steven L. Ledoux, Town Manager
N/A
Robert T. Wyman, City Manager
Mark C. Stevens, Town Manager
Matthew G. Magley, Town Manager
N/A
N/A
Damon B. Edwards, City Manager
Eric Hansen, City Manager
Casey LaLonde, Township Manager
Currently no ICMA MBR
James L. Fisher, City Manager
Currently no ICMA MBR
G. Randolph Young, Town Administrator
N/A

31
32
33
34

Horsham
Twinsburg
Madison
Herndon

Pennsylvania
Ohio
New Jersey
Virginia

14,300
18,500
16,200
24,800

Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager

William T. Walker, Township Manager
Robert S. Kagler, Township Manager
N/A
Arthur A. Anselene, Town Manager

35

Montclair

Virginia

19,800

Property Association in PWC

N/A

36

Oakton

Virginia

33,400

37
38
39

Tolland
South Windsor
Simsbury

Connecticut
Connecticut
Connecticut

15,000
25,600
23,200

40

Montgomery Village

Maryland

41,200

41
42
43
44

Lake St. Louis
Springboro
Easton
Lino Lakes

Missouri
Ohio
Massachusetts
Minnesota

14,300
16,800
22,900
20,000

45

Ardmore

Pennsylvania

12,900

Pennsylvania

27,800

UNKNOWN

Tobias M. Cordek, Township Manager

Kansas
Indiana
Illinois
Indiana
Minnesota
Minnesota
New Jersey
Illinois
Indiana
Virginia
California
Illinois
Pennsylvania
New York

48,800
26,100
40,300
49,400
28,500
25,900
39,300
27,100
20,200
12,300
32,400
26,100
15,600
18,900

Mayor-Council
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
UNKNOWN
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Commission
Council-Manager

Eric Wade, City Administrator
N/A
Joseph E. Breinig, Village Manager
N/A
Barry A. Stock, City Administrator
Terry C. Schwerm, City Manager
N/A
Mark T. Franz, Village Manager
Dale Cheatham, Town Manager
James W. Zumwalt, City Manager
Currently no ICMA MBR
Currently no ICMA MBR
N/A
Richard C. Slingerland, Jr., Village Manager

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

McCandless
Township
Lenexa
Westfield
Carol Stream
Noblesville
Savage
Shoreview
Hillsborough
Glen Ellyn
Brownsburg
Manassas Park
Walnut
Oswego
West Norriton
Mamaroneck

Census-Designated Area in
Fairfax County
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Town Meeting
Census-Designated
Place/Unincoportated
Montgomery County
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Town Meeting
Mayor-Council
Census-Designated Place in
Delaware and Montgomery
Counties

N/A
Steven R. Werbner, Town Manager
Matthew B. Galligan, Sr., Town Manager
Thomas F. Cooke, Dir. of Admin. Services
N/A
Paul D. Markworth, City Administrator
Christine A. Thompson, City Manager
David A. Colton, Town Administrator
N/A
N/A

61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97

Webster Groves
Plainfield
North Logan
La Palma
Whitefish Bay
Black Forest
Eldersburg
The Colony
West Linn
Harrison
Germantown
Urbandale
Cheshire
North Liberty
Saratoga Springs
Nanuet
Cibolo
Pearl River
Hernando
Ballwin
Lindon
Crofton
Clayton
Columbus
Draper
Ankeny
Merrimack
Portland
Brandon
Dover
Peachtree City
Wells Branch
Keller
Franklin
Bettendorf
Madison
Winter Springs

Missouri
Indiana
Utah
California
Wisconsin
Colorado
Maryland
Texas
Oregon
New York
Wisconsin
Iowa
Connecticut
Iowa
New York
New York
Texas
New York
Mississippi
Missouri
Utah
Maryland
California
Nebraska
Utah
Iowa
New Hampshire
Connecticut
Mississippi
New Hampshire
Georgia
Texas
Texas
Wisconsin
Iowa
Alabama
Florida

22,200
22,200
9,100
15,700
14,000
21,800
31,200
46,100
26,200
24,100
20,600
39,700
29,900
10,500
27,800
18,100
9,000
15,700
12,800
30,500
11,100
20,900
10,500
21,800
37,100
38,600
26,500
9,600
24,200
30,500
35,900
13,900
47,500
37,300
34,700
40,200
33,700

Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
UNKNOWN
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
UNKNOWN
UNKNOWN
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Commission
UNKNOWN
Mayor-Council
UNKNOWN
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
UNKNOWN
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
Town Meeting
Town Meeting
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Council-Manager
UNKNOWN
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager

Steven Wylie, City Manager
Richard A. Carlucci, Town Manager
N/A
Dominic D. Lazzaretto, City Manager
Patrick A. DeGrave, City Manager
N/A
N/A
Troy Charles Powell, City Manager
Christopher A. Jordan, City Manager
N/A
David R. Schornack, Village Administrator
AJ Johnson, City Manager
Michael A. Milone, Town Manager
Ryan C. Heiar, City Administrator
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
Chip Johnson, Mayor (Should we count?)
Robert A. Kuntz, City Administrator
Currently no ICMA MBR
N/A
Gary A. Napper, City Manager
Joseph A. Mangiamelli, City Administrator
Layne P. Long, City Manager
Carl M. Metzger, City Manager
Eileen Cabanel, Town Manager (PSMBR)
N/A
N/A
J. Michael Joyal Jr., City Manager
James L. Pennington, City Manager
N/A
Dan O'Leary, City Manager (PSMBR)
Mark W. Luberda, City Manager
Decker P. Ploehn, City Administrator
N/A
Kevin L. Smith, City Manager

98
99
100

South Elgin
Oregon
Sherwood

Illinois
Wisconsin
Oregon

22,300
9,200
17,000

Council-Manager
Mayor-Council
Council-Manager

Currently no ICMA MBR
Michael G. Gracz, Village Administrator
Vacant/Was Jim Patterson (PSMBR)

Exhibit N
National Civic League, Model City Charter (Eighth Edition) (2003)

Eighth Edition
Model
City
Charter
A Publication of the
National Civic League
National Civic League
National Headquarters
1445 Market Street, Suite 300
Denver, Colorado 80202-1717
Office: 303-571-4343
Fax: 303-571-4404
Web: www.ncl.org
Washington D.C. Office
1319 F Street N.W. Suite 204
Washington, D.C. 20004
Office: 202-783-2961
Fax: 202-347-2161

Model City Charter, Eighth Edition
Copyright © 2003 National Civic League, Inc
All rights reserved; unauthorized duplication by any means is a violation
of applicable law.
To obtain additional copies, contact:
National Civic League Press
1445 Market Street, Suite 300
Denver, Colorado 80202-1717
Office: 303-571-4343
Fax: 303-571-4404
Web: www.ncl.org
Email: ncl@ncl.org
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Article III
CITY MANAGER
Introduction.
In the council-manager plan, the city manager is continuously responsible to the city council, the
elected representatives of the people.
Section 3.01. Appointment; Qualifications; Compensation.
The city council by a majority vote of its total membership shall appoint a city manager for
an indefinite term and fix the manager's compensation. The city manager shall be
appointed solely on the basis of education and experience in the accepted competencies
and practices of local government management. The manager need not be a resident of
the city or state at the time of appointment, but may reside outside the city while in office
only with the approval of the council.
Commentary.
Six of the twelve items in the Code of Ethics established by the International City/County
Management Association (ICMA) for members of the city management profession refer to the
manager's relationships to the popularly elected officials:
Be dedicated to the concepts of effective and democratic local government by
responsible elected officials and believe that professional general management is
essential to the achievement of this objective.
Be dedicated to the highest ideals of honor and integrity in all public and personal
relationships in order that the member may merit the respect and confidence of the
elected officials, of other officials and employees, and of the public.
Submit policy proposals to elected officials; provide them with facts and advice on
matters of policy as a basis for making decisions and setting community goals; and
uphold and implement municipal policies adopted by elected officials.
Recognize that elected representatives of the people are entitled to the credit for the
establishment of local government policies; responsibility for policy execution rests
with members [of ICMA, i.e., city managers]. Refrain from all political activities,
which undermine public confidence in professional administrators. Refrain from
participation in the election of the members of the employing legislative body
[including the mayor].
Keep the community informed on local government affairs; encourage
communication between citizens and all local government officers; emphasize

friendly and courteous service to the public; and seek to improve the quality and
image of public service.
(The ICMA Code of Ethics can be found online at www.icma.org. The other items in the code refer
to the manager's personal and professional beliefs and conduct.)
As a professional administrator, the manager must be trained and experienced in the
effective management of public service delivery. The manager must use this expertise to
efficiently and effectively execute the policies adopted by the elected city council.
Furthermore, the manager's breadth of knowledge and experience in the increasingly
complex areas of local government operations obligates him or her to assist the elected
council in the policy-making process. The policy role of managers has been central to the
definition of the manager's position from the beginning and continues to be readily
acknowledged.
Appointment of the manager by majority vote of the entire membership of the council, not
simply a majority of a quorum, assures undisputed support for the appointee. Appointment
"for an indefinite term" discourages contracting for a specified term or an arrangement that
reduces the discretion of the council to remove a manager.
The requirement that the manager be "appointed solely on the basis of education and experience in
the accepted competencies and practices of local public management" was added to the eighth
edition to stress the basic principle of the council-manager form that the manager is a qualified
professional executive. The precise level of education and experience required for the manager will
vary from one municipality to the other depending on such factors as size of population and
finances.
A useful guideline for the minimum qualifications for a city manager would be:
A master's degree with a concentration in public administration, public affairs or public
policy and two years' experience in an appointed managerial or administrative
position in a local government or a bachelor's degree and 5 years of such experience
(for more information see ICMA's voluntary credentialing program at
www.icma.org).
While it is preferable for a manager to live in the community during employment, the Model does
not require it. This flexible approach allows communities to attract and retain the most qualified
individuals and accommodates the problem of housing availability and cost. It also enables two or
more communities to employ a single manager.
Increasingly, appointment of the manager involves an employment agreement between the
municipality and the manager. These agreements can cover all aspects of the manager's job,
including salary, other forms of compensation, duties, performance standards, evaluation, and
severance procedures. Employment agreements provide mutual protection for the manager and the
local government. However, they are not tenure agreements and do not impede the council's power
to remove the manager. A model employment agreement can be found at
http://icma.org/documents/icma_model_employee_agreement.doc.

Section 3.02. Removal.
If the city manager declines to resign at the request of the city council, the city council may
suspend the manager by a resolution approved by the majority of the total membership of
the city council. Such resolution shall set forth the reasons for suspension and proposed
removal. A copy of such resolution shall be served immediately upon the city manager.
The city manager shall have fifteen days in which to reply thereto in writing, and upon
request, shall be afforded a public hearing, which shall occur not earlier than ten days nor
later than fifteen days after such hearing is requested. After the public hearing, if one is
requested, and after full consideration, the city council by a majority vote of its total
membership may adopt a final resolution of removal. The city manager shall continue to
receive full salary until the effective date of a final resolution of removal.
Commentary.
This section provides an orderly removal procedure when a manager declines to resign at the
request of the council. This section does not protect the city manager's tenure. However, it assures
that any unjust charges will come to light and be answered, by providing for presentation to the
manager of a statement of reasons for removal in the preliminary resolution and the opportunity for
the manager to be heard if he or she so requests. As an additional protection, this section requires a
vote of a majority of all the members to pass a removal resolution, thereby preventing a minority
from acting as the majority in a quorum.
The council may delay the effective date of the final removal resolution in order to provide for
termination pay. When an employment agreement exists between the city and the city manager,
termination pay should be covered in that agreement.

Section 3.03. Acting City Manager.
By letter filed with the city clerk, the city manager shall designate a city officer or employee
to exercise the powers and perform the duties of city manager during the manager's
temporary absence or disability; the city council may revoke such designation at any time
and appoint another officer of the city to serve until the city manager returns.
Commentary.
To remove doubt as to the identity of the acting city manager, the manager must designate a city
officer or employee to serve as acting city manager during the temporary absence or disability of
the manager. The council is free, of course, to replace the acting city manager if it is dissatisfied
with performance. The acting city manager is not entitled to the protection of the removal procedure
afforded the manager by § 3.02.

Section 3.04. Powers and Duties of the City Manager.
The city manager shall be the chief executive officer of the city, responsible to the council
for the management of all city affairs placed in the manager's charge by or under this
charter. The city manager shall:
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)

Appoint and suspend or remove all city employees and appointive
administrative officers provided for by or under this charter, except as
otherwise provided by law, this charter or personnel rules adopted pursuant
to this charter. The city manager may authorize any administrative officer
subject to the manager's direction and supervision to exercise these powers
with respect to subordinates in that officer's department, office or agency;
Direct and supervise the administration of all departments, offices and
agencies of the city, except as otherwise provided by this charter or by law;
Attend all city council meetings. The city manager shall have the right to take
part in discussion but shall not vote;
See that all laws, provisions of this charter and acts of the city council,
subject to enforcement by the city manager or by officers subject to the
manager's direction and supervision, are faithfully executed;
Prepare and submit the annual budget and capital program to the city
council, and implement the final budget approved by council to achieve the
goals of the city;
Submit to the city council and make available to the public a complete report
on the finances and administrative activities of the city as of the end of each
fiscal year;
Make such other reports as the city council may require concerning
operations;
Keep the city council fully advised as to the financial condition and future
needs of the city;
Make recommendations to the city council concerning the affairs of the city
and facilitate the work of the city council in developing policy;
Provide staff support services for the mayor and council members;
Assist the council to develop long term goals for the city and strategies to
implement these goals;
Encourage and provide staff support for regional and intergovernmental
cooperation;
Promote partnerships among council, staff, and citizens in developing public
policy and building a sense of community; and
Perform such other duties as are specified in this charter or may be required
by the city council.

Commentary.
Although this section equips the manager with the necessary legal authority to discharge
administrative responsibilities, the manager's authority may be limited in some states by provisions

Exhibit O
City Manager Job Description, City of Grass Valley, California

City of Grass Valley
JOB DESCRIPTION

City Manager
Title: City Manager
Summary of Job Purpose:
The City Manager is an executive management level classification, under general policy
guidance from the City Council and directly accountable to the City Council. The City
Manager plans, organizes, integrates, directs, administers, fiscally controls, reviews and
evaluates the activities, operations, programs and services of the City of Grass Valley;
serves as the top appointed executive in the City, responsible for carrying out policies
and programs determined by the elected City Council; ensures development and
execution of the City 's annual budget, goals and work plans; represents the City's
interests with other levels and agencies of government; effectively serves the needs of
the community at large and business interests, while complying with applicable laws
and regulations; and performs related duties as assigned by the City Council.
Supervision Received and Exercised:
Direction is provided by the City Council and appointed by the City Council.
Responsibilities include the direct and indirect supervision of executive service,
managerial, professional, technical, contracting and clerical personnel.
Essential Functions (Illustrative Only):
The duties listed below are intended only as illustrative of the various types of work that
may be performed.
1. Prepares and submits to the City Council semi-annual reports of financial and
administrative activities.
2. Keeps the Council advised of financial conditions, programs progress, and present
and future needs of the City.
3. Directs the development, presentation and administration of the City budget and
oversees the financial revenues and expenditures.

This Job description indicates in general the nature and levels of work, skills, abilities and other essential functions (as covered under the
Americans with disabilities Act) expected of the incumbent. It is not designed to cover or contain a comprehensive listing of activities, duties, or
responsibilities required of the incumbent. Incumbent may be asked to perform other duties as required. The city of Grass Valley is an EQUAL
OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER.
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4. Plans, organizes, controls, integrates and evaluates the work of all City departments
to ensure the operations and services comply with the policies and direction set by the
City Council, and with all applicable laws and regulations.
5. Plans and evaluates management staff performance, establishes performance
requirements, regularly monitors performance and provides coaching for performance
improvements.
6. Appoints, trains, and motivates all City employees including taking disciplinary
action, up to and including termination in accordance with the City's personnel rules and
policies.
7. Provides leadership and works with the executive team concerning administrative
and operational problems to develop and retain highly competent public service oriented
staff through selection, compensation, training, and day to day management practices
that support the City's mission and operational plans and objectives.
8. Assesses community and citizen needs and ensures objectives and priorities are
focused on meeting those needs effectively, efficiently, and with high quality municipal
services; directs development and implementation of initiatives for service quality
improvement; provides day to day leadership and works with the executive team to
ensure a high performance, service oriented work environment consistent with sound
management principals. Maintain good working relationships with key community
constituencies.
9. Works closely with the City Council, other governmental agencies, a variety of
private and community organizations, and business and citizen groups in developing
and implementing programs to achieve City priorities and solve community problems;
directs and coordinates preparation of reports and recommendations on public policy
issues and on long range plans for City services; develops and coordinates proposals
for action on current and future City needs; represents the City and works closely with
appointed boards, committees, public and private officials, and citizens to achieve
planned action and results.
10. Develops the Council meeting agenda, attends and participates in all City Council
meetings.
11. Directs and oversees the preparation of a wide variety of reports and presentations
for the City Council, citizen committees and outside agencies; oversees the preparation
of press releases and materials for dissemination to the media and the public; maintains
effective relationship with the media.
12. Directs and oversees the creation and maintenance of comprehensive effective
human resources management programs policies and systems; directs and monitors
the City's labor relations negotiations and labor relations programs; directs the
improvement of management systems to improve the City operations and effectiveness.
13. Participates in regional and state meetings, and professional and community
organizations on behalf of the City to stay abreast of trends related to municipal
programs.
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14. Provides personal leadership for projects and programs that are highly sensitive,
political or controversial.
15. Performs other or related duties as assigned.
Desired Qualifications:
Knowledge of:
Theory, principals, practices and techniques of organizational design and development ,
long range planning, public administration, public finance, municipal budgeting, financial
administration, program and policy formulation, purchasing, maintenance of public
records, and applicable state and federal laws and regulations governing the operations
and administration of a municipal agency; City functions and associated management,
financial and public policy issues, principals and practice of public personnel
management and labor management relations, principals and practices of effective
leadership and management, principals and practices of sound business
communications and effective public relations with community groups and agencies,
private businesses and other levels of government.
Ability to:
1. Provide effective leadership and coordinate the activities of the City operations.
2. Plan, integrate and direct a broad range of complex municipal services and
programs that will meet the changing needs of the community.
3. Perform complex analyses and research, evaluate alternatives, and develop sound
conclusions and recommendations in an understandable and effective manner, present
proposals and recommendations clearly and logically at public meetings.
4. Understand, interpret, explain and apply city, state and federal laws and regulations
governing the performance of City operations.
5. Evaluate, develop and implement management systems, policies and controls.
6. Establish and maintain effective working relationships with the Council and all City
departments and other governmental officials, community and civic organizations.
7. Plan, organize, select, supervise and evaluate assigned employees, and build a high
performance workforce.
8. Exercise tact and diplomacy in dealing with highly sensitive political, public policy,
community and employee issues and situations.
Qualifications:
To perform this job successfully, an incumbent must be able to perform each essential
duty satisfactorily. The requirements listed below are representative of the knowledge,
skill and / or ability required. Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable
individuals with disabilities to perform essential functions.
Education and Experience:
A typical way to obtain the knowledge, skills and ability to perform this job is:
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A bachelor’s degree from an accredited college or university, with major work in Public
Administration, Business, Accounting/ Finance. A Master's Degree in Public
Administration or Business Administration is preferable.
Eight years of progressively responsible administrative experience in municipal
government, including significant administrative, financial and personnel management
responsibilities, five (5) years experience as a city or county manager is preferable.
Certificates, Licenses, Registrations:
1. Must have a valid State of California class C driver’s license with an acceptable
driving record to attend meetings, training, or classes.
2. Pass appropriate background check prior to hire date
Language Skills:
Ability to read, write and communicate in English at an appropriate level for successful
job performance, effectively present information and respond to questions from
managers, employees, and general public.
Mathematical Skills:
Ability to use and understand basic and more complex mathematical concepts such as:
adding, subtracting, multiplying, dividing, fractions, percentages and statistics.
Reasoning Ability:
Ability to apply common sense understanding to carry out instructions furnished in
written, oral or diagram form; analyze and resolve problems involving a variety of
situations using standard industry and departmental processes and/or procedures.
Ability to define problems, collect data, establish facts, and articulate valid conclusions;
and interpret an extensive variety of regulatory or technical instructions.
Physical Demands:
The physical demands described here are representative of those that must be met by
an employee to successfully perform the essential functions of this job.
While performing the duties of this job the employee is regularly required to stand, walk,
sit, drive, use hands and fingers, handle or feel, reach with hands and arms, grasp,
hold, and manipulate office equipment and speak and hear. The employee is
occasionally required to carry up to 25 pounds alone. The employee may occasionally
be required to stoop, crawl, crouch, balance or climb short distances. Specific vision
ability required b this job includes close vision, color vision, peripheral vision, depth
perception and ability to adjust focus with or without ocular aids.
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Working Environment:
The work environment is typical of an office setting with associated noise from office
equipment, building HVAC, adjacent roadway activity and other employees.
General:
The City reserves the right to revise or change classification duties and responsibilities
as the need arises. This description does not constitute a written or implied contract of
employment.
I have read and understand the contents of this job description, and I have received a
copy of this job description for my records.
Print Name: _____________________________________________
Signature: ________________________________

Date: ____________________
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Exhibit P
Charter, Article IV, City of Grass Valley, California (2012)

4/26/2016

Grass Valley, CA Code of Ordinances

ARTICLE IV - FORM OF GOVERNMENT
Section 1. - Council - Administrator; established.
Unless otherwise provided by ordinance, the municipal government established by this Charter shall
be conducted under the "Council-Administrator" form of government.
Section 2. - City administrator—Selection and quali某cations.
There shall be a city administrator who shall be the chief administrative o杕cer of the city. The council
shall appoint the person it believes to be best quali某ed on the basis of executive and administrative
quali某cations, with speci某c reference to experience in, and knowledge of, accepted practice in respect to
the duties of the o杕ce as set forth in this Charter.
Section 3. - City administrator—Appointment, removal, powers and duties.
The appointment, removal, compensation, powers and duties of the city administrator shall be
established by ordinance.

http://www.cityofgrassvalley.com/government/municipal-codes
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Exhibit Q
Municipal Code, Section 2.05 (City Manager),
City of Grass Valley, California (thru Jan. 31, 2015)

4/26/2016

Grass Valley, CA Code of Ordinances

Title 2 - ADMINISTRATION AND PERSONNEL
Chapters:
Chapter 2.05 - CITY MANAGER
Sections:
2.05.010 - Established.
The council-manager form of government is adopted for the city. There is established the position,
duties and oāce of city manager for the city.
A.

The position of city manager is hereby created to be 깳lled by a non-civil service employee exempt
from Article IX of the city Charter and not by a merit or classi깳ed service employee.

B.

The city manager shall be the chief executive and administrative oācer of the city.

C.

The city manager shall be appointed by the city council wholly on the basis of his or her
administrative and executive ability and quali깳cations.

D.

The city manager shall serve at the pleasure of the city council.

(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.020 - Reference to administrator.
Whenever the word "administrator" or" city administrator" appears in existing ordinances, it shall be
deemed to mean and refer to the city manager, and all ordinances not expressly repealed by this chapter
and not inconsistent with the provisions of this chapter, referring to or respecting the rights, duties,
powers and obligations of the administrator, are continued in full force and eect.
(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.030 - Appointment of city manager.
A. The city council shall appoint a city manager for an inde깳nite term.
B.

The salary of the city manager shall be established by the city council at a level commensurate with
the responsibilities of the position.

C.

The city manager shall serve under the terms of an employment agreement, which shall establish
salary, provide for bene깳ts, termination compensation, and terms and conditions of employment.

D.

At time of appointment, the city manager need not be a resident of the city or state but shall be
selected solely for his or her executive and administrative quali깳cations.

E.

No person elected as a member of the city council of the City of Grass Valley shall, subsequent to such
election, be eligible for appointment as city manager until one year has elapsed after such city council
member shall have ceased to be a member of the city council.

(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.040 - Powers and duties.
The city manager shall be chief executive and administrative oācer of the city under the direction and
control of the city council. Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, the city manager shall be
responsible for the eācient administration of all the aairs of the city that are under his or her control, by
https://www2.municode.com/library/ca/grass_valley/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT2ADPE&showChanges=true
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law or by direction of the city council. In addition to the general powers as administrative head, the city
manager shall have the following speci깳c duties, responsibilities and powers:
A.

To enforce all laws and ordinances of the city and see that all franchises, contracts, permits and
privileges granted by the city council are faithfully observed.

B.

To control order and give direction to all heads of departments, other than the city attorney, and
to subordinates oācers and employees of the city under his or her jurisdiction.

C.

To appoint, promote, demote, discipline, transfer, or remove, any and all oācers and employees
of the city, excepting elective oācers and the city attorney. The city manager may also grant
severance packages in an amount authorized by the city council, to any and all oācers and
employees of the city, excepting elective oācers and the city attorney.
1.

The city manager shall consult with the city council prior to appointing, dismissing or taking
disciplinary action against the chief of police.

D.

To establish an organizational structure of oāces, departments, positions and units within the
city as may be indicated in the interest of eācient, eective, and economical conduct of the city's
business.

E.

To keep the city council fully informed and advised of the 깳nancial, administrative, physical, and
operational condition of the city and of its future needs in each area, and make such
recommendations and present such plans and programs concerning the aairs of the city as he
or she shall deem to be necessary or desirable.

F.

To recommend to the city council the adoption of such ordinances and resolutions as deemed
necessary or appropriate.

G.

To attend all meetings of the city council unless excused by the city council or appoint a
designated representative.

H.

To prepare and submit the proposed annual budget to the city council for its approval and
administer the city budget and capital improvement plan once approved.

I.

To be responsible for purchasing in accordance with municipal, state and federal codes for all
departments of the city.

J.

To negotiate contracts, agreements, purchases and other actions subject to council approval and
may sign, in lieu of the mayor, on behalf of the city.

K.

To administer all contracts of which the city is a party, and assure that the city's interests are
safeguarded, terms are enforced and all elements of any contract are faithfully administered,
delegating such oversight and authority as he or she deems appropriate.

L.

To investigate, when necessary, the aairs of the city and any department or division thereof and
any contract obligation of the city; further, it shall be the duty of the city manager to investigate
all complaints in relation to matters concerning the administration of the city government and in
regard to the service maintained by the public utilities in the city.

M.

To exercise general supervision over all public buildings, public parks, public facilities, and all
other real and personal property, assets, utilities, and other public properties which are under
the control and jurisdiction of the city.

N.

Cooperate with all community organizations whose purpose is to serve the welfare and best
interests of the city and its people, business and organizations, and to provide such persons,
businesses and organizations, within lawful limits, assistance through the city government.

O.
https://www2.municode.com/library/ca/grass_valley/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT2ADPE&showChanges=true
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Prepare the city council agenda to ensure all matters concerning the attention of the city council
are included in a timely manner.
P.

To perform such other duties and exercise such other powers as may be delegated to the city
manager from time to time by ordinance or resolution or other oācial action of the city council.

Q.

To perform the duties of labor relations director, risk manager, oversight of redevelopment
successor, and such other duties as may be appointed or assumed from time to time.

R.

To evaluate, at least annually, the performance of all department heads, the city clerk, and such
other employees who report to the city manager.

S.

To represent the city in its public, media and intergovernmental relations.

T.

To assure that employees and volunteers are adequately trained.

U.

To 깳le and prosecute actions on behalf of the city in the small claims courts. With the written
consent of the city attorney, the city manager is authorized to reduce the claim of the city by an
amount not in excess of the jurisdictional limits of the small claims court as established by Code
of Civil Procedure Section 116.2 then in eect, in order to bring the claim within the jurisdictional
maximum amount of a small claims court.

V.

To issue administrative directives, general rules and regulations as he/she may deem necessary
for the general conduct of the city and its departments.

(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.050 - Relations with city council.
The city council and its members shall deal with the administrative services of the city only through
the city manager and shall not interfere with the execution of the powers and duties of the city manager,
except for purposes of inquiry. Neither the city council nor any member thereof shall give orders to any
subordinates of the city manager, except that this limitation and prohibition does not apply to the city
council's relations with the city attorney.
(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.060 - Department cooperation.
It shall be the duty of all subordinate oācers and employees and the city attorney to assist the city
manager in administering the aairs of the city, eāciently, economically, and harmoniously.
(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.070 - Attendance at commission meetings.
A. The city manager may attend any and all meetings of the planning commission, and any other
commission, board or committee created by the city council, upon his or her own volition or on
direction of the city council. At such meetings which the city manager attends, he or she shall be
heard by such commission, board or commission as to all matters upon which he or she wishes to
address the members.
B.

The city manager shall cooperate to the fullest extent with the members of commissions, boards or
committees appointed by the city council.

(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )

2.05.080 - Removal of city manager.
The city manager may be removed from his or her position in accordance with this section.
https://www2.municode.com/library/ca/grass_valley/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT2ADPE&showChanges=true
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A.

During a period of ninety days immediately following any change in the composition of the city
council, by election or appointment, the city council shall take no action whether immediate or
prospective, to remove the city manager from oāce. The purpose of this provision is to allow any
newly elected or appointed member to the city council to observe the actions and ability of the
city manager in the performance of the oāce of city manager.

B.

The city manager shall at all times serve at the pleasure of the city council and, subject to the
provisions of this section, may be removed from oāce at any time, other than as described in
paragraph (A) by three aārmative votes of city councilmembers, with or without cause.

C.

The removal of the city manager shall be eected only by the city council and shall be done in
accordance with all applicable laws and ordinances and in compliance with the city manager's
employment agreement, provided no such agreement may control over the city Charter or this
Code.

(Ord. No. 747, § 2, 10-22-2013 )
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Exhibit R
County Manager Job Description, Coconino County, Arizona

Class Title: County Manager
Bargaining Unit: Not Applicable
Class Code: 1044
Salary: $0.00 Hourly
$0.00 Annually

Print Job Information
Nature of Work Benefits
Under direction of the Board of Supervisors, provides administrative and managerial
direction as the organization's chief administrative officer. Responsible for policy
implementation, direction of programs/service delivery, and resources management of the
organization; performs related work as assigned.
Typical Duties:
Illustrative Only)
• Implementation and administration of policies established by the Board of Supervisors,
including the County budget
• Interacts with County-elected officials, other governmental agencies, and community
groups
• Provides support for Board of Supervisors' initiatives and programs
• Be responsive to citizen requests and inquiries
• Supervision of appointed department heads
• Other duties as assigned
Minimum Qualifications:
Bachelor's Degree in relevant field and significant years of experience in a
political/governmental environment; or any combination of education, training and
experience which demonstrates the ability to perform the duties of the position.
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS:
A Master's degree is preferred.
Knowledge, Skills and Abilities:
• Thorough knowledge of:
- Principles and practices of public administration
- Public organizational policy analysis
- Legislative process
• Considerable knowledge of:
- Principles and practices of departmental administration, management, supervision,
research methods, business English and report writing
• General knowledge of:
- Use of technology to enhance workflow

• Ability to:
- Analyze complex administrative problems and recommend solutions
- Develop and implement management decisions and policies
- Interpret County policies and actions to diverse ethnic, cultural, social and business
groups
- Represent the Board of Supervisors
- Effectively carry out difficult and complex assignments requiring considerable
independent judgment and initiative with a minimum of supervision
- Plan, initiate, and manage projects from beginning to end, with minimal direction
- Work safely and support the culture of workplace safety
- Establish and maintain effective working relationships with elected officials, appointed
department directors, staff, other agencies, the media and the general public
- Follow written and oral instructions
- Communicate effectively both orally and in writing
:
• Competencies and Characteristics:
In addition to the knowledge, skills and experience described above, the ideal candidate
can best be described as:
- Outstanding leader and motivator; inclusive and team-oriented with a focus on
accountability
- Possesses a big picture orientation; strategic and visionary while also being fully
engaged in County programs and services
- Politically aware/astute, yet apolitical; able to understand the politics of the community
- Understands the policy-setting role of the Board of Supervisors and the role of the
County Manager to execute and implement policy
- Understands the complexities of county government with multiple elected officials at the
Board and department levels; able to effectively work within this structure
- Outstanding, proactive communicator who treats all Board members equally
- Motivated to draw on experience in change management to effect positive results in a
growing/transforming organization; can develop a more sophisticated, progressive
organization
- Understands the complexities of county government with multiple elected officials at the
Board and department levels; able to effectively work within this structure
- Outstanding, proactive communicator who treats all Board members equally
- Motivated to draw on experience in change management to effect positive results in a
growing/transforming organization; can develop a more sophisticated, progressive
organization
- Available, accessible and responsive
- Motivated to draw on experience in change management to effect positive results in a
growing/transforming organization; can develop a more sophisticated, progressive
organization
- Available, accessible and responsive
- Sensitive to and values a culturally and geographically diverse community with
demonstrated ability to work with diverse communities.
- Possesses a positive, can-do attitude; a problem-solver who is decisive when appropriate
- Relationship-builder; collaborative and inclusive; will embrace the family-oriented
organizational culture of the County
- Enjoys a passion for public service/values local services
- Willing to be active and engaged in the community; possesses strong public speaking

skills and is a proponent for County programs/initiatives.
- Engenders trust and credibility; a person of the highest integrity
- Confident in his/her own abilities, while remaining a person of humility and sincerity
Employee Benefits
Coconino County offers a comprehensive employee benefits package to regular employees
working 30 or more hours per week that includes:
(Regular Part Time employees receive some benefits on a pro-rated basis. Temporary and
Seasonal employees do not receive benefits. Elected officials are not eligible for vacation
and sick leave.)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Vacation/Annual Leave
Sick Leave
10 Holidays Per Year
Health Care Insurance
Dental Plan
Vision Plan
Group Life Insurance
Pre-Tax Deduction Plan
Sick Leave Conversion Plan
Personal Day Purchase Program
Vacation Sell Back Program
Tuition Reimbursement Program
Wellness Program
Long-Term Disability
Arizona State Retirement System
Employee Assistance Program
On-going Training Opportunities
Free bus transportation/ EcoPass bus pass

Elective Coverage
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dependent Medical, Dental, and Vision
Supplemental Life (for employees & dependents)
Flexible Spending Account
Health Savings Account
Tax-deferred investment program
Accidental and Disability Insurance
Short Term Disability

Exhibit S
Municipal Code, Article 2 (City Manager),
City of Thousand Oaks, California (thru Dec. 31, 2015)

4/26/2016

CHAPTER 1. OFFICERS

Print

The City of Thousand Oaks, CA Municipal Code

CHAPTER 1. OFFICERS
Article 1. Bonds
Sec. 2-1.101. Bonds for City Cler k, City Treasurer and Finance Director.
In accordance with Government Code Section 36518 penal bonds to the City shall be acquired in
the below described amounts for the following officers:
(a) City Clerk, One Hundred Thousand and no/100ths ($100,000.00) Dollars;
(b) City Treasurer, One Hundred Thousand and no/100ths ($100,000. 00) Dollars;
(c) Director of Finance, One Hundred Thousand and no/100ths ($100,000.00) Dollars;
(d) All other Employees, One Hundred Thousand and no/100ths ($100,000.00) Dollars Blanket
Coverage.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.102. Per sons filling more than one office.
If any person fills two (2) or more of the offices set forth in this article, only one (1) bond shall be
required for such person in an amount equal to the greatest sum for any such offices held.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.103. Premiums.
The premiums for such bonds shall be paid by tile City.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)

Article 2. City Manager
Sec. 2-1.201. Office created.
The office of full time City Manager is hereby established and created.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.202. Appointment: Qualifications.
The City Manager shall be appointed by a majority vote of the Council, and shall hold office for
http://library.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx
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and during the pleasure of the Council. The City Manager shall be chosen by the Council solely on
the basis of executive and administrative qualifications with special reference to actual experience
in, or knowledge of, accepted practices in respect to the duties of the office.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.203. Residence.
The City Manager need not be a resident of the City.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.204. Eligibility of Councilmember.
No Councilmember shall receive an appointment to the office of City Manager during that
Councilmember’s term, nor within one (1) year after the expiration of their term.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.205. Absence or disability.
The Assistant City Manager shall serve as Manager Pro Tempore during any temporary absence or
disability of the City Manager. In the event of the absence or disability of the City Manager and
Assistant City Manager, the City Manager may designate up to two (2) qualified City employees to
perform the duties of the City Manager during the period of absence or disability of the City
Manager.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.206. Compensation.
The City Manager shall receive such compensation as the Council shall from time to time
determine and fix by resolution.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.207. Expense reimbur sements.
The City Manager shall be reimbursed for all sums necessarily incurred or paid by the City
Manager in the performance of designated City duties or incurred when traveling on business
pertaining to the City under the direction of the Council. Reimbursement shall only be made when a
verified itemized claim setting forth the sums expended has been approved by the Council.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.208. Relationship with Council.
Neither the Council nor any member thereof shall give orders to any subordinates of the City
Manager. The City Manager shall take orders and instructions from the Council, as a body, only
when sitting in a duly held meeting of the Council, and no individual Councilmember shall give any
orders or instructions to the City Manager. The provisions of this section shall not be construed to
prevent any Councilmember from discussing matters of the City with the City Manager and staff.
http://library.amlegal.com/alpscripts/get-content.aspx
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(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.209. Cooper ation of City officer s.
It shall be the duty of all City officers to assist the City Manager in administering the affairs of the
City efficiently, economically, and harmoniously so far as may be consistent with their duties as
prescribed by the laws and regulations of the City.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.210. Attendance at meetings.
The City Manager shall attend all meetings of the Council unless excused therefrom or when
removal is under consideration. City Manager may attend any and all meetings of the commissions,
boards, or committees created by the Council. At such meetings the City Manager shall be heard by
such commissions, boards, or committees as to all matters upon which the City Manager wishes to
address the members thereof.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.211. Contr acts and purchases dur ing emer gencies.
The City Manager is authorized to award and enter into any contract on behalf of the City where
the City’s total payment obligation does not exceed Five Thousand and no/100ths ($5.000.00)
Dollars or such amount as authorized by Council resolution. In addition, in the event of an accident,
disaster, or other circumstances creating a public emergency, the City Manager may award contracts
and make purchases for the purpose of meeting such emergency. The City Manager shall file
promptly with Council a report showing such emergency and the necessity for such action, together
with an itemized account of all expenditures.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.212. Purchase of supplies, ser vices, and equipment.
The City Manager shall purchase all materials, supplies, services, and equipment for which funds
are provided in the budget. No purchase shall be made, contract let, or obligation made for any item
or service which exceeds the current budget appropriation without a supplemental appropriation by
the Council. No expenditures shall be submitted or recommended to the Council except on the
report and approval of the City Manager. The provisions of this section shall not apply to purchases
required under a sealed bid presented to the Council.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.213. Power s and duties.
The City Manager shall be the administrative head of City government under the direction and
control of the Council. The City Manager is responsible for the efficient administration of all the
affairs of the City under the City Manager’s control. In addition to the City Manager’s general
powers as administrative head, and not as a limitation thereon, the City Manager shall also have the
following powers and duties:
(a) City Clerk. The City Manager, or the City Manager’s designee, shall perform and fulfill the
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duties and obligations of the office of the City Clerk,
(b) Law enforcement. Enforce all laws and ordinances of the City and assure the proper
performance of all franchises, contracts, permits, licenses, and privileges granted by the Council;
(c) Reorganization of departments, offices and positions. Consolidate. combine, or reorganize
departments, offices, positions, or units under the City Manager’s supervision as may be indicated in
the interests of the efficient, effective, and economical conduct of the City’s business. With the
approval of the Council, the City Manager may be the head of one or more departments;
(d) Legislation recommendations. Recommend to the Council for adoption such measures and
ordinances as deemed necessary or expedient;
(e) Financial reports. Advise the Council of the financial condition and requirements of the City;
(f) Budget. Prepare and submit the annual budget to the Council and be responsible for its
administration after adoption;
(g) Investigation. Investigate the operation and performance of the City and any department or
division under the City Manager’s supervision, and investigate all complaints concerning the
administration of the City government, the services maintained by public utilities in the City, and the
franchises, permits, or privileges granted by the City;
(h) Supervision of public property. Exercise general supervision over all public buildings, public
parks, public equipment, and other public property under the control and jurisdiction of the Council;
and
(i) Additional duties. Perform such other duties and exercise such other powers as may be
delegated from time to time by the Council.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.214. Removal.
The Council upon three (3) affirmative votes may remove the City Manager at its pleasure and
without cause upon providing written notice of a termination date. Rights of the City Manager to
severance pay and any other arrangements incident to termination shall be in accordance with any
contractual arrangement entered into between the City Council and the City Manager at the time of
or after his/her appointment by the Council that is not inconsistent with this section.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.215. Removal: Limitation.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this article to the contrary, the City Manager shall not be
removed from office during a period of ninety (90) days next succeeding any general municipal
election at which election a member of the Council is elected. This provision is to allow any newly
elected member of the Council or a reorganized Council to observe the actions and ability of the
City Manager in the performance of the powers and duties of that office. After the expiration of
such period, the provisions of Section 2-1.214 shall apply.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
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Article 3. Director of Finance
Sec. 2-1.301. Office created.
The office of Director of Finance is hereby established.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.302. Appointment.
The Council designates the City Manager as Director of Finance. The City Manager may appoint
a designee to fulfill duties of Director of Finance and supervise that designee.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.303. Exclusion of duties as City Treasurer.
The provisions of this article shall not be construed to require the Director of Finance to perform
any of the duties given by law to the City Treasurer. The City Manager may, however, appoint the
Director of Finance to fill a vacancy in the office of City Treasurer when it occurs, in which case the
Director of Finance shall exercise the functions of both offices. The appointment by the City
Manager is subject to confirmation by the City Council. Should the Director of Finance be
appointed to serve as City Treasurer, the City Clerk shall countersign all checks, bonds, and
financial documents issued by the City, which are required by law to be signed by two (2) municipal
officers.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.304. Bond.
The Director of Finance shall execute a bond to the City as set forth in Section 2-1.101 of Article
1 of this chapter.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985, as amended by § 1, Ord. 1374-NS, eff. April 26, 2001)

Article 4. Health Officer
Sec. 2-1.401. Appointment.
The County Health Officer appointed by the Board of Supervisors of the County shall serve as the
Health Officer for the City concurrently with the City’s Code Enforcement Officers who may also
discharge all or a portion of the functions and duties of the Health Officer.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985, as amended by § 12, Ord. 907-NS, eff. February 11, 1986)
Sec. 2-1.402. Duties.
It shall be the duty of the Health Officer to enforce all the laws of the City pertaining to causes of
sickness, nuisances, and sources of filth within the City, all orders, quarantine regulations, and rules
prescribed by the Board of Health of the State, and all statutes of the State relating to vital statistics.
The Health Officer shall generally supervise all matters pertaining to the health and sanitary
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conditions of the City.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)

Article 5. Office of the City Attorney
Sec. 2-1.501. Creation.
The Office of the City Attorney is hereby established. It shall consist of the City Attorney and
other positions authorized by the Council. The City Attorney shall administer the department and
be responsible for the successful performance of its functions. The City Attorney shall serve under
the direct supervision and control of the Council as its and the City’s legal advisor.
The City Attorney may retain or employ other attorneys, assistants, or special counsel as may be
needed to take charge of any litigation or legal matters or to assist the City Attorney therein.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.502. Compensation.
The City Attorney shall receive such compensation as the Council shall from time to time
determine and fix by resolution.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.503. Functions.
The functions of the Office of the City Attorney shall be to:
(a) Represent and appear for the City, its Council, boards, and commissions in all legal actions or
proceedings in which they are concerned or are a party; and represent and appear for any City
officer or employee, or a former City officer or employee, in all actions or proceedings in which
such officer or employee is a party defendant due to the performance of official duties;
(b) Advise the Council and all City officers in all matters of law pertaining to their offices;
(c) Furnish service at meetings of the Council, except when excused or disabled, and give advice
or opinions on the legality of all matters under consideration by the Council, or by any of the boards
and commissions, or officers of the City;
(d) Prepare ordinances, resolutions, contracts, and other legal instruments as shall be required or
may be deemed necessary by the City Attorney for the proper conduct of the business of the City
and approve the form of such contracts and bonds given to the City;
(e) Prosecute on behalf of the people all criminal cases for violations of City ordinances; and
(f) Perform such other legal duties as may be required by the Council or as may be necessary to
complete the performance of the foregoing functions.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.504. Removal.
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The Council upon three affirmative votes may remove the City Attorney at its pleasure and
without cause upon providing written notice of a termination date. Rights of the City Attorney to
severance pay and any other arrangements incident to termination shall be in accordance with any
contractual arrangement entered into between the City Council and the City Attorney at the time of
or after his/her appointment by the Council that is not inconsistent with this section.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.505. Removal: Limitation.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this article to the contrary, the City Attorney shall not be
removed from office during or within a period of ninety (90) days next succeeding any general
municipal election at which election a member of the Council is elected. This provision is to allow
any newly-elected member of the Council or a reorganized Council to observe the actions and
ability of the City Attorney in the performance of the powers and duties of that office. After the
expiration of such period, the provisions of Section 2-1.504 shall apply.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.506. Relationship with Council.
Neither the Council nor any member thereof shall give orders to any subordinates of the City
Attorney. The City Attorney shall take orders and instructions from the Council, as a body, and no
individual Councilmember shall give any orders or instructions to the City Attorney. The provisions
of this section shall not be construed to prevent any Councilmember from discussing matters with
the City Attorney and staff.
(§1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
Sec. 2-1.507. Cooper ation of City officer s.
All City officers shall assist the City Attorney in administering the duties of that office efficiently,
economically, and harmoniously so far as may be consistent with their duties as prescribed by the
laws and regulations of the City.
(§ 1, Ord. 889-NS, eff. May 28, 1985)
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Exhibit T
City Manager Job Description, City of Del Mar, California

CITY OF DEL MAR

Date Approved: 7/1/2000

JOB DESCRIPTION
City Manager
GENERAL PURPOSE
Under general policy guidance from the City Council, plans, organizes, integrates,
fiscally controls, directs, administers, reviews and evaluates the activities, operations,
programs and services of the City of Del Mar; serves as the top appointed executive in
the City, responsible for carrying out the polices and programs determined by the elected
City Council; ensures development and execution of the municipality’s strategic plan and
two-year budget; ensures City government operations and functions effectively serve the
needs of Del Mar residents and other stakeholders, while complying with applicable laws
and regulations; and performs related duties as assigned by the City Council.
DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS
The incumbent of this class is appointed by the City Council and serves as the chief
executive of Del Mar’s municipal government.
ESSENTIAL DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
The duties listed below are intended only as illustrations of the various types of work that
may be performed. The omission of specific statements of duties does not exclude them
from the position if the work is similar, related or a logical assignment to this class.
Plans, organizes, controls, integrates and evaluates the work of all City departments to
ensure that operations and services comply with the policies and direction set by the City
Council and with all applicable laws and regulations; with the City’s management team,
develops and recommends adoption of the biannual budget and other business,
infrastructure and resource plans; directs the development of the capital improvement
plan budget for approval by the Council; monitors the implementation of adopted
budgets.
Plans and evaluates management staff performance; establishes performance
requirements and personal development targets; regularly monitors performance and
provides coaching for performance improvement and development; provides
compensation and other rewards to recognize performance; takes disciplinary action, up
to and including termination, to address performance deficiencies, in accordance with the
City’s personnel rules and policies.

City Manager
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Provides leadership and works with the management team to develop and retain highly
competent, public-service oriented staff through selection, compensation, training and
day-to-day management practices that support the City’s mission, operating plans and
objectives.
Assesses community and citizen needs and ensures objectives and priorities are
focused on meeting those needs effectively, efficiently, and with high-quality municipal
services; directs development and implementation of initiatives for service quality
improvement; provides day-to-day leadership and works with the City’s management
team to ensure a high-performance, service-oriented work environment consistent with
sound management principles.
Works closely with the City Council, a variety of public, private and community
organizations and citizens groups in developing and implementing programs to achieve
City priorities and solve community problems; directs and coordinates preparation of
analyses and recommendations on public policy issues and on long-range plans for City
services; develops and coordinates proposals for action on current and future City
needs; represents the City and works closely with appointed boards, committees, and
public and private officials to achieve planned action and results.
Develops Council meeting agenda with Mayor; attends and participates in all City
Council meetings.
Interprets City Council instructions and requests; makes interpretations of City
ordinances, codes and applicable laws and regulations to ensure compliance.
Directs and oversees the preparation of a wide variety of reports and presentations for
the City Council, citizen committees and outside agencies; oversees the preparation of
press releases and materials for dissemination to the media and the public; maintains
effective relationships with the media.
Directs and oversees the creation and maintenance of comprehensive, effective human
resource management programs, policies and systems consistent with the City Council’s
guidance; directs and monitors the City’s labor negotiations and labor relations programs
and initiatives; directs the improvement of management systems, processes and
measurement techniques to improve City operations and effectiveness.
Participates in regional, state and national meetings and conferences to stay abreast of
trends and technology related to municipal programs and operations.
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Participates in professional and community organizations on behalf of the City and as
part of the City’s public affairs program; maintains good working relationships with key
community constituencies.
Provides personal leadership for projects and programs that are highly sensitive, political
or controversial.
DESIRED MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS
Knowledge of:
Theory, principles, practices and techniques of organization design and development,
long-range planning, public administration, public financing, municipal budgeting,
financial administration, program and policy formulation, purchasing and maintenance
of public records; applicable state and federal laws and regulations governing the
administration and operations of a municipal agency; City functions and associated
management, financial and public policy issues; organization and functions of an
elected City Council; the Brown Act and other regulations governing the conduct of
public meetings; principles and practices of public personnel management and labor
management relations; the City’s personnel rules and policies; social, political and
environmental issues influencing program development and administration in a
California coastal community; principles and practices of effective leadership and
management; principals and practices of sound business communications;
techniques of effective public relations.
Ability to:
Plan, integrate and direct a broad range of complex municipal services and
programs; define complex public policy, management and operational issues;
perform complex analyses and research, evaluate alternatives and develop sound
conclusions and recommendations; present proposals and recommendations clearly
and logically in public meetings; understand, interpret, explain and apply city, state
and federal laws and regulations governing the conduct of City operations; evaluate,
develop and implement management systems, policies and controls; exercise expert,
independent judgment within general policy guidelines; prepare clear, concise and
comprehensive correspondence, reports and other written materials; establish and
maintain effective working relationships with the City Council, all levels of City
management, other governmental officials, community and civic organizations,
employee organizations, employees, the media and the public; exercise tact and
diplomacy in dealing with highly sensitive political, public policy, community and
employee issues and situations.
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Training and Experience:
A typical way of obtaining the knowledge, skills and abilities outlined above is
graduation from a four-year college or university with a major in public or business
administration, or a closely related field; and at least ten years of progressively
responsible experience in the management and administration of a municipal
government; or an equivalent combination of training and experience.
PHYSICAL AND MENTAL DEMANDS
The physical and mental demands described here are representative of those that must
be met by employees to successfully perform the essential functions of this class.
Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable individuals with disabilities to
perform the essential functions.
Physical Demands
While performing the duties of this class, an employee is regularly required to sit; talk
or hear, in person, in meetings and by telephone; use hands to finger, handle, feel or
operate standard office equipment; and reach with hands and arms. The employee is
frequently required to walk and stand.
Specific vision abilities required by this job include close vision and the ability to
adjust focus.

Mental Demands
While performing the duties of this class, the employee is regularly required to use
written and oral communication skills; read and interpret complex data, information
and documents; analyze and solve problems; observe and interpret situations; use
math and mathematical reasoning; learn and apply new information or skills; perform
highly detailed work on multiple, concurrent tasks with constant interruptions; work
under intensive deadlines and interact with the City Council, City management, public
and private officials, City staff, civic and community groups, media representatives,
and the public.
WORK ENVIRONMENT
The work environment characteristics described here are representative of those an
employee encounters while performing the essential functions of this class. Reasonable
accommodations may be made to enable individuals with disabilities to perform the
essential functions.
The employee works under typical office conditions, and the noise level is usually quiet.
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Exhibit U
Municipal Code, Chapter 2.24 (City Manager),
City of Del Mar, California

Chapter 2.24
CITY MANAGER
2.24.010 Office of City Manager Created.
A. The office of City Manager is hereby created
and established. (Ord. 391)
B. The City Manager shall be the administrative
head of the municipal government under the direction
and control of the City Council and shall exercise
those general powers necessary for the efficient
administration of the City as well as those powers set
forth in this Chapter.
C. The City Council and its members shall deal
with the administration of the City only through the
City Manager. Except for purposes of inquiry, neither
the City Council nor a member of the City Council
shall give orders to subordinates of the City Manager.
2.24.020 Appointment.
A. The City Manager shall be appointed by the
City Council wholly on the basis of the City Manager's
executive
and
administrative
qualifications
and
ability.
B. The residence of the City Manager shall be
located so as to allow for the effective and timely
performance of the duties and responsibilities of the
position.
C. No person elected or appointed as a Councilmember of the City shall, subsequent to such election
or appointment, be eligible for appointment as City
Manager until one year has elapsed since such person
has held the position of City Councilmember.
D. The City Manager may appoint a City officer
or employee to serve as temporary City Manager.
If
required, failing such an appointment, the City
Council may designate a temporary City Manager.

reprinted December 1992

2.24.030 Removal.
A. The City Manager shall hold the office at the
pleasure of the City Council.
B. To remove the City Manager, at least three
members of the City Council must approve a written
notice of removal with an effective date no sooner
than 30 days after the giving of such notice.
C. Upon the giving of written notice for
removal, the City Council may suspend the City Manager
from duty with pay until the effective date of
removal.
D. In no event shall the City Manager be served
with a notice of removal within a period of 90 days
from a municipal election in which an individual is
newly elected as a member of the City Council.
2.24.040 Full-time Position.
The City Manager
shall expend full time on the performance of the
duties enumerated herein and shall not take on
additional employment without the consent of the City
Council.
2.24.050 Compensation.
A. The
City
Manager
shall
receive
such
compensation and expense allowances as the City
Council shall, from time to time, determine and fix by
resolution.
B. The City Manager shall be reimbursed for all
sums necessarily incurred or paid by the City Manager
in the performance of the City Manager's duties to
include travel on City business.
2.24.060 Bond. The City Manager shall furnish a
corporate surety bond from a surety and in an amount
approved by the City Council for the faithful
performance of the duties imposed upon the City
Manager. The premium for such bond shall be a proper
charge against the City.

reprinted December 1992

2.24.070 Duties, Responsibilities and Authority.
The duties, responsibilities, and authority of the
City Manager shall include, without limitation, the
following:
A.

To enforce all laws and ordinances of the

City;
B. To enforce all franchises,
privileges granted by the City;

permits,

and

C. To appoint, remove, promote, and demote all
department heads serving at the pleasure of the City
Manager;
D. To control, order, and give directions to all
department heads;
E. To attend all meetings of the City Council,
unless excused therefrom;
F. To attend Commission meetings upon the City
Manager's own volition or upon the direction of the
City Council;
G. To recommend to the City Council the adoption
of such measures and ordinances as the City Manager
deems necessary;
H. To keep the City Council fully advised at all
times as to the financial conditions and needs of the
City and to furnish quarterly financial reports to the
City Council;
I. To control the purchases of all supplies for
all departments or divisions of the City to include
submitting or recommending expenditures to the City
Council;
J. To prepare and submit a proposed annual
budget and a proposed salary plan to the City Council
by June 1st of each year.
K. To investigate into the affairs of the City
and any department or division thereof, and into the
proper performance of any contract or other obligation
pertaining to the City;
reprinted December 1992

L. To investigate all complaints in relation to
matters concerning the administration of the City to
include services maintained by public utilities in the
City;
M. To supervise the use of all public buildings,
public parks, and all other public property which are
under the control and jurisdiction of the City;
N. To perform such other duties and exercise
such other powers and authority as may be delegated to
the City Manager from time to time by action of the
City Council.

reprinted December 1992

Exhibit V
Letter from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission Regarding
the Importance of Transparency and Accountability
in Local Government (Nov. 8, 2015)

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

that indicates how favorably local government compares to state and
federal government on the trust issue, and find out what you can do to
build high trust in your community.
Gain New Ideas Create an online forum for your local government
where residents are encouraged to participate by providing
alternative ideas. Brush up on new ways in which communities
interact with their governments online.
Increase Community Engagement
Learn to use internal and
external communication skills to build a more engaging
community. ICMA University workshops offer professional
development skills that teach your local government leaders how to
engage your community.
Understand Your Community's Needs Better By measuring your
effectiveness and performance, you are better able to gauge what your
citizens and community need. Read more here about how
measurements can evoke transparency within your community.
Empower Citizens When local governments are transparent, levels
of trust increase. When the trust level is high, citizens begin to feel
empowered to take responsibility. Read here about the open city
concept.
Showcase Reform By highlighting growth and change, you are able
to give your citizens a sense of what you have done and what else
there is to do. Research about and statistical analysis of your
functions are key to showing your citizens how you’re working for
them. ICMA offers research activities and surveys for your
community.
Attract Citizens to Your Government Use social media and GIS
technology to build map data and increase operational
efficiency. Read about creating your community network with GIS
social media apps from ICMA Strategic Partner Esri.
Boost Your Economy By adding a new set of marketing tools and
design, bring the focus back to the strengths of your community. Read
about Richmond’s local government and its transformation to rebrand
and market its city.
Foster a Local Government with Professionalism The more
effectively a local government works with members of its community,
the more business will be drawn to that area. Practice transparency
and bring business to your community.
Educate Your Citizens Through social media, stay connected and
educate your constituents. Knowledge is the first step in making
change. Read more about the advantages of social media and its use
in
local
government
practices.”
(http://icma.org/en/icma/newsroom/highlights/Article/103512/To
p_10_Benefits_of_Transparency.)
2

One can see from above how government transparency could be transformative for
a community. Despite this, and despite the county’s adoption of the Countywide
Policy Plan 5 years ago, no steps have been taken to implement transparency,
efficiency and accountability here.

The need for local government transparency was raised with Mayor Arakawa a few
months ago, prompting him to argue that his administration is completely
transparent, pointing to two three ring binders on his desk, each about 3 inches
thick, containing the most recent county budget. All citizens have to do, he said, is
read the 700 or so pages to understand what he’s doing. Furthermore, he claimed,
his work is so complex that he could not possibly distill it into a few key indicators
to be published, tracked, measured and reported on the county’s website for all to
see. 2
Juxtaposed against this backdrop, many professionally managed cities use
“dashboards” to display key goals and objectives as well as to track and report
progress made toward achieving them. Several examples of civic dashboards can be
found on the web. See for instance the City of Williamsburg, Virginia, population
15,000 (https://www.williamsburgva.gov/index.aspx?page=1127), and the City of
Rock Hill, South Carolina (http://www.cityofrockhill.com/departments/office-ofmanagement-budget/more/office-of-management-budget-omb-/accountabilityupdates), population 70,000.
Both employ city managers to carry out
executive/operational functions.
II. Accountability

Accountability is a well-established way to improve organizational and employee
performance:

“Positive results of accountability
The positive results of practicing a constructive approach to accountability
include:
•
improved performance,
•
more employee participation and involvement,
•
increased feelings of competency,
•
increased employee commitment to the work,
•
more creativity and innovation, and
•
higher employee morale and satisfaction with the work.

It is worth noting that neither the mayor nor the director of finance, who also
attended the meeting, was aware of the concept of community dashboards as a
means for creating transparency and accountability.
2

3

These positive results occur when employees view accountability programs
as helpful and progressive methods of assigning and completing work. For
example, managers who involve employees in setting goals and expectations
find that employees understand expectations better, are more confident that
they can achieve those expectations, and perform at a higher level.”
(https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/performancemanagement/reference-materials/more-topics/accountability-can-havepositive-results/; federal Office of Personnel Management memorandum
entitled “Accountability Can Have Positive Results.”)

According to the Government Performance and Results Act
(https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/mgmt-gpra/gplaw2m, 1993) all
agencies are required to

(GPRA)
federal

Develop five-year strategic plans that must contain a mission statement for
the agency as well as long-term, results-oriented goals covering each of its
major functions,
Prepare annual performance plans that establish the performance goals for
the applicable fiscal year, a brief description of how these goals are to be met,
and a description of how these performance goals can be verified, and
Prepare annual performance reports that review the agency's success or
failure in meeting its targeted performance goals.

Also see, “A Stakeholder Approach to Strategic Performance Measurement,” by
Atkinson, Waterhouse and Wells, published in Sloan Management Review, Spring
1997, pp. 25-37.)

Neither the Maui County mayor nor any executive department employs this
discipline. While annual reports are required of each department per the county
charter, the reports given are paper-bound and filed in the county clerk’s office
where they go unread. None contain any of the things mentioned in the GPRA and
contain a heavy dose of photographs of staff. In general they are devoid of goals and
objectives, milestones and measurement data. Basically they are useless. For
example, the annul report written by the Planning Department makes no mention of
any metrics, including timelines for preparation of general and community plan
updates. These plans are supposed to be updated on a 10-year cycle per good
practice and the Maui County Code, yet the general plan took 20 years to update and
the average community plan is now 18 years old, provoking the following recent
comments by Maui County Council members (November 7, 2015, edition of the Maui
News, p. A3.):
“Council Member Riki Hokama, who holds the Lanai residency seat,
expressed frustration with delays in the process.
4

The Lanai Community Plan is the first of nine plans to undergo revisions, and
Hokama said that if it’s considered the ‘easiest plan’ to update, the length of
time needed to do so means it could take a decade to revise all the
community plans.
Council Member Gladys Baisa said the community plan update process
doesn’t work and is ‘dysfunctional.’”

Timely updating community plans is a critical activity that should be emphasized in
a community dashboard for all to see. If highlighted, one would expect to see a
yellow light appear at least a year before an update is due, which in the case of our
average plan, would have been nine years ago. A red light should appear at the 10year threshold, 8 years ago. Yet, no mention of it is even made in the Planning
Department’s annual report.
This lack of accountability comes at a cost. According to one business journal
article:
“It is estimated that a lack of systemic accountability costs Corporate
America tens of billions of dollars a year in terms of employee theft, re-work,
return of defective products, inefficiency, workplace conflicts and
misunderstandings.
This, in turn, leads to ineffective work practices, quality control issues and
differentials in work practices, as well as leadership and supervisory
behaviors and loss of valuable employees because of disillusionment,
discouragement and cynicism.
Billions more in income is lost by companies who lose formerly loyal
customers because of a lack of accountability that results in substandard to
poor customer- service norms, resulting in customer- service experiences
that
"turn
off"
the
customer.”
(http://www.bizjournals.com/triad/stories/2005/01/17/smallb3.html.)

The turned off customer, in our case, is the citizenry. We lose.

Some argue that the elected mayor model has accountability in the form of periodic
elections. After all, this is what democracy is all about. But in the absence of
information to gage a mayor’s performance, mayoral selection is largely relegated to
a popularity contest or simply one of name recognition. Furthermore, in a mayor’s
second term there is no accountability other than impeachment for malfeasance in
office.

5

III. Conclusion

It is difficult to measure the cost of inefficient, opaque and unaccountable
government, particularly in the absence of good financial indicators of which there
are few in Maui County (adherence to budget is about it). Transparent and
accountable government, on the other hand, exposes inefficient and poorly
performing executives and department heads, forcing them to either step up or step
out. This is the “secret sauce” of quality management identified in the 2011 IBM
study entitled “Smarter, Faster, Cheaper” where it found that council-manager
government is 10% more efficient than the elected mayor model as a result of better
civic management.

Mark G. Hyde
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Exhibit W
Letter from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission Regarding
$186,000,000 in Federal Highway Funds at Risk (Jan. 8, 2016)

These functions (chief executive/mayor and chief of operations/manager) need to
be separated with the operational component vested in a professionally trained and
hired manager - who reports to an elected council with goals and objectives,
transparency and real accountability.

Exhibit X
Letter from Mark Hyde to the Cost of Government Commission Regarding
(1) Negative Impact of Avoidable Employee Turnover on the
Cost of Government; and (2) Negative Impact of a Politicized County
“Culture” on Productivity (Oct. 18, 2015)

250% of annual compensation) for managerial and sales positions."
("The Cost of Employee Turnover", The Advisor, William Bliss, 2015,
http://www.isquare.com/turnover.cfm.) While this estimation of the
extent of turnover cost may be surprising, when you consider all the
factors affecting the measure, the calculation appears reasonable. They
include:

1. Cost of a person leaving:
• Lost productivity commencing when the employee decides to exit
and continuing until the position is filled.
• Cost of exit-interviewing and the totality of the employee
separation process

• Cost of time needed to cover the departing employee's function,
including that of those who must fill in until a new employee is
hired to do the work

•

Loss of training, internal and external, invested in the departing
employee
• Impact on departmental productivity, including morale and
interruption of workflow
• Cost of lost knowledge, skills, contacts, and relationships
• Unemployment insurance and related costs, sometimes including
attorneys' fees
2. Recruitment Costs:

•

Cost of advertisements and employee referral costs

•

Cost of internal recruitment time

•

Cost of time and expense incurred to prepare for and interview
multiple candidates
Administrative costs to process new hires
Cost of drug screens, educational and criminal background checks
Pre-employment testing

•
•
•

3. Training Costs:

•
•

New employee orientation
Departmental training

• Cost of trainers and co-employee integration
• Training material and employee handbook costs, in addition to
time to offer employee benefits and enrollment expenses
• Training in business operating manuals, human resources policies
and procedures, information technology training, etc.
• Time spent by others to bring the new hire up to speed in his/her
department

4. Lost Productivity Costs:

• Cost of new employee productivity ramp-up as the job is learned
and the employee begins to produce work, estimated at 25% in
the first month; 50% the next two months; 75% in months 3-5.

• Cost of loss of co-worker productivity due to relationship building
• New employee mistakes and rework, particularly when, at the
director level, a new hire has no background or experience in the
field which he or she are to direct1

•
•

Loss of management oversight (if the departing employee is a
director)
Lost time on key projects where the departing employee is a
participant, particularly evident when the departing employee is a
director

•

Costs associated with directional change if newly hired
managers/leaders change culture, controls, plans, directions,
philosophies, etc., adding costs up and down the chain of
command, inter-departmentally as well as externally2

5. New Hire Costs

•

Cost of putting the new hire on the payroll, issuing security
passwords, identification cards, business cards, keys, internal and
external publicity announcements, telephone hookups, email
account establishment, credit card issuance, cell phones,
automobiles, updating employee rolls, organization charts, etc.

1 Some recent Maui County directors have been hired to lead areas in which they
have no background, experience or education (e.g., Parks and Housing directors)
2This has occurred in Maui County with rotating Planning Directors, each with a
different vision for the future and each responding to a different mayor.

• Time spent by a new director building trust and confidence in the
workplace; getting to know "the territory" and culture
2. Under the Elected-Mayor Model, Turnover of Maui's Executive
Branch is Total and Simultaneous

With every mayoral election resulting in a new mayor, every director
appointed by the mayor loses his or her job3. (Maui County Charter
Section 6-2.3.) This happens every 4 or 8 years, depending on whether a
mayor is reelected to a second term. This forced turnover has nothing
to do with performance or competence, affecting 12 key positions in
county government, all tied to critical operations:
Director of Finance

Director of Housing & Human Concerns
Managing Director
Director of Parks & Recreation

Planning Director
Public Works Director

Director of Transportation
Director of Water Supply
Deputy Director of Water Supply
Corporation Counsel
Prosecuting Attorney
The Mayor

Given time spent on the job by the individuals occupying these
positions, it's likely they are at the peak of their game and

understanding of their jobs, their departments, colleagues, etc.
Automatic job loss among directors is avoided in the professional
manager form of government where termination of the chief executive's

job does not lead to termination of department director employment;
this promotes business continuity, retention of key employees, and
enables talented and knowledgeable personnel to build a solid career

3 Exceptions: Fire and Police Chiefs, Liquor Control Director and Personnel Director
who are hired and fired by others

independent of politics and political concerns4. In addition, as discussed
below, the wholesale termination of directors based on political
fortunes works like an acid on county culture, with negative effect on
employee morale (on the entire pool of county employees), distorting
and diverting the focus of their work and breeding cynicism among the
workforce and county residents.
3. The Cost of Wholesale Turnover of the Executive Team is

Significant: Estimates Range from $2.5 - $4.2 Million Per Episode
For purposes of ease of calculation, and assigning an assumed average
base salary of $105,000 and benefits of $35,000 for each of the twelve
individuals referenced above, then applying the more conservative
formula advanced by Bliss -150% - the forced turnover costs associated
with the elected mayor model at each election cycle is $2,520,000 in
additional (and avoidable) cost to taxpayers. The 200% formula
produces an avoidable cost calculation of $3,360,000, while the most
aggressive percentage, 250%, pegs the avoidable turnover cost at
$4,200,000.

Of course, if the county migrated to the "Council-Manager" model of
government, a professional manager would turnover as well at the end
of his or her contract, but not with the blunt regularity of an election
cycle and, more importantly, his or her departure would not trigger the
job termination of an entire set of directors.
II. Culture Affects Employee Satisfaction, Employee Turnover,
Productivity and Efficiency
People working in a professional environment, one that is goal oriented,
respectful, collaborative and productive, and where job retention is
based on the quality of work, report greater job satisfaction. In turn,

4 Currently, those considering leaving existing/good careers in the private sector for
a county directorship know they have, at most, a 4 - 8 year job life in county
government. This limits the pool of eligible candidates. Successful people with good
careers underway are reluctant to leave a winning situation for one that is time
bound, creating job insecurity for themselves and their families, better described by
the Managing Director in a recent quote in the Maui News - see below.

satisfied employees are known to be more productive and stay longer in
their positions than those who are disgruntled.
This is born out in many studies on workplace culture. For instance, in
an article entitled "Job Satisfaction and Employee Turnover Intention:
What Does Organizational Culture Have to Do With It?" (Columbia
University,

Academic

Commons,

Elizabeth

Medina,

http://academiccommons.columbia.edu/catalog/ac%3A156625).

2012,

the

author writes:

"While organizational culture varies by industry, employer and
even by department, it is important in all working environments.
Organizational culture influences employee's job satisfaction, and
in prior studies, high job satisfaction has been associated with

better job performance. High performing cultures have also been
shown to produce excellent results, attract, motivate, and retain
talented employees, and adapt readily to change. Job satisfaction
is inversely related to turnover intention and low turnover has

been

shown

to

increase organizational

productivity and

performance."

Unfortunately, a byproduct of the elected mayor model of government is
the intrusion of politics into the work place, particularly at the
appointed director level.
Maui's current Managing Director put it
succinctly:

"Ultimately, what Rod [Antone] is saying is that our primary goal
above all else is to get the mayor [Arakawa] reelected. Nothing
else really matters because if the mayor is not reelected none of
us have jobs. Let's be frank, we are all political. We are very
connected to the mayor. If he loses, we lose. Our families lose.
Those who depend on us lose."

(Maui News 10/11/15, quoting Keith Regan, Maui County
Managing Director, in a conversation with three other key county
employees: Rod Antone, county Communications Director, the
mayor's Chief of Staff, Herman Andaya, Jr., and then Maui Film
Commissioner, Harry Doenfeld.

These words indicate a highly politicized county culture of fear,

cynicism and cronyism. The interests of the people and good
government are wholly absent. The impact this attitude must have on

employee morale can only be imagined as negative and depressing. No
good effect on county productivity, employee retention or employee
satisfaction can come of it. Employees embarrassed by ineffectual
and/or misguided management are uninspired and low producing.
Many look for an exit, particularly those with high professional
standards and career goals. Poor performers often remain in this kind
of environment. The comic strip "Dilbert" feasts on work environments
like this.

The primary goal of all county employees, particularly directors who are
charged with leadership, should be to serve the people to the best of
his/her ability and with great integrity, not working devotionally to
keep the mayor, their boss, in his job. Several current Maui County
directors have stated that their job is to support their boss; in fact, it is
to do the peoples' work. Healthy organizations foster energetic dialog,
questioning, and curiosity in a constant quest for perfection. Closed
systems inhibit performance and breed paranoia.

At a minimum, county employees who spend time focusing on getting
a mayor reelected necessarily takes them away from the peoples' work.
How much time is spent in the executive suite on this is not known.

However we do know that politics in the work place creates a toxic
culture that is suboptimal and tends to favor cronyism over public
service.
In stark contrast, in the professional manager form of
government, performance determines whether a director will retain his
or her job; politics are irrelevant.

In summary, toxic work cultures affect productivity negatively, increase
employee turnover, result in higher cost due to diversion and
suppression of energy, and produce poor results overall. While it is

difficult to quantify the additional cost imposed and productivity lost, it
is real and should be considered by the Cost of Government Commission
in its analysis.

/f/^Jj. A?t
Mark G. Hyde

C.V. for Mark Hyde

•
•
•
•

B.A., Political Science, Stanford University, 1971
Juris Doctorate, Magna Cum Laude, Santa Clara University, 1974
Research Attorney, Santa Clara County Superior Court, 1974-1975
Private Practice of Law, 1975-1990, Rankin, Oneal, Center,
Luckhardt, Marlais, Lund & Hinshaw, San Jose, California
• Chief Executive Officer and Chair of the Board, Lifeguard, Inc.,
1991-2003, a California licensed and federally qualified Health
Maintenance Organization (HMO) and Lifeguard Life Insurance
Company, a California licensed health and disability insurer
• Past Member: American Management Association, American
Association of Corporate Directors, California State Bar
Association (1974-present; currently inactive)
•

Current Affiliations and Positions: President and Chair of the

Board of Lifeguard Charitable Fund; President and Founder of

South Maui Citizens for Responsible Growth, Kihei, Hawaii
• Past Associations: Member and Chair of the Board, Legal Affairs
Committee Chair, California Association of Health Plans; Member
and Chair of the Board, Joint Venture Silicon Valley Network, a
collaborative of Silicon Valley business, education and
government leaders; Member of the Board, Childrens' Health

Council, Stanford, California; Member of the Advisory Board, Maui
Region of the Hawaii Health Systems Corporation; Member of the
Board of Directors, Hawaii Health Systems Corporation; Member
of the Maui Health Care Initiative Task Force.

• Maui County Resident, 1994-present
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Exhibit Y
International City/County Management Association,
“ICMA State of the Profession 2012 Survey Results” (2013)

ICMA State of the Profession 2012 Survey Results
ICMA conducted the State of the Profession survey in the summer and fall of 2012. The mail survey was sent to 7,550 city-type local
governments with a population 2,500 and above and to all 1,306 county governments with an elected executive or council-administrator
form of government. Those who did not respond to the first mailing received a second survey mailing. Respondents had the option of
completing and submitting the survey online. The overall response rate is 24%, with 2,079 cities and counties responding.
The summary below shows the percentages that provided answers in response to each individual question. Not all local governments
answered each question, so the percentages are not based on all survey respondents. The number reporting (N) is provided for each
question.

FINANCIAL CONDITIONS
1.

How would you describe your local economy?
 Improving = 60%
 Stagnant = 35%
 Declining = 5%

2.

What is your community’s current unemployment rate? (N=1,557)
 Average unemployment rate is 8.2%.

(N=2,028)

CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT
3.

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements as they pertain to your local government.

Statement

a. Attention is primarily to the minimum legal
requirements for public engagement, including public
comment periods and hearing. (N=2,037)
b. There are few public engagement practices beyond
minimum requirements, and they vary by department.
(N=2,021)
c. There are expectations that more extensive and
deliberative public engagement beyond minimum
requirements above will be used for local decisionmaking, e.g., budgeting and general plans). (N=2,035)
d. There is an adopted set of principles that generally
define and encourage the use of effective and inclusive
public engagement when/as appropriate. (N=1,995)
e. Partnerships are developed with neighborhood and
community organizations to involve the public in
appropriate public engagements activities over time.
f. There is an established and ongoing body, process, or
protocol that provides community representatives with
input into the direction, operation, and adaptation of a
public engagement plan or set of practices. (N=2,047)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neutral

Somewhat
agree

Do not
agree

6%

28%

12%

16%

38%

3%

27%

10%

17%

43%

17%

45%

17%

14%

8%

10%

37%

22%

11%

19%

15%

46%

13%

16%

10%

11%

34%

20%

15%

20%

4.

How important to your local government are the following goals of public participation? (If your local government does not have a
particular goal, check “N/A.”)

Highly
important

Goal

a. Provide the public with objective
information to assist them in understanding
problems/solutions/alternatives (N=2,042)
b. Obtain feedback from the public on
analyses of problems/solutions/alternatives
(N=2,039)
c. Work directly with the public to ensure that
their concerns and aspirations are
consistently understood and considered
(N=2,043)
d. Partner with the public in development of
alternatives, identification of the preferred
solution, and decision making (N=2,029)
e. To place decision making in the hands of
the public (N=1,991)
f. Hear input/ideas from a broader crosssection of residents. (N=1,993)

5.

Important

Moderately
important

Slightly
important

Not at all
important

N/A

44%

41%

9%

2%

0%

3%

24%

46%

19%

7%

1%

3%

27%

48%

16%

6%

1%

3%

18%

39%

26%

10%

2%

4%

3%

16%

25%

26%

19%

11%

30%

43%

17%

6%

1%

3%

Are there methods of citizen engagement that you have found successful in your community? (Please describe.)
(Written responses are not available in the summary.)

6.

How would you characterize the level of citizen participation in your local government’s engagement efforts/initiatives? (N=2,040)




7.

Low – small number of regular participants = 47%
Medium – some representation across different parts of the community depending on the issue = 42%
High – regular representative group of community members on issues of importance = 12%

How would you describe civic discourse in your community in the past year? (N=2,035)





Very polarized and strident, often rude = 6%
Somewhat polarized and strident, occasionally rude = 32%
Generally polite and tolerant of different opinions = 53%
Very polite and tolerant of different opinions = 9%

CODE OF ETHICS
8.

Does your local government have a code of ethics? (N=2,030)



9.

Yes = 86%
No = 14%

If “yes,” whom does it cover? (Check all applicable.) (N=1,444)





All elected officials = 83%
Board and commission members = 65%
All staff members = 79%
Other = 7%

10.

Does your local government offer ethics training to employees?



11.

Yes = 54%
No = 46%

If “yes,” how often?




12.

(N=2,028)

Annually = 33%
As needed = 51%
Other = 15%

How does your local government enforce the code of ethics (determine violations and impose sanctions)? (Check all applicable.)

Enforcement method
Other
No formal enforcement
mechanism
Governing board
Responsibility is delegated
to other staff

Percent reporting

Chief administrative officer
Ethics commission
-

10

20

30

40

50

COUNCIL RELATIONS
13.

Please describe the relationship between you and the elected officials to whom you report. (Check only one.) (N=2,039)

Description
Relationship is highly collaborative
Relationship is generally collaborative
Relationship is somewhat collaborative
Relationship is not collaborative

Percent reporting
48.8
40.5
9.2
1.5

14. Please describe your relationship with the elected officials to whom you report





Relationship improved - 46.9%
Relationship remained the same – 41.6%
Relationship worsened - 11.5%

over the past year. (N=2,040)

15.

Please indicate on the following scale your opinion of the effectiveness of your council, board, or commission as a decision-making
body. Consider the speed and ease with which the members reach consensus, how well they work together, and the degree to which
political and personality conflicts interfere. (Circle only one number.) (N=2,008)

1

2

Highly effective

3

4

Moderately effective

25.6%

34.6%

5
Not effective

28.4%

9.3%

2.1%

16.

Please indicate on the following scale your opinion of the effectiveness of your mayor or board chair as a visionary leader. Consider
the effectiveness at creating a vision and helping to develop goals and policy proposals. (Circle only one number.) (N=2,014)

1

2

Highly effective
24.7%

3

4

Moderately effective
28.6%

28.4%

5
Not effective

11.2%

7.1%

17. Please indicate on the following scale your opinion of the effectiveness of your mayor or board chair as a facilitative leader.
Consider the effectiveness at sharing information, promoting cohesion within the council, and supporting the working relationship
between the chief appointed official and the council. (Circle only one number.) (N=2,008)

1

2

Highly effective
26.5%

3

4

Moderately effective
29.8%

26.5%

5
Not effective

11.5%

5.7%

18.

Please indicate on the following scale your opinion of the effectiveness of the council's appraisal of the chief appointed official’s
performance. (N=1,970)

1

2

Highly effective
19.9%

19.

3

4

Moderately effective
34.8%

30.5%

Not effective
10.3%

Please describe the relationship among members of the council. (Check only one.)

Description
Relationship is highly collaborative
Relationship is generally collaborative
Relationship is somewhat collaborative
Relationship is not collaborative

Percent reporting
23.2%
47.9%
23.7%
6.1%

5

4.6%

20. Please describe the relationship among members of the council over the past year.





(Check only one.)

Relationship improved - 24.7%
Relationship remained the same – 58.2%
Relationship worsened - 17.2%

ROLES OF THE CHIEF APPOINTED OFFICIAL/MANAGER
21.

Please indicate how often you perform each role listed below.

Role

Never

a. Support the governing body by providing it with information.
(N=2,022)
b. Promote interaction among the governing body to ensure that there is
adequate opportunity for policy discussion and definition. (N=2,021)
c. Support the governing body by identifying community needs and
initiating policy proposals. (N=2,030)
d. Play a significant role in policy initiation through advice and
recommendations to the governing body. (N=2,032)
e. Promote team building within the governing body. (N=2,013)
f. Provide the governing body with formal reports documenting the
implementation of specific council/board policies and directives.
(N=2,016)
g. Exercise significant latitude and discretion in the interpretation and
administration of governing board policy. (N=2,023)
h. Strive to ensure that service delivery is equitable and responsive to
citizens. (N=2,010)
i. Go out into the community and engage directly with the public on policy
issues. (N=2,033)

Occasionally

Frequently

Always

0%

1.0%

21.4%

77.7%

1.3%

12.7%

46.1%

39.9%

0.5%

12.3%

49.3%

37.8%

0.8%

11.5%

47.5%

40.2%

7.0%

36.6%

33.9%

22.6%

0.7%

19.5%

40.2%

39.5%

4.7%

25.5%

46.1%

23.7%

0.3%

3.4%

28.0%

68.3%

5.7%

40.7%

36.6%

17.0%

INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION
22.

What is your position title? (N=2,029)
a. City manager/ administrator

58.2%

e. Village manager/ administrator

4.8%

b. County manager/ administrator

9.8%

f. Borough manager/ administrator

3.1%

c. Township manager/ administrator

3.9%

g. Other (please describe)

11.3%

d. Town manager/ administrator

8.9%

23. How many years have you been in your current position? (Please round to nearest year.) Average is 7.3 years. (N=1,994)
24. How many total years have you been in the local government management profession? (Please round to nearest year.)
Average is 20.5 years. (N=2,015)
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25. What was your most recent position before being appointed as chief administrative officer/city or county manager? (N=1,934)
a. Dir. of planning

3.9%

e. Dir. of econ. development

2.7%

i. Assistant CAO/manager

33.0%

b. Dir. of public works

4.4%

f. Local govt. attorney

1.4%

j. State/Federal government

2.6%

c. Dir. of finance

5.8%

g. Military officer

1.6%

k. Private sector

11.0%

d. Student

1.9%

h. Staff of council/elected
official

2.6%

l. Other (Please describe)

29.0%

26. Please indicate on the following scale your current level of professional satisfaction. (Circle only one number.) (N=1,988)
1

2

3

Highly satisfied
31.1%

4

Moderately satisfied
39.3%

27. During the past year, have you been:

5
Not satisfied

23.1%

5.2%

1.2%

(N=1,743)

a. Fired

1.0%

b. Forced to resign

0.7%

c. Under pressure to resign 4.9%
d. None of these apply

93.3%

28. Please check all options related to the circumstances surrounding the dismissal or the pressure to resign.
a. Poor economic or fiscal
conditions blamed on manager
b. Personality conflicts with
mayor or commissioner

c. Performance issues

9.2%

d. Change in form of
government

5.0%

36.1%

e. Political pressures

32.8%

6.7%

f. Changes in council
membership following
election

49.6%

g. New mayor elected

15.1%

h. Other (Please
describe)

18.5%

29. Age (N=2,020)






Under 30 = 1.3%
30 - 35 = 3.9%
36 – 40 = 6.2%
41 - 45 = 11.0%
46 - 50 = 14.2%







51 – 55 = 18.8%
56 – 60 = 20.7%
61 – 65 = 17.0%
66 – 70 = 5.5%
Over 70 = 1.3%
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30. Gender

(N = 1,951)

19.80%
Male
Female
80.20%

31. Race (N = 1,985)

Caucasian
African-American
Native American
Asian-American
Other

32. Are you of Hispanic background?



(N = 1,911)

Yes = 3.0%
No = 97.0%
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33. Please indicate the highest level of education you have completed. (N = 2,017)

Ph. D. or equivalent
High school degree
J.D. or equivalent
Some college
Other Master's degree
Four-year college
Master of Public Administration
0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

Percent reporting
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Abstract
Appointed officials in municipalities influence policy decisions and the distribution of services that affect everyday life. So
stability or turnover of appointed officials is likely to affect efficiency and effectiveness of critical services like police protection,
fire fighting and prevention, land use regulation, and public utilities. Seeking to explain the relationship between four groups of
variables and appointed officials’ long or short terms in office, quantitative data collected from a random sample of appointed
municipal officials in North Carolina were analyzed using hierarchical logistic regression. Tenure in office divided at median
years in office was the dichotomous dependent variable. Four groups of independent variables related to the person, the
job, the city, and election systems were entered hierarchically in four logistic regression models. Qualitative data collected
from the same appointed officials further explain the results of the quantitative analysis. Results show that competence
in formulating and implementing budgets and city government experience lead to longer terms in office, higher education
leads to shorter terms in office, and political variables have no significant effect on appointed officials’ job security in North
Carolina. This is useful information for city managers setting long-term career goals, citizens judging local governments’
service delivery, and elected officials making decisions about appointments and terminations.
Keywords
public administration, public policy, leadership, multivariate analysis

Introduction
When a North Carolina local government manager resigned
in 2001 under the threat of being fired, the manager commented that the elected officials, who were all elected by districts, had become more concerned about what was good for
their district than the policy needs of the broader jurisdiction
(Carter, 2001). One year prior to this resignation, a local
manager within that same political jurisdiction was fired
over personnel policy disputes with elected officials—a dispute rooted in one district’s citizens’ concerns over crime
reports and public safety there. Then a second city manager1
in the jurisdiction was relieved of his duties over policy disputes involving, among others, economic development and
the future direction of growth. Typifying routine policy disputes between elected and appointed officials, the above
referenced firings and resignations adversely affected distribution of public services. With more positive effects on the
efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery, the next city
manager served more than 7 years. Did the person, the job,
the municipality, or election system explain the long and
short tenures of these appointed officials? The objective of
this analysis is to measure the effects these four groups of
independent variables have on appointed officials’ tenure in
office. That is, does an assessment of variables related to the

person, the job, the municipality, and election systems enable
one to predict whether an appointed official will serve a longer or shorter time than the median years appointed officials
in the state of North Carolina serve? Given that turnover
affects effectiveness and efficiency of local government, the
results of the analysis could lead to strategies for improving
policy implementation in municipalities in North Carolina.
Furthermore, the results provide useful information for city
managers setting long-term and short-term career goals, citizens judging local governments’ service delivery, and elected
officials who make decisions about appointments and
terminations.

Literature Review
Seeking to explain why some city managers spend more time
in office than others, four groups of independent variables
related to the person, the job, the city, and election systems
1
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were entered hierarchically in four logistic regression models. Following is a summary of prior scholarly research
related to these variables.

The Person
The National Civic League (2003), in the Model City Charter
stressed the appointment of educated and well-trained managers whose qualifications provide a “qualified professional
executive.” Level of professionalism is generally measured
by administrators’ education and salaries or in terms of skills,
experience, training, activities, and the manager’s career
(Barrilleaux, Feiock, & Crew, 1990; Sherwood, 1997;
Sigelman, 1976; Stillman, 1977). Over time, scholars have
found that city managers’ tenure will be shortened when they
are pulled to another location by offers of higher salaries or
the desire to serve and build experience in a larger municipality (DeHoog & Whitaker 1990; Green, 1987; Kammerer,
Farris, DeGrove, & Clubok, 1962). City managers with graduate degrees in public administration or prior experience in
local government have more options and often shorter tenures as city managers (Feiock & Stream, 1998).

The Job
Scholars have found that city managers’ tenure will be shortened when they are pushed from office due to political instability or competition for control of city resources (DeHoog &
Whitaker 1990; Green, 1987; Kammerer et al., 1962).
Montjoy and Watson (1995) saw government power
divided between the expression of will—by elected officials—and execution of will—by public administrators.
Although, in principle, city managers are not policy makers,
they inevitably become involved in the policy-making process as they choose issues for council agendas, provide analyses of policy alternatives, and lead city employees who
implement public policy. So it is not surprising that political
conflict could affect their tenure (McCabe, Feiock,
Clingermayer, & Stream, 2008). City managers do make
policy but elected officials, often driven by citizens’ concerns, dominate the process and managers must draw a line
that respects that dominance. According to Nalbandian
(2004), “sustained efficient and effective administrative
action and service delivery depend largely on a productive
relationship between elected officials and the professional
administrative staff” (p. 200). An earlier study by Morgan
and Watson (1992) recognized the policy role performed by
city managers but found (in their research sample) that
approximately 39% of city managers performed a caretaker
role, having little effect on policy outcomes. A 1999 study by
Svara recognized distinct roles between council and manager
but suggests that these roles overlap more and more.
McCabe et al. (2008) argued that city managers, once
viewed as “neutral technicians” with narrow roles in policy
making, do influence policy outcomes so tenure as well as

roles and relationships with elected officials are important.
For example, budgets influence policy outcomes and
increased authority in the budget process tends to increase
city managers’ tenure (Renner & DeSantis, 1994). Policy
disputes, as well as tenure rates, have been linked to government structure, the power and responsibility of managers,
and representation by districts (Benton, 2002; Feiock &
Stream, 2002; Menzel, 1996; Svara, 1996; Svara, 1991).
Tenure of managers grow shorter as levels of conflict increase
(Feiock, Clingermayer, Stream, McCabe, & Ahmed, 2001;
McCabe et al., 2008). Although his sample size was small,
Kaatz (1996) concluded as the result of interviews that compared with city managers who have conflict resolution skills,
tenure is shorter for city managers who lack skills needed to
resolve conflicts among city council members. Building on
Kaatz’s (1996) dissertation research, Kaatz, French, and
Prentiss-Cooper’s (1999) research results with a larger sample revealed that conflict shortens city managers’ tenure
when psychological burnout leads to voluntary turnover.
Whitaker and DeHoog (1991) studied turnover of city managers in Florida. They also found that managers who left
office, voluntarily or involuntarily, had experienced a great
deal of conflict. Conflicts may have been over policy issues
or the managers’ style. Although their research related county
rather than city managers, Tekniepe and Stream (2012) also
found a relationship between political conflict and county
manager turnover in large counties. Banovetz (1994) suggested that managers in the future may find that relationships
with the elected council change as the objectives and expectations of those elected officials change. Without this realization or recognition of change, conflict may be heightened. In
any event, turnover creates political uncertainty and it alters
the transaction costs of policy decisions.
According to Svara (1991), contemporary city managers
have wide-ranging responsibilities that bring together professionalism and the public interest, that is, the policies that
citizens want from their government. Within a framework of
controls set by their elected boards, managers should be
active in developing the policy agenda. Furthermore, the
Model City Charter (National Civic League, 2003) recommended strengthening the role of managers in policymaking, recognizing inherent policy implications in preparing and submitting budgets, reporting on financial matters
dealing with administrative activities and operations, and
planning for future needs.
With regard to personnel decisions, Renner and DeSantis
(1994) found that city managers’ tenure in office was unrelated to their authority to appoint department heads. But in
North Carolina the reality of shared responsibility for policy
and administration—such as when elected officials intervene
in personnel decisions—has likely pushed a city manager to
explore career options. City managers may resign after disagreements with elected officials if it is apparent that they
will be fired if they do not leave voluntarily. Or they may
anticipate political turmoil and leave voluntarily, especially
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when the composition of the council changes (Feiock &
Stream, 1998).

The Municipality
Often considered the government closest to the people, city
governments historically have been structured by the states
to meet the desires and needs of a local community (Liner,
1995; Svara, 1996; Wicker, 1995). Therefore, it is the jurisdiction, it might reasonably be argued, whose policy decisions most clearly affect the everyday lives of the citizens.
Citizens know that water treatment, police protection, fire
fighting and prevention, youth and recreational activities,
and land use planning are provided by local government. But
citizens often do not understand the workings of local governments or the variables that translate into being “governed
well” (Bowman & Kearney, 2002, p. 274).
Feiock and Stream (1998) found that racial, ideological,
and community growth conflicts—not partisan or role
conflicts—shortened managers’ tenure, and increases in the
population proportion living below the poverty level
increased city managers’ tenure. Tenure of managers grows
shorter as the economic well-being of the community
decreases and grows longer as communities thrive economically, perhaps, because growing cities are more affordable
and more attractive places to live (Feiock et al., 2001;
McCabe et al., 2008). Although their research related to
counties rather than cities, Tekniepe and Stream (2012)
found no relationship between county managers’ tenure and
a counties’ unemployment and poverty rates.

The Election System
Cities may vary in board size and terms in office, methods of
selecting mayors, or election systems, that is, election by district at-large or hybrid systems. Progressive reformers
believed that the use of at-large election systems would create a broader focus in policy decisions. Use of at-large elections later came under attack after the Voting Rights Act of
1965 and the judicial interpretations of that law. In the 1960s,
communities began to see the need to improve minority representation so they changed from at-large election systems to
district elections or some hybrid systems (Welch, 1990).
Contemporary scholars recognize that a fundamental issue in
modern democracies is how the election systems—for example, district or at-large—facilitate the representation of
diverse and multiple interests (Gerber, Morton, & Rietz,
1998).
Consistent with the argument of the North Carolina
appointed official who relocated to another jurisdiction, district election systems have been attacked as having potential
for motivating intraboard competition for geographical benefits (Sokolow, 1993; Welch, 1990). Trounstine and Valdini
(2008) noted that although “electoral rules certainly have an
effect,” context also matters.

Most research on representative bureaucracies is focused
on the effect of district and at-large election systems on
elected officials (Welch, 1990). When Feiock and Stream
(1998) studied the effects election systems have on city
managers’ tenure, they found no significant relationship.
Nevertheless, there seems to be agreement that electoral outcomes—that is, the stability of mayors and council members’
reelection rates—are important determinants of city manager
turnover (McCabe et al., 2008; Renner & DeSantis, 1994).
Local government scholars contend that more research is
needed to better understand election systems, functional
responsibilities, and relationships between managers and
their elected boards (DeSantis & Renner, 2002; Frederickson,
Wood, & Logan, 2002). Svara (1989) noted the need for further research about a manager’s characteristics and the institutional arrangements within which they work. Research
about relationships between elected and appointed officials,
and election systems, is often narrowly focused on singlecity case studies such as Newfarmer’s (1995) work in
Cincinnati and Haeberle’s (1997) study of Birmingham—
thus, the importance of further research, especially this study
in North Carolina.

Method
Letters, surveys, and stamped self-addressed envelopes were
mailed to 100 city managers in a random sample of all the cities in North Carolina with populations greater than 2,500.2
There was no upper limit on cities’ populations. Approximately
1 month later, those who had not responded were sent a
reminder post card. Those who did not respond the following
month were sent a second letter, a second copy of the survey,
and a stamped self-addressed envelope. Ninety city managers responded—a 90% response rate. Although the proportions of women and minorities are smaller than the
proportions of men and nonminorities, they compare favorably with national data,3 and it seems likely that the responses
from these managers accurately reflect the opinions and
characteristics of all city managers in North Carolina.
Frequency distributions and descriptive statistics summarize responses to questions related to variables in the hierarchical logistic regression models and several other questions
included on the survey and described in this analysis. The
level and frequency distributions of variables4 analyzed
determined the inferential statistics appropriate for bivariate
and multivariate analyses. For example, all cases fell in three
of the five salary categories: US$0 to US$50,000; US$50,001
to US$100,000; and US$100,001 to US$150,000. The middle category included 60% of the cases and served as the
reference category, while the other two categories were
coded as two dummy variables. This is acceptable treatment
for a categorical independent variable in multivariate regression analysis. Treatment of the dependent variable, as previously explained, serves as another example. Values for each
variable are based on response options on survey questions.

Downloaded from by guest on December 11, 2015

4

SAGE Open

See Note 4 for more specific information about coding of
variables. A qualitative analysis of the officials’ comments
about strategies for establishing positive, productive relationships with elected officials enhances the quantitative
analysis.

Research Questions
Did the person, the job, the municipality, or election system
explain the long and short tenures of these appointed officials? Do demographic characteristics or professional qualifications of managers affect their tenure? Does their level of
engagement in their jobs—that is, decision making about the
budget, personnel, policy making—or their job satisfaction
or relationships with elected officials affect their tenure? Do
the characteristics of the municipality—that is, the size as
reflected in the population and budget—or the economic
well-being of the citizens as reflected in the percentage of the
population living below the poverty level or median household income affect city managers’ tenure? Does the number
of their council or board members, elected at-large, affect
their tenure? This analysis is unique for using hierarchical
logistic regression to measure four groups’ of variables
effects on tenure of appointed municipal officials. Managers’
self-reported strategies for maintaining positive relationships
with their elected boards also are described.

Hierarchical Logistic Regression
After examining the frequency distributions of each variable
and running five separate multiple regression models, a single four-stage hierarchical logistic regression model was
developed. This model seems most parsimonious and consistent with the theoretical framework for the analysis. As previously explained, the dichotomous dependent variable in
the model is length of time in years—with the distribution
divided at the median, 5 years—each city manager had been
in his or her job. Logistic regression is appropriate for dichotomous dependent variables, and the result of hierarchical
logistic regression reveals more than a single model. So the
independent variables were entered hierarchically in four
stages as follows. First, variables related to the person—that
is, sex, age, race, education, length of service in local government, and salary—were entered. Variables related to the
job—that is, involvement in budget, personnel, and policy
decisions, job satisfaction and relationships—were entered
in the second stage. Variables related to the municipality—
population size, poverty rates, median household income,
and the size of the city’s budget—were entered in the third
stage, and number of officials elected at-large was entered in
the fourth stage. This method mathematically nests variables
entered in each stage in subsequent models. That is, the B
coefficients for each independent variable in a model are
included in computation of the B coefficients for the independent variables added to the model in the following stage

(Wong & Mason, 1985). For example, one study of utilization of angioplasty within 90 days of patients’ heart attacks
analyzed variance in the dependent variable caused by
patients’ age, gender, race, and comorbidity (the presence of
diseases in addition to the heart disease) in Stage 1 and variation caused by state in Stage 2. The results revealed variation
in angioplasty procedures performed—a yes or no dichotomous dependent variable—state by state, given the characteristics of the patients (Gatsonis, Epstein, Newhouse,
Normand, & McNeil, 1995). In this analysis of city managers’ tenure in office, first we measure the effects the incumbents’ characteristics have on tenure; second, the effects their
job responsibilities, relationships, and satisfaction have on
tenure given incumbents’ characteristics; third, the effects
the characteristics the municipality have on tenure, given the
variables entered in the first two stages; and fourth, the
effects the number of officials elected at-large has on tenure,
given the effects of variables entered in the first three stages.

Hypotheses
Dependent Variable: How Long Have You Held
Your Position?
The dependent variable in the regression models is the length
of time the city manager held his or her position. The distribution of the variable is skewed with half the city managers
having served less than 5 years and half of them having
served 5 to 35 years. So the responses were divided at the
median, 5 years, creating a dichotomous variable to serve as
the dependent variable. Because the dependent variable is
dichotomous, logistic regression is best suited for this analysis (see Table 1).
Over the years, the mean number of years a city manager
serves has increased from 3.5 in 1965 to 7 in 2011, an average within a wide range, according to The International City/
County Management Association (ICMA)—these are
national data (Gottfried & Reese, 2004). For this random
sample of managers in North Carolina, the mean years served
is 7.33 but bear in mind the mean was pulled up by the
skewed distribution.

About the Person
For the purpose of comparison with prior studies of appointed
officials in municipalities, statistics describing the gender,
age, race, highest level of education completed, and major
fields of study for this sample are presented (see Table 1).
Education, amount of city government experience, and salary2 have traditionally been used to measure professionalism
so this group of variables serves as independent variables in
the first logistic regression model, and a positive relationship
is expected. That is, it is expected that city managers with
more education, more experience in city government, and
higher salaries have longer tenures in their appointed offices
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Table 1. Frequencies and Descriptive Statistics.
Variable

Value

Years in job—
Dichotomous
dependent
variable

Less than 5 years

5 to 35 years
Years in job—
Before data
were divided at
median
Sex
Male
Female
Age years
Under 22
22-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and over
Race
Not White
White
Education
No graduate degree
Graduate degree
Education—All
High school
survey category Associate degree
responses
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Doctorate
Professional degree
Major field of
Law
study
Professional, e.g.,
medicine
and engineering
Business
Agriculture
Teaching/education
Other. Specify
City government 1-5 years
experience
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26-30 years
31-35 years
36-40 years
Salary (in US$)
0-50,000
50,001-100,000
(reference category)
100,001-150,000
Budget
1
involvement
2
3
4
5
6
7

Frequency

%

M

Median

Mode

SD

n

43

48.9

0.5

1.0

1.0

0.5

88

45

51.1
7.3

5.0

2.0

7.1

88

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.3

90

4.3

4.0

5.0

1.0

90

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.1

89

0.6

1.0

1.0

0.5

90

3.9

4.0

3.0

1.7

90

2.0

2.0

2.0

0.6

90

6.2

6.0

6.0

0.9

90

78
12
0
2
20
27
31
10
2
87
34
56
5
6
23
54
0
2
2
5

86.7
13.3
0.0
2.2
22.2
30.0
34.4
11.1
2.2
96.7
37.8
62.2
5.6
6.7
25.6
60.0
0.0
2.2
2.3
5.8

18
1
3
57
6
16
20
13
14
15
6
0
14
60

20.9
1.2
3.5
66.3
6.7
17.8
22.2
14.4
15.6
16.7
6.7
0.0
15.6
66.7

16
0
0
2
2
12
37
37

17.8
0
0
2.2
2.2
13.3
41.1
41.1

(Continued)
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Table 1. (Continued)
Variable

Value

Personnel
involvement

1
2
3
4
5
6

7
Policy involvement 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Job satisfaction
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Work relationships 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Population
Less than 2,500
2,501 to 5,000
5,001 to 10,000
10,001 to 25,000
25,001 to 50,000
50,001 to 100,000
100,001 to 250,000
Percentage living
below the
poverty level
Median household
income in US
dollars
Budget (in US$)
Less than 10,000,000
10,000,001-20,000,000
20,000,001-30,000,000
30,000,001-40,000,000
40,000,001-50,000,000
50,000,001-60,000,000
60,000,001-70,000,000
70,000,001-80,000,000
80,000,001-90,000,000
90,000,001-100,000,000
More than 100,000,000

Frequency

%

M

Median

Mode

SD

n

0
0
1
2
6
30

0
0
1.1
2.2
6.7
33.3

6.4

7.0

7.0

0.8

90

50
0
1
7
13
33
33
2
0
1
1
3
19
40
26
1
0
0
2
16
31
39
1
35
28
15
6
4
1

55.6
0
1.1
7.8
14.4
36.7
36.7
2.2
0
1.1
1.1
3.3
21.1
44.4
28.9
1.1
0
0
2.2
17.8
34.4
43.3
1.1
38.9
31.1
16.7
6.7
4.4
1.1

5.1

5.0

5.0

1.0

90

5.9

6.0

6.0

1.0

90

6.2

6.0

7.0

1.0

90

3.1

3.0

2.0

1.2

90

11.4

10.4

4.9

6.1

90

37,074

33,273

29,369

13,935

90

2.5

1.0

1.0

2.7

90

50
20
3
3
2
2
3
1
0
2
4

55.6
22.2
3.3
3.3
2.2
2.2
3.3
1.1
0.0
2.2
4.4

(Continued)
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Table 1. (Continued)
Variable

Value

Number elected
at-large

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Number city
council
members

Frequency

%

M

Median

Mode

SD

n

1
11
6
5
2
22
31
12
2
22
40
19
4
2
1

1.1
12.2
6.7
5.6
2.2
24.4
34.4
13.3
2.2
24.4
44.4
21.1
4.4
2.2
1.1

4.7

5.0

6.0

2.0

90

6.1

6.0

6.0

1.0

90

as city managers. Considering prior research, one might
expect inverse relationships between the dependent variable,
tenure in office, and the independent variables gender and
race. That is, as females and minorities have shorter tenures,
the B coefficient would be negative for gender and positive
for race. But the small numbers of female and minority officials in North Carolina make it difficult to find significant
relationships and draw generalizable conclusions about these
variables. Demographic variables gender, race, and age are
controlled in these models.

officials to make policy. Although they may not have elected
officials’ power to vote in favor of municipal statutes, city
managers’ decisions during the budget formulation and policy implementation process affect policy so this variable also
is included in the model. A positive relationship is expected.
The managers also were asked for their strategies for
establishing positive, productive relationships with elected
officials. To enhance the logistic regression analysis, a summary of their comments, including the number of managers
who made each suggestion, is included.

About the Job

About the Municipality

The next tier in the hierarchical logistic regression model
analyzes variables related to the job. Considering past
research on push and pull factors, one would expect quality
of work relationships with elected officials and job satisfaction to be positively correlated with city managers’ tenure.
The direction of the relationships between involvement in
personnel, budget, and policy decisions and tenure in office
is expected to be positive. Levels of involvement in personnel and budget decisions are expected to be high and less
variable—generally elected and appointed officials consider
human and financial resource management to be primary
responsibilities of administrators not politicians. Although
questionable decisions or failure to make decisions related to
personnel and the budget may shorten tenure in office, it is
expected that more competent city managers with greater
involvement in these areas would be retained and serve
longer.
Many of the city managers and elected officials surveyed
added comments that city managers make recommendations
to elected officials, but it is not the responsibility of appointed

If an appointed official would like to stay, then a city’s attractiveness would be a pull factor and would lengthen tenure,
but if it is an undesirable place to live this would be a push
factor and would shorten tenure. The third tier of variables in
the hierarchical regression model is municipal characteristics, with an emphasis on characteristics related to the economy and budget: the city’s population, the percentage of the
population living below the poverty level, the median household income, and operating budget. With the exception of the
percentage of the population living below the poverty level
for which a negative relationship is expected, positive relationships are expected for the other three variables in this
tier.

About Election Systems
The fourth and final tier of the hierarchical logistic regression
models explores the possibility that election systems affect
appointed officials’ tenure in office. About 74% of the municipalities’ elected officials are elected at-large, and there is a
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Table 2. Logistic Regression: Dependent Variable Is City Manager in Office More or Less than 5 Years.
Model 1
Independent variables
Sex
Age
Race
Education
City Govt expense
Salary ≤ $50K
Salary > US$100 K

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

B

Exp(B)

B

Exp(B)

B

Exp(B)

B

Exp(B)

0.38
(0.83)
−0.21
(0.35)
−0.03
(1.59)
−1.587*
(0.69)
0.49*
(0.22)
−0.72
(0.8)
0.72
(0.86)

1.46

1.06
(0.93)
−0.29
(0.37)
0.22
(1.63)
−1.53*
(0.75)
0.63*
(0.26)
−0.69
(0.8)
0.51
(0.96)
0.82*
(0.42)
−0.06
(0.397)
−0.3
(0.299)
0.36
(0.46)
−0.36
(0.45)

2.89

1.04
(0.95)
−0.31
(0.37)
0.24
(1.71)
−1.497
(0.79)
0.65*
(0.27)
−0.82
(0.87)
0.51
(1.1)
0.83
(0.46)
−0.11
(0.43)
−0.29
(0.31)
0.43
(0.49)
−0.37
(0.45)
0.06
(0.37)
−0.05
(0.08)
0.000
(0.000)
−0.32
(0.83)

2.83

1.01
(0.95)
−0.39
(0.38)
−0.24
(1.74)
−1.58*
(0.796)
0.75*
(0.298)
−0.98
(0.896)
0.40
(1.11)
0.98*
(0.494)
−0.25
(0.45)
−0.28
(0.31)
0.46
(0.49)
−0.46
(0.47)
0.02
(0.38)
−0.07
(0.09)
0.000
(0.000)
−0.46
(0.85)
−0.17
(0.16)
−0.61
(5.205)
29.01
.034
89.471
.286
.383

2.76

0.81
0.98
0.205*
1.632*
0.49
2.06

Budget
Personnel
Policy
Job satisfaction
Relationships

0.75
1.24
0.22*
1.88*
0.5
1.67
2.28*
0.94
0.74
1.43
0.696

Population
Poverty
Median HH income
City budget

0.73
1.27
0.223
1.91*
0.44
1.66
2.297
0.89
0.75
1.54
0.69
1.06
0.95
0.9999
0.83

At-large
Constant
χ2
(Prob > χ2)
−2 log likelihood
Cox and Snell R2
Nagelkerke R2
n
Wald χ2

0.181
(2.29)
21.87
.003
96.606
.225
.300
86
.742

1.198

3.41
(3.98)
27.101
.007
91.375
.270
.361

0.03

−2.39
(4.92)
28.815
.033
90.661
.276
.37

0.09

0.68
0.79
0.21*
2.12*
0.37
1.50
2.65*
0.78
0.76
1.58
0.63
1.02
0.93
1.00
0.64
0.84
0.55

Note. HH = household; Govt = government.
* p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

strong inverse relationship between the number of officials
elected at-large and those elected by ward or district. So the
number of officials elected at-large is the final independent
variable entered in the models. Consistent with the literature
and the suspicions of one appointed official, who left his job in

an area where most officials were elected by ward or district,
a positive relationship between the number of officials elected
at-large and appointed officials’ tenure in office is expected.
To enhance the logistic regression analysis, further analysis of North Carolina’s at-large, district by district, and
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hybrid election systems is presented in a cross-tabulation.
The Cramer’s V statistic measures the association between
officials’ opinions of effective election systems and elections
systems used in their jurisdictions.
Although most city council elections are nonpartisan, is it
possible the ideology of voters and candidates influence
elections in a way that affects appointed officials’ tenure in
office? A surrogate measure for ideology in each city, party
identification of registered voters, is also examined. The
numbers of Democrats, Republicans, and Unaffiliated voters
are related so only the proportion of registered voters who
are Democrats is presented. These data were available for
64 municipalities.
The hypotheses all relate to the previously stated research
questions and the objectives of the research—that is, to identify factors that affect appointed officials’ job security. Given
that turnover affects effectiveness and efficiency of local
government, the results of the analysis could lead to strategies for improving policy implementation in municipalities
in North Carolina as well as city managers’ career management decisions.

Results
There is considerable variation in the amount of time these
appointed officials served in their jobs. Responses ranged
from less than 1 week to 35 years in their jobs, 5 is the median
years, and 7.33 is the mean number of years served.

About the Person
The demographics of the city managers do not differ greatly
(see Table 1). More than 75% of the city managers who
responded to the survey are above 40 years of age. The overwhelming majority of the survey respondents are White men,
which is similar to the proportion of the White male city
managers nationwide. Nearly 87% of them are male and
nearly 98% of them are White (see Table 2, Model 1). Race,
sex, and age are not significantly related to city managers’
tenure in office.
Some indicators of professionalism in the field (an objective term not an assessment of individual behavior) are education, experience in the career field, and salaries. Logistic
regression analysis reveals that education and city government experience, but not salary, affect tenure in office (see
Table 2, Model 1).
Many students who aspire to city manager positions pursue Master of Public Administration degrees. Sixty-two percent of these professionals reported having master’s or
professional degrees (see Table 1). However these credentials do not necessarily increase their time in the job. A city
manager with a master’s or professional degree is one fifth as
likely as one who does not to spend more than 5 years in the
job, b = −1.587; exp(B) = .205. Stated another way (because
the coefficient is negative), compared with those with

graduate degrees city managers without graduate degrees are
about 4.5 times as likely to spend more than 5 years in the
job. The inverse relationship with education suggests the
variable is a pull factor that can open more windows of
opportunity for city managers (see Table 2, Model 1).
Years of city government experience also affect appointed
officials’ tenure in office. For each increase of 5 years experience in city government, the likelihood that a city manager
will spend more than 5 years in his or her job increases. More
specifically, the odds a city manager with 11 to 15 years of
city government experience will stay in the job for 5 years or
more is 1.632 times the odds of a city manager with 6 to 10
years of experience (see Table 2, Model 1). City government
experience is relevant.
Although choosing government service as a profession
may be a lifelong career choice, accepting a position in a city
is not. According to these managers’ responses, they chose
professional careers in public service before they became
city managers. More than one-half of the city managers have
more than 15 years of city government service and half of
them served 5 or more years in their current positions.
One might expect a high-paid administrator to stay longer, hoping to hold a job with a high salary in times of adversity and finding it difficult to find a competitive offer. And
one might expect a poorly paid administrator to be enticed by
a higher salary offer in another jurisdiction. If so, there will
be a positive relationship between tenure and salary.
As previously explained, city managers who responded to
this survey categorized their salaries as US$50,000 or less,
more than US$100,000, or somewhere between those two
categories. Sixty percent of the respondents chose the middle
category, US$50,001 to US$100,000—so this category
served as the reference category in the logistic regression
model. Compared with the reference category, neither of the
other two salary categories had a significant effect on the
dependent variable, so salaries of appointed officials in North
Carolina are not significantly related to tenure in office.

About the Job
When variables related to job responsibilities, satisfaction,
and working relationships are added to the model with variables related to the city managers’ characteristics and qualifications, the results change slightly (see Table 2, Model 2.).
The odds ratios for education and length of city government
experience increase slightly but still are significant, whereas
salary still is not.
Budget. In addition to education and city government experience, involvement in decisions related to the budget—a critical part of managers’ jobs—is significantly related to city
managers’ tenure. There were two survey questions related to
budgets. The first question asked who had primary responsibility for developing the budget. More than 80% of the city
managers responded that they have primary responsibility

Downloaded from by guest on December 11, 2015

10

SAGE Open

for developing the budget. Some respondents added comments and explained that although the elected officials
approve or modify the budget, the decisions to prepare and
recommend the budget are made by the manager. Other managers added that members of their staff also were involved in
budget formulation. The second question served as an independent variable in Model 2 and asked, “On a scale of 1 to 7,
where 1 is not at all and 7 is totally responsible, to what
extent are you involved in decisions related to the budget?”
More than 95% of the city managers indicated that their
involvement in decisions related to the budget is 5 or greater.
For each increase of 1 on this scale, the likelihood that a
manager will spend 5 or more years in the job more than
doubles, exp(B) = 2.28.
Although important to the individual in the job, the relationships between tenure and job satisfaction, working relationships, and involvement in personnel and policy decisions
are not significant. Unexpectedly, the relationship to job satisfaction is not significant so, given the B coefficients in
Model 1, those with more experience as city managers are
able to retain their appointed positions longer, even if conflicts with elected officials lower the satisfaction in their jobs
somewhat (see Table 2, Model 2).
Personnel. The survey question related to involvement in
decisions related to personnel was similar to the one related
to budget decisions. The managers were asked to rate their
involvement on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is not at all and 7
is totally responsible. Ninety-seven percent of the city managers indicated that their involvement in these decisions is 5
or more. There was general agreement, according to comments, that the appointed official is responsible for all personnel decisions except for selections of elected officials
(sheriff and registrar of deeds) and political appointments
made by the board or council (police chief).
One might expect that managers whose personnel decisions are respected would stay in their jobs longer or that
controversial decisions in these areas might shorten the city
managers’ tenure. One might also expect that longer tenure
as a city manager could facilitate development of these skills.
But the analysis reveals no relationship between the length of
time these officials served in their jobs and involvement in
personnel decisions. Given the coefficients in Model 1 of the
variables added in Model 2, only involvement in budget
decisions is significant (see Table 2, Model 2). That skills in
this area are critical but not significantly related to job retention could suggest that some baseline skill level is a criterion
in the selection process.
Policy making. The city managers reported having less
involvement in policy making than in making decisions
about the budget or personnel. On the same 7-point scale
ranging from not at all to totally responsible, about 75% of
the managers reported that their level of involvement in policy making is 5 or greater. The higher ratings of some city

Table 3. City Managers’ Strategies for Establishing Positive,
Productive Relationships With Elected Officials.
City managers’ strategies
Effective communication skills
Trust
Knowledge, understanding, and/or respect
for the roles of the city manager and the
elected officials
Politics, bias, each’s own agenda
Intelligence of the elected officials
Integrity
Elected officials micro-managing
Personalities, accountability, honesty, shared
vision, working as a team, listening, and
leadership of the manager

Number of
managers
23
14
10
7
3
3
3
Each mentioned
2 times

managers may have been influenced by their perceptions that
budget decisions reflect policy decisions.
It was expected that ratings of job satisfaction and work
relationships would increase with the city manager’s tenure
in office but this is not the case in North Carolina. There is no
significant relationship between tenure and either of these
variables. Rather than staying in one location, some effective, experienced, well-educated city managers in North
Carolina may be pulled to jobs in more desirable places to
live, while others choose to stay where they are satisfied and
have positive work relationships. Other factors not measured
and controlled in this survey, such as family concerns, could
lead to such unpredictable results.
One might expect city managers who have unproductive
work relationships with elected officials to leave, voluntarily
or involuntarily. When asked to rate their relationships with
elected officials, 79% of the city managers gave ratings
greater than 5 on a scale that ranged from 1, very negative
and unproductive work relationships, to 7, very positive and
productive work relationships.
How can city managers maintain positive, productive
work relationships? The first suggestion was given in a follow-up telephone call. The official explained that there is a
“honeymoon” period for city managers. That is, soon after
they are appointed, the city managers will be serving elected
officials that chose them for their jobs. At that time, it is
likely that their relationships with those elected officials will
be positive and productive. Consistent with this comment,
another city manager said, “My situation may be unique . . .
The council created the position of Administrator, and I am
their first. There is probably no other manager who has more
support than I have right now.”
Later the composition of the city council is likely to
change. Then the “honeymoon” period is over, and the city
managers must establish positive working relationships
with the newly elected officials. One city manager whose
“honeymoon” seemed to be over said, “I think brighter
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Figure 1. Logistic regression: In job more or less than 5 years.

days are ahead for me because my Board is changing in my
favor, but for other small town managers it seems unfair
that three votes can put you on the street without good
reason.”
Is it true that the problems of some city managers relate to
the qualifications of elected officials? Several managers
made comments about the qualifications and, therefore, the
credibility of elected officials. “I am convinced that we as a
public discourage some of the more qualified people from
running for office . . . I continue to respect those elected but
must wonder about those who did not run,” said one manager. Another one said, “It would be nice if elected officials
were required to pass a competency test before running for
office. Politics are Hell!” Another said, “Our board is entirely
white male, middle-to-upper class. They see things through
their own perspectives—which are identical . . . They do not
see their own faults.”
Disagreements, bias, lack of role clarity, and lack of direction from the elected officials make it more difficult to establish positive relationships. Nevertheless, city managers
offered many strategies for sustaining positive work relationships (see Table 3). They mentioned communication and
trust most frequently. Also mentioned was the need to understand the roles and political agendas of elected and appointed
officials, the need to understand procedures, leadership
skills, honesty and integrity, experience in the job, education,
and professionalism. Several city managers gave specific
suggestions for establishing positive relationships with
elected officials.
•• Trust is most important. Both parties must be willing
to listen. Both parties must be courteous and respectful in all dealings with each other. Both parties must

••

••

••
••

keep what is best for the town and its citizens in proper
perspective.
City managers must have skills in mediation, interaction, and must keep the council abreast of all important issues. Never let the elected officials “get
blindsided.”
City managers must be alert to problems with “chemistry,” not only with individual council members but
also when caught in the middle of problems between
different council members.
Implementation, motives, the press, technical competency, ethics, and experience are factors.
City managers must always ensure that each council
member is fully and equitably informed with highquality information.

About the Municipality
In the third tier of the hierarchical logistic regression model,
variables related to characteristics of the municipality were
added to the variables related to the person and the job that
were included in the first two models (see Table 2, Model 3).
An appointed official may want to stay in an attractive community like the warm resort areas on the Outer Banks or the
Mountain Region of North Carolina. Or one might want to
leave a jurisdiction with a high poverty rate and go to a more
prestigious position in a municipality, with a larger population and budget and a higher median household income. In
North Carolina, there is no significant relationship between
these four variables and the length of time city managers
spend in their jobs. But the relationship between experience
in city government persists and grows slightly stronger in
Model 3.
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Figure 2. Tenure by number of at-large and ward/district elected officials.

About Election Systems
The variables included in the first three models are mathematically nested in Model 4, with the final variable of interest, officials elected at-large.5 Figure 1 graphically displays
the odds ratios for variables in each of the four logistic
regression models, including Model 4 (see Figure 1). The
odds ratio for the number of officials elected at-large is near
one—that is, this variable has little effect on the likelihood
that a city manager will spend 5 or more years in office.
Sixty-one of the 83 city managers who responded to the
question about election systems reported serving with a
council elected entirely in at-large systems (see Table 2,
Model 4). Model 4 analyzes the effect the number of officials
elected at-large has on tenure in office. Number of officials
elected another way is not included to avoid multicollinearity. A positive relationship was expected but there is no significant relationship. The relationships between education,
city government experience, and involvement in budget
decisions persist—of the three, only education is slightly less
influential in this model (see Table 2, Model 4).
•• Compared with a city manager with a graduate degree,
one without a graduate degree is 4.76 times more
likely to remain in the job 5 or more years, b = −1.58;
exp(B) = .21.
•• For each additional 5 years of city government experience, the likelihood that a city manager will remain in

the job 5 or more years more than doubles, b = .75;
exp(B) = 2.12.
•• For each increase of 1 on a scale of 1 to 7 measuring
involvement in budget decisions, a city manager is
2.65 times more likely to remain in the job 5 or more
years, b = .98; exp(B) = 2.65.
Note the pseudo R2 measures, Cox and Snell R2, and
Nagelkerke R2 increase from Model 1 to Model 2 to Model 3
to Model 4. Model 4 is the best model according to the
goodness-of-fit measure, −2 log likelihood, and chi-square
which increases from 21.87 for Model 1 to 29.01 for
Model 4 (p < .05). That is, added predictors make significant
contributions to predicting the dependent variable.
The chart presented in Figure 2 shows no systematic
trends between election systems and appointed officials’ tenure in office. Why is there so much concern about election
systems? Some reasons may not be revealed in this analysis
because so many council members are elected at-large in
North Carolina. Logistic regression would not reveal the
intensity of conflict that could be caused by a few officials
elected by district.
One manager suggested that there was a great deal of conflict among elected officials where he worked because each
one was elected to represent one of six single-election districts or one of three combined (two single-election) districts.
Each one tended to vote for policies that would benefit their
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Table 4. Cramer’s V for Cross-Tabulation of Type Election System and Opinions About Which Election System Results in More
Effective City Governance.
Opinion of most effective system
At-large

By ward or district

Hybrid

Total

42
0
4
46

1
0
1
2

18
1
16
35

61
1
21

System in city managers’ city
Council all elected at-large
Council all elected by district
Hybrid election system
Total

Proportion Registered Voters Who Are Democrats

Note. Cramer’s V = .321.
p < .01.

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

35

22

19

17

16

15

14

12

9

10

8

6

6.5

5

5.5

4.83

3.5

4.42

3

3.5

2

2.5

2

1.5

1.5

0.83

0.67

0.42

0.17

0.02

0

Tenure in Office

Figure 3. Proportion voter registered democrats by tenure in office.

own constituents, sometimes at the expense of other singleelection districts or the jurisdiction as a whole. Board meetings were, in this manager’s opinion, highly contentious and
unprofessional. He believed that at-large elections would
lead to more effective governance.
This manager sought and found another job. Is it likely
that he would find the same situation elsewhere in the state—
that is, where most board members are elected by ward or
district? Would other appointed officials agree with his opinion that governance is more effective when officials are
elected at-large rather than by ward or district? Are their
opinions influenced by the type of election system in their
jurisdictions (see Table 4)?
Of 83 responses, only one jurisdiction reported using district elections exclusively, 21 reported using hybrid systems,
and 61 of them reported that all elected officials in their jurisdiction were elected at-large (see Table 4). Furthermore, in
26% of the cities with hybrid systems, one-half or fewer city

council members are elected at-large. Note that some city
managers commented that there are variations in election
systems that are not clearly reflected in data describing atlarge versus ward or district representation. Several city
managers said that elected officials must live in the district
that they represent even though they are elected at-large.
Table 4 displays a cross-tabulation of elections systems in
jurisdictions by managers’ opinions of the most effective
systems. Forty-two of 46 managers, more than 91%, believe
that at-large systems are the best of the three systems of governance. These 42 managers serve in municipalities where
all elected officials are elected at-large. About half of those
who favor the other two options (1 of 2 and 18 of 35, respectively) were elected in at-large systems.
Some would say that the most appropriate election system
for a community is the one that best serves the needs of the
community. Which system does truly serve the needs of the
community as a whole? If representatives elected by ward or
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district constantly fight for the needs of their own ward or
district then council meetings are less likely to be productive.
In these situations the appointed officials are very vulnerable
because they cannot serve all their masters and the needs of
the municipality as a whole.
What defines the needs of the community as a whole? For
some communities the issue is diversity and at-large elections—these, according to the literature, better serve needs of
a diverse community. For some communities the issues relate
to crime in certain areas—this could lead to contentious discussions among elected representatives who represent single
districts. Hybrid systems seem to address both the needs of
specific areas of communities and the needs of the community as a whole.
There is a need to explore the relationship between party
affiliation of registered voters and the tenure of appointed
officials because the ideology of voters might affect expectations for government in that area. More specifically, in a conservative area, voters might elect city council members
whom they expect to limit what government does, whereas
in a more moderate or liberal area, voters might elect city
council members who they expect would expand services or
more actively address problems such as poverty or crime.
One might expect that the warm resort areas on the East
coast, where off-season unemployment rates rise, might be
more liberal and that the cooler Mountain Region might be
more conservative. Even though most local elections are nonpartisan, one indicator of ideology in a region is the party identification of registered voters because Republicans tend to be
more conservative than liberal, and Democrats tend to be more
liberal than conservative. Figure 3 shows no systematic relationship between the proportion of voters who registered as
Democrats on the y-axis (to avoid the multicollinearity problem present when both parties are included in a regression
model and to eliminate problems due to variations between
large and small councils) and tenure in office on the x-axis.

Conclusion
Many city managers are committed to professional careers in
public service and are willing to move to advance their
careers. It seems that few managers work their way up in one
municipality. They more likely are hired from outside the
jurisdiction where they work. Data describing the length of
time city managers have served in their jobs and have lived
in their jurisdictions suggest that this is true. For example, 43
of the 90 city managers surveyed in North Carolina have
been in their current positions less than 10 years and have
lived in their jurisdictions less than 10 years. Ten of the city
managers have been in their current positions between 11
and 20 years and have lived in their jurisdictions the same
amount of time. That is, over half of them may have moved
into their jurisdictions when they were selected for the jobs
they now hold. Also note that experienced managers with
higher levels of education are more mobile—that is, they

may not be forced to move by elected officials but may move
voluntarily to pursue better opportunities.
Fewer city managers ranked their levels of responsibility
in policy making as high as they ranked their levels of
responsibility for decisions related to the budget. Elected
officials would say this is fitting because elected officials are
the policy makers. With regard to professionalism, welleducated, experienced managers who understand their roles
and responsibilities, who make good decisions related to the
budget, who implement strategies to maintain positive relationships, and who do not overstep the boundaries set by
elected officials are likely to be successful.
When considered with their comments, the city managers’
ratings of job satisfaction and work relationships suggest that
their job security depends on process as well as content. That
is, how the managers do their jobs—ethical behavior, trust,
effective communication skills, respect for others—is as
important if not more important than what the managers
do—such as the budget decisions that they make. For example, personality and style are not examined in this study but
one might expect extroverts to be more comfortable than
introverts interacting with citizens and elected officials, collecting feedback about city services, addressing problems
and following up with those who raise issues about cities’
efficiency and effectiveness.
More than 90% of city managers believe that at-large
elections lead to better governance. When the council is
comprised of officials elected by ward or district decision
making may be slow, meetings may be contentious, and it
may be more difficult to win the support of the majority of
elected officials and to keep one’s job. When officials are
elected at-large, there may be more discussion of proposed
statutes and city services but one would expect more input
and buy-in from those who were part of the decision making
process and, therefore, better outcomes.
This case study of local government managers broadens
our understanding of local governments. There is a need for
additional research analyzing data from a national sample of
elected and appointed officials in counties and cities to determine whether the reasons for turnover among appointed officials are unique to North Carolina. For example, we know
there are important differences in priorities, policy issues,
and leadership in male and female public officials. It is likely
that a national sample would include a much larger number
of women—a mere 14% of those who responded to this survey were female. And nearly 98% of the city managers who
responded to the North Carolina survey are White suggesting
a need to explore the extent to which election systems in this
state address minority needs. A larger data set is likely to
include greater variation in city size. This data set included
on four cities with populations between 50,001 and 100,000
and one city with a population between 100,001 and 250,000.
Therefore, the ability to analyze variations based on population size is limited in this study of municipalities in North
Carolina.
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Are not city managers in fact professional public administrators affected by politics with a small “p” but not politics
that reflect citizens’ ideology? Would not a well-educated,
experienced city manager who makes sound decisions about
the budget and competently fulfills his responsibilities for
implementation of policies determined by elected officials
be fairly safe to make his or her own decisions about staying
a long or short time in one municipality? According to this
case study of appointed officials in North Carolina both
answers would be affirmative.
Notes
1.

2.

3.

4.

The terms city manager, appointed municipal officials, and
appointed officials in cities and municipalities are used interchangeably. These terms also refer to town managers and town
administrators, appointed officials in small jurisdictions.
The author thanks the International City/County Management
Association (ICMA) for allowing her to modify and include
several questions that ICMA asked in their survey, Municipal
Form of Government, 1996: Trends in Structure, Responsibility,
and Composition.
Several studies reported that only 2% to 3% of city managers
are female or minority (Fox & Schuhmann, 1999; Stillman,
1977; Whitaker & DeHoog, 1991). More than 13% of these
respondents are female so the variable sex is included in the
models. The proportion of minorities in this sample is similar
to the proportion reported in other studies and, although small,
is included in the models—running the regressions without
race makes very little difference in the results and the variable
seems important. The analysis was rerun with weights applied
to race and sex. But weights greatly inflated the number of
cases so coefficients for most variables in the model were significant and seemed illogical. Weights are off for the results
reported here.
Response options for survey questions:Dependent variable:
How long in job: Recoded as dichotomous variable divided
at the median 5 years; less than 5 years (0); 5 years or more
(1). Independent variables—Sex: male (0); female (1). Age
(years): below 22, 22 to 29, 30 to 39, 40 to 49, 50 to 59, 60
and above. Race: American Indian; Hispanic; Asian or Pacific
Islander; White, not of Hispanic origin; Black, not of Hispanic
origin. Race was recoded as a dichotomous variable: not
White (0) or White (1). Education: Education was recoded as a
dichotomous variable: no graduate degree (0); graduate degree
(1). City government experience: 1 to 5 years; 6 to 10 years; 11
to 15 years; 16 to 20 years; 21 to 25 years; 26 to 30 years; 31 to
35 years; 36 to 40 years. Salary: All cases fell in three of five
categories: US$0 to US$50,000; US$50,001 to US$100,000;
US$100,001 to US$150,000. The middle category included
60% of the cases and served as the reference category for a
categorical variable. Involved in budget decisions: 1 = not at
all to 7 = totally responsible. Involved in personnel decisions:
1 = not at all to 7 = totally responsible. Involved in policy
making: 1 = not at all to 7 = totally responsible. Job satisfaction: 1 = totally dissatisfied in your position to 7 = totally
satisfied. Work relationships: 1 = very negative and unproductive to 7 = very positive and productive working relationship
between you and city council members. The question about

5.

work relationships was followed by an open-ended question
about factors affecting working relationships between elected
and appointed officials. Budget: Recoded because nearly 56%
of the cities fell in lowest category: City budget less (0) or
more (1) than US$10,000,000. Election systems: Number of
city council members elected at-large or by ward or single
district.
City councils in North Carolina range in size from 4 to 10,
most of them have 5 to 7 members. As would be expected,
there is an inverse relationship between the number of elected
officials elected at-large and the number elected by ward or
district—that is, the more at-large elected representatives, the
fewer district or ward elected representatives.
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Exhibit AA
Summary of Telephone Conversation with Steve Egan, Mercer Group
(prepared by Commissioner Annie Alvarado) (Jan. 31, 2016)

From: Annie Alvarado
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 12:09 PM
To: Pu'umakani Publishing and Maui arThoughts Company
Subject: Summary of phone discussion with Mercer Executive Search group

I am providing the summary of my conversation with Mr. Steve Egan of the Mercer Group. I
took the extra precaution to ensure he reviewed my summary of our conversation. His
executive search firm and I both concur on what is written in this summary.

Steve,
Many thanks for your time speaking with me about forms of government and especially the
position of City Manager. Please review my summary and make any changes to ensure
accuracy of our conversation.
My Commission has tasked me with collecting data about the average tenure of a “City
Manager.”
I choose to contact the Mercer Group. In the public sector, this consulting firm is the absolute
best of the best. With highest integrity, and independence in the process of evaluation with
professionalism as their highest concern and quality. Here is background information about the
Mercer Group.
The Mercer Group, Inc. is an independent management consulting firm incorporated in the
State of Georgia and operating nationwide.
The firm was founded by James L. Mercer, a management consultant of more than 30 years in
the public and private sectors and a former Assistant City Manager. He has written and coauthored seven books and more than three hundred articles on various phases of public
management.
The Mercer Group is recognized as one of the finest management consulting and executive
search firms in the United States, concentrating on work for local governments and special
districts. The firm currently has 21 offices spread geographically across the United States and a
staff of 31 highly trained professionals to serve its clients. Specialty practice areas include
organization and management studies, compensation and classification plans, executive search,
strategic planning and a number of related areas.
I spoke to Mr. Steve Egan on January 21, 2016 via telephone. Mr. Egan serves as a Mercer
Group senior vice-president with national responsibilities for the firm's organization and
management studies, as well as regional responsibilities for executive search. He has over 30
years of experience working in and consulting with local governments, including 8 years as a
management and budget analyst for Fulton County (Atlanta), Georgia, early in his career.

These are the highlights of the conversation:
I explained to them about the Cost of Government Commission and that my assignment from
the Commission is to research the answer to the question “What is the average tenure of a City
Manager”?
Discussion of why the Commission is asking the question was explained, the request from Mike
White, the research and conversation about the cost of changing from a strong Mayor to a
Council-Manager form of government, the timing for proposed changes and the presentation
made by the Commissioner Kailiponi at the last Commissioner meeting on January 14, 2016.
The answer Steve gave is 5 years. In some situations, Managers stay much longer, maybe up to
20 years. A lot of the movement from job to job is career ladder opportunities. In some cases,
their firm has handled executive searches for cities which have lost their managers to other
cities 2 or 3 times over a 15-year period.
A factor can be the number of years in the election cycle of the Mayor and City Council. Usually
a 2-4 year cycle, with the Manager knowing if the election has just happened he/she may have
at least 2 years before change occurs.
Steve mentioned the role of the strong Mayor as an elected official and while they are elected
by popular vote they may not have all the professional qualifications to perform the
administrator side of the job. Maui County does have an administrator position to fulfil this
role. Counties are quite different from cities in that several departments typically are run by
elected officials, such as the Sheriff and County Clerk, who have significant control over
department operations and resources and who operate relatively independently from the
County Administrator and the County Board. In this case, the Administrator of the County
Manager might not be in charge of the entire budget making it a bit easier to fit into the role of
County Administrator for a longer period of time.
Steve asked if a “blue ribbon committee was formed” to evaluate the pros and cons of such a
change. These are sometimes lead by private industry and other representatives of the
community. I informed him of the special committee that was formed for this purpose.
Steve asked about the role between the Cost of Government Commission and the Auditor’s
role. I explained that the Auditor’s office was created by Charter several years ago and that
they perform professional audits on the functions and efficiency of county government.
Another insight is that if Maui County does decide to change its form of government to a
Council-Manager form of government, there would be great change in the nature of the
relationship between the elected officials and the county staff. For instance, the Manager
would be the only employee that directly reports to the Mayor and Council and the Manager is
the supervisor of all employees. Hence all direction and guidance to staff should be from the
Manager.

I mentioned the Commission inquired about the County’s bond rating. If this possible change in
structure could have any impacts and told him we had spoken to the rating agency and that the
financial advisors said there would be no impact on our bond rating. Steve mentioned, while
technically that is correct, that if financial prudence changed in the new form of government it
could have an impact. Such as ensuring reserves or other financial decisions that have been in
place change and started to have a negative impact on our financial standing, it could in fact
make the rating agencies nervous and impact our bond rating.
Steve mentioned there are opportunities to consider restructuring of the myriad of Boards and
Commission that manage departments/functions such as police and fire. Those functions could
be placed underneath the purview of the Mayor and County Council and possibly create greater
efficiency. And that within our existing Charter structure there appears to be competing
legislative bodies within our Charter.
After our discussion I thanked Steve profusely for his time and asked him to review my
summary of our conversation to ensure that I had captured the conversation accurately and he
agreed to review my summary prior to my sending it to our Commissioners.
Annie M. Alvarado

Exhibit BB
Letter from Lance T. Hiromoto, Director of Personnel Services,
to Dale Thompson, Commissioner, Providing a List of Managing Director
Names, Terms, and Salaries (Jan. 12, 2016)

Exhibit CC
Table of Maui County Managing Director Tenures (1976 – present)
(prepared by Commissioner Paul Kailiponi)

MAUI COUNTY MANAGING DIRECTOR TENURES (1976 - PRESENT)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

A

B

C

D

Years

Mayor

Managing Director

Background

2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
2004
2003
2002
2001
2000
1999
1998
1997
1996
1995
1994
1993
1992
1991
1990
1989
1988
1987
1986
1985
1984
1983
1982
1981
1980
1979
1978
1977
1976

Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Charmaine Tavares
Charmaine Tavares
Charmaine Tavares
Charmaine Tavares
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
Alan Arakawa
James Apana
James Apana
James Apana
James Apana
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Linda Lingle
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Hannibal Tavares
Elmer Cravalho
Elmer Cravalho
Elmer Cravalho
Elmer Cravalho

Keith Regan
Keith Regan
Keith Regan
Keith Regan
Keith Regan
Keith Regan
Sherilyn Morrison
Sherilyn Morrison
Sherilyn Morrison
Sherilyn Morrison
Keith Regan
Keith Regan
Keith Regan
John Kulp, Keith Regan
Michele Yoshimura
Grant Chun
Grant Chun
Grant Chun
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Richard Haake
Anne Takabuki
Anne Takabuki
Anne Takabuki
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Howard Nakamura
Claro Capili
Claro Capili
Shigeto Murayama
Shigeto Murayama

E
Reason for
Dismissal

F

G

Tenure
6

4

4

1
3

8

Maui County Attorney, Interim Mayor
Maui County Attorney
Maui County Attorney
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Planning Director under Cravalho
Military Major, Dep. Dir. Public Works, Dep. Managing Dir. (10 yrs.)
Military Major, Dep. Dir. Public Works, Dep. Managing Dir. (10 yrs.)
County Treasurer, Finance Director, Director Water Supply (14 yrs.)
County Treasurer, Finance Director, Director Water Supply (14 yrs.)

Admin. Change

3

8

Admin. Change

2

Retirement

2
4.22222

25/4
6.25

Exhibit DD
Summary of Telephone Conversations with County of Maui Department
Directors and Deputies, Division Heads, and Civil Service Employees
(prepared by Commissioner Garrett Evans) (2016)

SUMMARY OF INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED BY
GARRETT EVANS, COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
DIRECTORS AND DEPUTY DIRECTORS
DATE
CONTACTED
11/30/15
11/30/15
11/30/15
11/30/15
12/03/15

NAME
David Taylor
David Goode
Carol Reimann
William Spence
Michele McLean

TITLE
Director
Director
Director
Director
Deputy Director

DEPARTMENT
Water Supply
Public Works
Housing & Human Concerns
Planning
Planning

INFORMATION
Notes Below
Notes Below
Notes Below
Voicemail
Notes Below

DAVID TAYLOR, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF WATER SUPPLY


Vision and morale have little to do with the daily functions of the department. Day-to-day functions
are instead determined by the large numbers of regulations pertaining to the department.



He acknowledged that a “culture shift” may occur as a result of a change in directors, but did not have
much insight on how it could be quantified, as services would likely remain unchanged.



The director’s primary function is to smooth over communication and resources from the County
Council and Mayor to the operators. He inherited long-term Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) and
sees his role as ensuring their smooth implementation.



New directors can take three months to years to become familiar with the job. Time depends on the
experience and aptitude of the director and the cooperation of the division heads. In some cases,
division heads can prolong this period by being uncooperative with new directors.



Qualification is the single most important factor.

DAVID GOODE, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS


Speaking personally, he said that he had been the Director of Public Works with several
administrations. He had been in the private sector prior to accepting the position, so he could not
speak to the effects, if any, that occur when a new director is appointed.



He mentioned that his job has not changed significantly from one administration to another.

CAROL REIMANN, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND HUMAN CONCERNS


She said that she had not been director for long and that she had little to contribute regarding
director turnover.



She did mention that her personal experience as a new director has been positive, and that the staff
has been very good to her.



She said that continuity was a non-issue through the transition because the services are provided at
lower levels.



She agreed that an adjustment period of 3 to 6 months should be considered typical for someone
entering her position.

MICHELE MCLEAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, PLANNING DEPARTMENT


Director change does not have a great effect on the overall direction or day-to-day operations of the
Planning Department.



It does require a learning period for the director to fully assume the role; 3-6 months is typical.



Most of the functions of the Planning Department are determined by ordinance, rather than by the
direction of the directors.



She acknowledged that directors may have some impact on the Department’s morale and internal
processes, but stated that it did not translate to the larger goals, direction, or services rendered by
the department, because those were all matters of ordinance.
DIVISION HEADS

DATE
CONTACTED
December
December

NAME

December

Holly Ho
Deborah StoneWalls
Ruth Griffith

December

Kathleen Aoki

December

Cary Yamashita

December

Glen Ueno

02/03/16

Robert Halvorson

02/03/16

Clayton Yoshida

TITLE

DEPARTMENT

Waterworks Fiscal Officer
Executive on Aging,
Office on Aging
Administrator,
Kaunoa Senior Services
Administrative Planning Officer,
Plan Implementation Division
Division Chief,
Engineering Division
Administrator,
Development Services Administration
Division Chief, Parks, Planning &
Development
Administrator,
Current Planning Division

Water Supply
Housing & Human
Concerns
Housing & Human
Concerns
Planning

INFORMATION
RECEIVED
Notes Below
Voicemail
Notes Below
Voicemail

Public Works

Voicemail

Public Works

Voicemail

Parks and
Recreation
Planning

Voicemail
Notes Below

HOLLY HO, WATERWORKS FISCAL OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF WATER SUPPLY


New directors have required a learning period of about six months.



Director learning does not affect anyone beneath the division head level.



Directors changing the vision/direction of departments are rare in here experience, due to the
regulated nature of the departments work product. Such changes have created much extra work.

RUTH GRIFFITH, ADMINISTRATOR, KAUNOA SENIOR SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & HUMAN
CONCERNS


She has two years of experience.



Leadership change is comparable to CEO change in the private sector



Things have not changed with the new director on an operational level



They have had “good success” with continuity of services.



She added that some continuity occurs because civil servants view director positions as temporary,
and are therefore willing to work through a directorship that they may not like.

CLAYTON YOSHIDA, ADMINISTRATOR, CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION, PLANNING DEPARTMENT


30 years in government



Change in Mayor/Director could result in lost productivity



Has seen changes in direction when new leadership has different priorities.



Agrees that there is lost productivity as a result of the learning curve of a new director, and added
that outgoing directors often use up vacation and sick days at once at the end of a term; therefore, not
much gets done at the director level during the lame duck session.
CIVIL SERVANTS

DATE
CONTACTED
02/02/16

Melvina Kanaha

02/02/16

Bryce Dakins

02/02/16

Marcy Martin

02/03/16

Duke Sevilla

02/03/16

Pamela Ann
Mayer Eaton
Georgette Tyau
Kayle Matsushima
Karilee Yoshizawa
Sarah Cordeiro
Doreen Mokiao

02/05/16
02/05/16
02/05/16
02/05/16
02/05/16

NAME

TITLE
Supervising Property Tax Clerk,
Real Property Tax Division
Building Inspector,
Development Services Administration
Real Property Valuation Analyst,
Real Property Tax Division
Aquatics Specialist,
Aquatics Division
Planning Program Administrator,
Long Range Planning Division
Administrative Assistant II
Liquor Control Officer III
Liquor Control Officer IV
Secretary to Boards & Commissions
Secretary II,
Recreation & Support Services Division

DEPARTMENT
Finance
Public Works
Finance

INFORMATION
RECEIVED
Notes Below
Declined to
Comment
Notes Below

Parks &
Recreation
Planning

Voicemail

Liquor Control
Liquor Control
Liquor Control
Liquor Control
Parks &
Recreation

Voicemail
Voicemail
Voicemail
Notes Below
Notes Below

DEPARTMENT

INFORMATION
RECEIVED
Declined to
Comment
Voicemail

Voicemail

APPOINTEES
DATE
CONTACTED
02/03/16

NAME

TITLE

Michelle Esteban

Secretary

Mayor

02/05/16

Sharon Ito

Private Secretary

Liquor Control

NOTE: At the civil servant level, few employees were willing to share their opinions, and instead chose
either to agree or disagree with statements I made or mirrored the opinions that had been common among
my previous discussions. There were no disagreements.
MELVINA KANAHA, SUPERVISING PROPERTY TAX CLERK, REAL PROPERTY TAX DIVISION, DEPARTMENT
OF FINANCE


Acknowledges a learning period for a new director, but says it is negligible in its effect on the
Department of Finance.



Denies that the vision or morale of her department is a factor for better or worse, to both day-to-day
work and her career overall.

MARCY MARTIN, REAL PROPERTY VALUATION ANALYST, REAL PROPERTY TAX DIVISION, DEPARTMENT
OF FINANCE


Has noticed times when a new director has wished to change some internal procedures, but not
“substantive change.” She attributes this to the fact that everything is directed by ordinance for the
purpose of attaining/keeping the highest possible credit rating.



Acknowledges a learning period for a new director, but says it is negligible in its effect on the
Department of Finance.



Denies that the vision or morale of her department is a factor for better or worse, to both day-to-day
work and her career overall.

SARAH CORDIERO, SECRETARY TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS, DEPARTMENT OF LIQUOR CONTROL


Acknowledges a learning period for a new director.



Agrees that the learning period is absorbed at the division head level.



Agrees that the vision or morale of her department is not a factor for better or worse, to both day-today work and her career overall.



Agrees that the leadership which most affects her career in small and large ways comes in the form of
ordinances.

DOREEN MOKIAO, SECRETARY II, RECREATION AND SUPPORT SERVICES DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF
PARKS AND RECREATION


Acknowledges a learning period for a new director.



Agrees that the learning period is absorbed at the division head level.



Agrees that the vision or morale of her department is not a factor for better or worse, to both day-today work and their career overall.



Agrees that the leadership which most affects her career in small and large ways comes in the form of
ordinances.

Exhibit EE
League of California Cities’ City Managers Department,
City/Town Manager Compensation Survey (2010)

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.

Adelanto

City

County
San Bernardino

Name of City Manager
Population
Official Title
28,480 D. James Hart
City Manager

Agoura Hills

Los Angeles

23,387 Greg Ramirez

City Manager

Alameda

Alameda

75,409 Ann Marie Gallant

Interim City Manager

Albany

Alameda

17,000 Beth Pollard

City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$195,000
12
Includes auto and technology allowance and leave
$211,506
12 cash outs
For the first 3 months of 2009 Gallant served as
Interim Finance Director. Informaiton reported in
item 2 above is for her Interim City Manager
$181,902
9 tenure only.

W-2, Box 5

$185,580

Alhambra

Los Angeles

89,501 Julio J. Fuentes

City Manager

$212,259

Aliso Viejo
Alturas
Amador

Orange
Modoc
Amador

46,123 Mark Pulone
2,782 Non City Manager City
209 Non City Manager City

City Manager

$196,944

American Canyon
Anaheim
Anderson
Antioch

Napa
Orange
Shasta
Contra Costa

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$195,223
$293,017
$119,500
$221,000

Apple Valley
Arcadia
Arcata

San Bernardino
Los Angeles
Humboldt

70,040 Frank Robinson
56,719 Don Penman
17,558 Randal J. Mendosa

Town Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$223,008
$220,000
$140,249

Arroyo Grande
Artesia

San Luis Obispo
Los Angeles

17,145 Steve Adams
17,608 Maria Dadian

City Manager
City Manager

$157,000
$151,617

Arvin
Atascadero
Atherton

Kern
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo

16,949 Alan Christensen
28,560 Wade G. McKinney
7,200 Jerry Gruber

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$142,507
$186,460
$171,241

16,836
348,467
10,600
102,000

Richard J. Ramirez
Thomas J. Wood
Dana Shigley
Jim Jakel
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12

*Because the City has bi-weekly payroll, every 11
years there is a 27th pay period; 2009 was one of
those years, so the 2009 W-2 wages were higher
than the average year by two weeks pay = 6582.
Adjusting for this factor puts earnings at 178996

Includes $6000 auto allowance, $600 employere
paid annual physical exam, and $3910
12 administrative leave payoff
Includes auto allowance of $6,600, cell allowance
of $1,800, Group Term Life insurance of $152 and
12 vacation payout of $11,440

$400 per month auto allowance was suspended
12 effective 2/2010
12 Includes paid leave cashout
12
12
Compensation included base salary, car
12 allowance, and floating holiday cash out.
12
12
2009 included 27 payrolls for the City of Arroyo
Grande. Employee sold 100 hours of annual
12 leave.
12
$400 per month auto allowance. One-time city
buy back of admin leave for $3,086 Base Salary
12 before other compensation: $135,824
12 Deferred Comp,
12 none

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Population

Name of City Manager

Merced
Placer
Los Angeles

Avalon
Avenal

Los Angeles
Kings

Azusa
Bakersfield

Los Angeles
Kern County

Baldwin Park

Los Angeles

81,604 Vijay Singhal

Chief Executive Director

$191,593

Banning
Barstow

Riverside
San Bernardino

28,457 Brian Nakamura
24,281 Richard D. Rowe

City Manager
City Manager

$194,846
$252,504

Beaumont (Contract)

Riverside

34,700 Alan Kapanicas

City Manager (Contract)

Bell Gardens
Bellflower

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

46,786 G. "Steve" Simonian
77,110 Michael Egan

City Manager
City Manager

$246,681
$222,494

Life insurance, cell phone allowance, car
12 allowance
12

Belvedere

Marin

2,125 George Rodericks

City Manager

$196,672

12

Benicia

Solano

28,000 James R. Erickson

City Manager

$227,000

Berkeley

Alameda

City Manager

$223,324

Los Angeles

Big Bear Lake

San Bernardino

48,932 Francis M. Delach
338,952 Alan Tandy

107,268 Philip Kamlarz

33,784 Roderick Wood
6,700 Jeff Mathieu

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager PT and
CAO PT
City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$43,673 Professional Development,
Administration, Sick, and Vacation leave cashout
$207,559
12 for 2009
$140,996
12 Auto Allowance - 4800 annual payment
$100,635
6 Last full time CM

W-2, Box 5

Atwater
Auburn
Avalon

Beverly Hills

27,755 Gregory B. Wellman
13,432 Robert Richardson
3,500 Peter Woolson
CM Steve Hoefs and CAO
3,500 Charlie Wagner
16,236 Melissa Whitten

Official Title

City Manager
City Manager

$27,130
$107,000

$252,862
$245,852

$0

City Manager

$438,571

City Manager

$221,000
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Part time positions
6
12 None to report.
Vacation cash-out $9,740 Auto Allowance $7,200
Health/Dental Insurance Benefit deferral to 401A
12 $15,612 Deferred Comp $14,000
12
$6,831 Sick Leave and Administrative Leave buy
backs. Does not include cell phone or car
12 allowance.
Mr. Nakamura worked for the City of Banning for 7
months so included in the Box 5 of his W2 is any
payoffs he was entitled to. This sum added up to
7 $69,109
12
0

None. Position is by Contract to GGMS, Inc.

Deferred Comp $19,000; Vacation Leave Buy12 Back $6,000
Note: answer to question 2 is zero - does not pay
medicare tax, however the taxable wages on the
2009 W2 are $223,324.35. Special Comp: 1)
Excess sick leave pay out $2,786.70; 2) Longevity
12 pay $7,247.65
Mr. Wood had vacation and sick leave payoffs of
140,289.99. Mr. Wood Retired as City Manager in
early August of 2009. He served as the contract
12 City Manager until 1/22/2010.
housing allowance $12,000 annually; city issued
12 vehicle, no auto allowance taken

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
County

City

Population

Biggs
Bishop
Blythe
Bradbury

Butte
Inyo
Riverside
Los Angeles

1,777
3,543
23,000
1,094

Brawley
Brea
Brentwood

Imperial
Orange
Contra Costa

Brisbane

Name of City Manager

W-2, Box 5

City Administrator
City Administrator
City Manager
City Manager

$84,762
$152,989
$174,982
$106,000

27,743 Gary Burroughs
40,377 Tim O'Donnell
53,000 Donna Landeros

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$194,919
$262,900
$237,000

San Mateo

3,993 Clayton Holstine

City Manager

$218,344

Buellton

Santa Barbara

4,833 John Kunkel

City Manager

$5,833

Buena Park

Orange

84,141 Rick Warsinski

City Manager

$255,500

Burbank

Los Angeles

Burlingame

San Mateo

Calabasas
Calexico

Peter R. Carr
Richard F. Pucci
Dave Lane
Michelle Keith

Official Title

108,469 Michael Flad

City Manager

$236,057

28,867 James Nantell

City Manager

$222,203

Los Angeles
Imperial

23,735 Anthony M. Coroalles
40,075 Victor M. Carrillo

City Manager
City Manager

$252,347
$56,315

California City

Kern

14,000 Tom Weil

City Manager

$106,000

Calimesa

Riverside

City Manager

$122,000

7,600 Randy Anstine

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
None.
12
12 $299.00 gym membership (fringe benefit)
12 None
12 $600 cell phone reimbursement
Employee pays social security. Includes
12 allowance for car, cell phone, and insurance
12
12
Salary is 210808, housing allowance of $250 a
month, vehilce allowance of $350 per month, and
12 cell phone allowance of $35 per month
note: I started in my new psoition ion Dec. 15th 09.
therefore pay was for half a month. Per contract
1 my compensation is 140,000 p/y.
12

vacation and sick leave cashout included in figure

Technology Allowance-$1200/year Car Allowance$500/month City pays for STD/LTD and Life
12 Insurance Policy
Includes two week of unused administartive leave
12 payout for $8,312.00 value
W2, Line 12 b, $31,000 leave cashout applied to
12 457 retirement plan.
5.5
Car allowance 600 per month, Life insurance
8 250,000 coverage
cash out unused vacation and admin leave. City
12 pays 6% into ICMA comp
2009 Salary included an additional pay period (27
as opposed to 26) due to holiday alignment and
additional payment for accrued leave.
Additional Pay Run - $ 3,548.80
Accrued leave payout - $ 6,742.74
Totals $ 10,291.54
Salary Prior to additional payouts - $ 90,405.66

Calipatria
Calistoga

Imperial
Napa

8,233 Romualdo J. Medina
5,350 James C. McCann

City Managers
City Manager
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$100,697
$154,630

12
12

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Camarillo
Campbell
Canyon Lake
Capitola
Carlsbad
Carmel-by-the-Sea
Carpinteria

Ventura
Santa Clara
Riverside
Santa Cruz
San Diego
Monterey
Santa Barbara

Carson
Cathedral City

Los Angeles
Riverside

Ceres

Stanislaus

Population
66,800
40,000
11,225
10,500
106,804
4,038
14,409

Name of City Manager

Jerry Bankston
Daniel Rich
Lori Mos
Richard Hill
Lisa Hildabrand
Rich Guillen
David Durflinger

Official Title
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager

$258,098
$194,800
$143,750
$180,387
$239,737
$151,000
$158,302

98,000 Jerome G. Groomes
52,841 Donald E. Bradley

City Manager
City Manager

$281,212
$185,740

43,200 Brad Kilger

$203,086

$263,833
$192,959
$218,921

$121,915

Cerritos
Chico
Chino Hills

Los Angeles
Butte
San Bernardino

51,488 Art Gallucci
88,228 David Burkland
78,971 Michael S. Fleager

City Manager
City Manager and
Executive Director
Cerritos Redevelopment
Agency
City Manager
City Manager

Chowchilla

Madera

18,698 Nancy Red

City Administrator

Chula Vista
Claremont

San Diego
Los Angeles

Clayton

Contra Costa

W-2, Box 5

230,000 James Sandoval
37,780 Jeffrey C. Parker

10,962 Gary Napper

12
12 NA
For 2010 the taxable income will decrease due to
a 20% reduction in compensation I took as a cost
savings measure. It will include a $150,000 base
salary, 120 hours of Adm Leave cash out, a $7200
annual car allowance and a $6000 annual
12 employer deferred comp contribution.
Includes one time cashout of vacation leave and
retro pay for 2008 salary increase

City Manager
City Manager

$224,609
$265,789

City Manager

$197,711
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Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
1,800.00 for physical exam (1 ever 3 years); buyback of 7 days of accrued leave; 6,000.00 vehicle
12 allowance; 1,500 life insurance
12
12 10 days a FY vacation. 12 days sick
12
12 Car lease is reported as taxable income
12 Vehicle Allowance = $350/month
12

12
12 None
12
City Administrator Red retired during the 1st week
of August 2009. This included a substantial leave
7 time cash out.
Accrued-unused vacation, 24 hours maximum of
unused floating holidays, remaining unused,
undesignated flex cash can be converted to
taxable cafe cash, remaining SL can be converted
to .004 PERS service credit for each 8 hours,
12 $33,000 to Deferred Compensation.
12 N/A
Includes $6,600 of annual auto allowance and
$15,569 of unused vacation leave payout (each
12 non CalPERSable). Base pay: $175,542.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Population

Name of City Manager

Cloverdale

Sonoma

8,454 Nina Regor

Clovis
Coachella
Coalinga
Colma
Colton

Fresno
Riverside
Fresno
San Mateo
San Bernardino

96,868
45,000
17,147
1,600
58,150

Colusa
Commerce

Colusa
Los Angeles

6,500 Jan McClintock
13,581 Jorge J. Rifa

Concord

Contra Costa

Corcoran

Kings

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

City Manager

$164,285

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$152,463
$0
$124,141
$197,115
$13,317

City Manager
City Administrator

$99,132
$209,500

125,864 Daniel E. Keen

City Manager

$260,930

26,047 Ron Hoggard

City Manager

$154,861

Kathleen A. Millison
David R. Garcia
Bill Skinner
Laura S. Allen
Rod Foster

Corona
Coronado

Riverside
San Diego

150,416 Bradly Robbins
27,000 Mark Ochenduszko

City Manager
City Manager

$265,044
$184,094

Costa Mesa (pre Medicare)

Orange

114,000 Alan Roeder

City Manager

$200,465

Cotati

Sonoma

City Manager

$145,580

7,409 Dianne M. Thompson
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Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Paid every two weeks - received extra 2 weeks'
pay in 2009 because of the way the calendar
worked (27 periods); will receive 2 weeks less pay
(25 periods) in 2010. Received 1 week vacation
12 cashout in 2009.
Salary, auto and cell allowance, sick leave and
12 management incentive pay included
0
8
12
1
Vacation and Sicke Leave Cash Out policies 12 annual, fiscal, upon employment termination.
12 none
$14,000 of W-2, Box 5 was for one-time housing
12 assistance, no longer receiving.
12
Box 5 includes not only salary but all
compensation subject to Medicare tax, including
the premium paid for life insurance in excess of
$50,000, employer contributions to a section
457(b) deferred compensation plan, employee
Medicare tax paid by the City, auto allowance,
12 longevity and annual leave buyback.
12
Box 5 is zero due to fact that Mr. Roeder was hired
before the Medicare deduction was required.
However, his Taxbale income for 2009 was
12 $200,465.
$145,580 includes $8,082 in cash outs. Of the
$145,580 a certain portion ($14,009) was
contributed back to the City's General Fund as a
12 voluntary contribution on my part

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Covina

Los Angeles

Crescent City

Del Norte

Cudahy

Los Angeles

Population

Name of City Manager

49,622 Daryl Parrish

7,609 Rod B. Butler

27,000 George Perez

Official Title

City Manager

City Manager
City Manager/ Director
of Community
Services/Redevelopmen
t Executive Director

W-2, Box 5

$328,830

$99,856

The amount above includes a "cash out" from a
previous employer of unused sick time and
vacation time in the amount of approximately 1400
hours that was accumulated over an 18 year
tenure of employment. The amount above is the
sum of the box 5 amount from two different
employers as I changed employers in June 2009.
My box 5 amount for 2010 shall be considerably
less as it shall not include the cash payout
12 specified above.

12
2009 contained an unused buyback of sick and
vacation

$241,172

Culver City
Cupertino

Los Angeles
Santa Clara

40,722 Mark Scott
55,000 David Knapp

City Manager
City Manager

$157,000
$232,106

Cypress

Orange

49,981 John B. Bahorski

City Manager

$256,492

Daly City

San Mateo

107,000 Patricia E. Martel

City Manager

$281,730
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Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked

12
Mark Scott began in June of 2009. Mr. Scott
received Auto Allowance in the amount of $4,000
in 2009. He left the City in March 2010, and we
have a new City Manager as of August 2010 - Mr.
7 John Nachbar.
12
Please note this is for 27 pay periods not the
standard 26 pay periods. This number includes
12 deferred compensation.
Reflects a total of nine unpaid furlough days for
12 2009

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
County

City

Population

Name of City Manager

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Figure includes base salary, auto, retirement HSA
220627. Four weeks leave cash out $15,947.
Non-pension compensation totals $236,574.
Pension cash out in 2009 was $73,455. Total w-2
compensation for 2009 is $310,029. Danville does
not participate in Cal-PERS social serurity or any
defined benefit pension plan. Manager receives an
allowance equivelent to 35% of base pay as
contribution to 401 pension plan. Managers
employment agreement allows for all or a portion
of this allownace to be cashed out. For 2009
manager opted to cash out this sum in lieu of
contributing to his 401 pension.

Danville

Contra Costa

42,629 Joseph Calabrigo

City Manager

$310,029

12

Davis
Del Mar

Yolo
San Diego

65,000 Bill Emlen
4,543 Karen P. Brust

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager/City
Clerk/City
Treasurer/RDA
Executive

$187,062
$203,461

12
12 None

Del Rey Oaks

Monterey

1,967 Daniel Dawson

none
$36,000

Delano

Kern

54,447 Abdel Salem

City Managers

$225,429

Desert Hot Springs

Riverside

26,811 Rick Daniels

City Manager

$253,046

Diamond Bar
Dinuba
Dixon
Dorris
Dos Palos
Downey
Duarte
Dublin
Dunsmuir

Los Angeles
Tulare
Solano
Siskiyou
Merced
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Alameda
Siskiyou

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager/CEO/PC
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$192,922
$175,187
$176,622
$37,131
$87,464
$244,266
$215,440
$221,432
$90,000

60,407
21,500
17,500
858
5,005
113,715
22,000
47,922
2,000

James DeStefano
J. Edward Todd
Nancy Huston
Carol McKay
Darrell Fonseca
Gerald M. Caton
Darrell George
Joni L. Pattillo
Jim Lindley
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5
Amount reported includes retro pay from 2008 in
the amount of $22,108, which is included in the W12 2, Box 5 amount.
Base salary is $217,000 16,692 in admin leave
cashout included, also includes $10,200 for annual
12 auto allowance
My 2009 W-2 (Box 5) compensation was
$192,922. Included within that amount is $3,473 in
unused sick leave payout and an automobile
12 allowance of $6,000.
12
12
12
12 includes deferred compensation
12
12
12 Based pay is $205,000

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City
El Cajon
El Centro
El Cerrito
El Monte
El Segundo

County

San Diego
Imperial
Contra Costa
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Elk Grove

Sacramento

Emeryville
Encinitas

Alameda
San Diego

Escalon

Escondido
Etna
Exeter
Fairfax

San Joaquin

San Diego
Sacramento
Tulare
Marin

Fairfield
Farmersville

Solano
Tulare

Fillmore
Firebaugh

Ventura
Fresno

Folsom

Sacramento

Fontana

San Bernardino

Fort Bragg
Fort Jones
Fortuna

Mendocino
Siskiyou
Humboldt

Population
97,255
45,365
23,366
120,000
17,024

Name of City Manager

Kathi Henry
Ruben Duran
Scott Hanin
Rene Bobadilla
Jack Wayt

143,885 Laura S. Gill
10,500 Patrick OKeefe
65,171 Phil Cotton

7,185 Greg Greeson

143,000 Clay Phillips
752 Non City Manager City
10,665
7,412 Michael Rock

Official Title
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

W-2, Box 5

$249,604
$187,718
$181,900
$135,768
$254,917

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Box 1 was used because she was hired before
Medicare was a required deduction so Box 5 was
12 zero.
12
12 Includes cash out of two weeks vacation.
12
12
City Manager receives an allowance for auto and
cell. Additionally, employees had the opportunity
to cash out annual and/or administrative leave.

City Manager

$206,197

12

City Manager
City Manager

$197,000
$233,356

12
12

$153,380

9 months of employment, 3 months severance
pay, includes payout of Managers Leave 172
12 hours $10,212

City Manager

City Manager

$258,609

12

Town Manager

$130,592

12

Vacation leave payout . Not subject to medicare
so no amount in box 8. Used box 2 instead
New City Manager - information not available

City Manager
City Manager

$229,625
$105,840

15,639 Yvonne Quiring
7,000 Jose Antonio Ramirez

City Manager
City Manager

$37,398
$97,669

71,051 Kerry L. Miller

City Manager

$237,000

City Manager

$318,497

City Manager

$144,900

Taxable income above includes Sick Leave Cash
Out And ICMA 457 Contribution Provided To
12 Employees, Base Salary $220,253.42
12
City of Fillmore has both Social Security and
3 CalPers
12 N/A
Gross earnings number (W-2, Box 5) includes
Deferred Comp of $20136, Auto allowance of
12 $6000 and Expense allowance of $3600
Leave cashout Direct Payment of Deferred Comp
12 ($25,000)
2009 income included approximately $5,000 one12 time "vacation cash out" payment

City Manager

$109,114

12

106,622 Sean Quinn
10,900 Rene Miller

190,356 Ken Hunt
6,868 Linda Ruffing
655 Non City Manager City
11,364 Duane V. Rigge
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City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Population

Name of City Manager

Foster City (pre Medicare)
Fountain Valley
Fowler
Fremont

San Mateo
Orange
Fresno
Alameda

30,719
57,925
5,700
213,000

Fresno
Fullerton

Fresno
Orange

Mark Scott (current, but
505,000 not in 2009)
138,000 Chris Meyer

Galt
Gardena
Gilroy
Glendale

Sacramento
Los Angeles
Santa Clara
Los Angeles

Glendora
Goleta
Gonzales

Los Angeles
Santa Barbara
Monterey

Grand Terrace
Grand Terrace
Grand Terrace

San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino

24,264
61,000
52,000
207,303

James C. Hardy
Ray Kromer
David L. Elias
Fred Diaz

Jason Behrmann
Mitchell G. Lansdell
Thomas J. Haglund
Jim Starbird

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$243,314
$221,000
$126,000
$268,054

City Manager
City Manager

$0
$192,000

City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager

$128,055
$236,686
$202,293
$251,361

52,557 Chris Jeffers
29,860 Daniel Singer
9,025 Rene L. Mendez

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$234,178
$186,749
$142,186

12,717 Steve Barry
12,717 Bernie Simon
12,717 Betsy Adams

Acting City Manager
Acting City Manager
City Manager

$137,077
$52,277
$16,256

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
City Manager is not subject to Medicare wages as
he was hired prior to 1987. Wages in Box 2a
reflects what Medicare earnings would be if the
12 City Manager were subject to Medicare taxes.
12 none
12
12
Cannot report, as I was not here in 2009. The
previous CM W-2 would include 25 years of
0 accumulated leave payoff.
12
I was appointed CM on November 3, 2009. I was
Assistant City Manager in Galt prior to that time.

12
12
12
12 None
Includes life insurance premium; deffered comp co12 pay; medicare; car allownace.
12
12
$25,468 accrued leave payout. $27,193 paid
9 administrative leave.
4
1
Includes Defered Comp of $5400

Grass Valley

Nevada

12,817 Daniel C. Holler

City Administrator

$146,083

12

Greenfield
Gridley

Monterey
Butte

17,898 Roger L. Wong
5,600 Rob Hickey

City Manager
City Administrator

$154,800
$140,000

12
12

Grover Beach
Guadalupe
Half Moon Bay

San Luis Obispo
Santa Barbara
San Mateo

13,254 Robert Perrault
6,500 Regan M. Candelario
13,371 Michael Dolder

City Manager
City Administrator
Interim City Manager

$141,239
$80,012
$152,396
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None

Of the pre-tax employee paid PERS rate of 8%,
12 1% is paid by the City for the employee.
7 None
12 The above were 10-99 wages.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Population

Name of City Manager

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Note regarding #2--I was not City Manager during
2009. Base salary per my employment agreement
is $160,000. In addition to base salary, I receive a
3% "cafeteria benefit" which can be applied to my
ICMA deferred compensation (457 plan), taken as
cash or applied to my vacation leave balance.

Hanford

Kings

53,266 Hilary Straus

City Manager

$160,000

Hawaiian Gardens

Los Angeles

15,000 Ernesto Marquez

$199,364

Hawthorne
Hayward
Healdsburg
Hemet
Hercules

Los Angeles
Alameda
Sonoma
Riverside
Contra Costa

City Administrator
City Manager & Director
of Administrative
Services
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$196,694
$216,262
$158,012
$204,760
$268,306

Hermosa Beach
Hesperia

Los Angeles
San Bernardino

City Manager
City Manager

$258,283
$230,700

12
12
12
12 N/A
12 4,322 auto allowance
Sick Leave and Vacation Cash Out $34910
Deferred Compensation $16188 Car Allowance
12 $6000
12 Cashed out 100 hours of vacation time.

Hidden Hills

Los Angeles

City Manager/City Clerk

$114,329

12

Highland
Hillsborough
Hollister
Holtville

San Bernardino
San Mateo
San Benito
Imperial

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$199,020
$239,400
$136,758
$105,978

Hughson

Stanislaus

City Manager

$118,756

Huntington Beach

Orange

City Administrator

$274,182

Huntington Park
Imperial
Imperial Beach

Los Angeles
Imperial
San Diego

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$228,369
$139,026
$182,536

Vacation Buyback Sick Leave Buyback Admin
12 Leave Buyback Auto Allowance
12
12
12 None
$3,600 car allowance and $606 deferred
compensation match. Mr. Donabed's contact
12 expired on 4/30/10.
Housing Assistance Loan - $200,000 forgivable in
12 seven years
The base salary is $190,602. Other types of
compensation: sick leave buyback (4325),
vacation (11263), car allowance (9000), deferred
12 comp (12000) and health allowance (1179).
12 N/A
12

Inglewood

Los Angeles

Acting City Administrator

$192,548

12

90,145
140,606
11,700
74,361
24,000

Jag Pathirana
Greg Jones
Marjorie Pettus
Brian Nakamura
Nelson Oliva

19,400 Stephen Burrell
88,479 Mike Podegracz
2,015 Cherie L. Paglia
52,495
11,395
38,000
6,641

Joeseph A. Hughes
Anthony Constantouros
Clint G. Quilter
Laura Fischer

6,240 Joe Donabed
202,230 Fred Wilson

64,617 Gregory D. Korduner
13,374 Marlene D. Best
29,000 Gary Brown
129,900 Sheldon Curry

Page 10 of 26

12

Includes vacation and sick hours cash out
12 amounting to 24,879.

N/A

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Ione
Irvine

Amador
Orange

Irwindale

Population

Name of City Manager

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
The City pays employee share of FICA and
Medicare as well as PERS contribution. This
income includes an in lieu payment for medical
12 insurance premiums.
12
Vacation and sick leave cash out on retirement
12 $22683
City pays employee share of SSI/M which is
12 included in the Box 5 reported wages.

7,707 Kimberly A. Kerr
217,000 Sean Joyce

City Manager
City Manager

$142,974
$260,539

Los Angeles

1,717 Robert Griego

City Manager

$235,502

Jackson

Amador

4,302 Michael Daly

City Manager

$104,338

Kerman

Fresno

14,381 Ronald J. Manfredi

City Manager

$143,000

King City

Monterey

11,100 Michael Powers

City Manager

$151,747

Kingsburg
La Canada Flintridge
La Habra

Fresno
Los Angeles
Orange

11,501 Donald Pauley
21,261 Mark Alexander
62,822 Don Hannah

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$127,901
$183,336
$171,903

Cash out of up to 80 hours of administrative leave
12 annually.
Car Allowance of $500/month. Cash in of 3 days
of accumulated vacation leave per Personnel
12 Policy.
12
12

La Habra Heights

Los Angeles

6,100 Shauna Clark

City Manager

$161,000

12

12

La Mesa

San Diego

58,150 Sandra L. Keri

City Manager

$262,574

La Mirada (pre Medicare)

Los Angeles

51,263 Thomas E. Robinson

City Manager

$197,480

Ms. Kerl resigned from the City of La Mesa to work
for another agency in Nov. 2009. Included in her
final paycheck were pay amounts for unused
vacation, floating holiday, and 25% sick leave
balances. The total amount of termination pay
was $72,515. This was in addition to her annual
salary of $182,000, deferred compensation
contribution of $16,500 and auto allowance of
$4,800 – all in annual amounts. The termination
pay is included in the 2009 W-2 Box 5 – Medicare
11 Wages amount.
Exempt from paying Medicare, taxable income per
W-2 Box 1 - $197,480.12; Vacation Buy
Back/Cashout; Sick Leave Buy Back/Cashout;
Auto Allowance; Cell Phone Allowance; Non-cash
taxable income due to life insurance in excess of
12 $50,000

$193,593

I took uncustomary cash outs of vacation and sick
leave hours valued at approximately $21,285 in
12 2009.

La Palma

Orange

16,304 Dominic Lazzaretto

City Manager
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City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

La Puente

County

Los Angeles

Population

Name of City Manager

43,355 Josefina Mendez Kenline

Official Title

City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
2009 W-2 Six Months income includes one month
as Full Time City Manager. The other five months
were in a different position that was part-time. For
Calendar Year ending 2010 the estimated Gross
$30,570
6 Earnings are $160,000.

W-2, Box 5

La Quinta

Riverside

44,421 Tom Genovese

City Manager

$272,273

12

La Verne (pre Medicare)
Lafayette

Los Angeles
Contra Costa

33,981 Martin Lomeli
23,841 Steven Falk

City Manager
City Manager

$192,781
$246,707

12
12

Laguna Beach

Orange

25,300 Kenneth Frank

City Manager

$238,000

Laguna Hills

Orange

33,593 Bruce Channing

City Manager

$321,550

City Manager is allowed to take vacation primarily
during a one month period annually when the City
Council does not meet. He therefore receives an
annual vacation buy back, which is included as
compensation and reported in box 5 of the W2.
Pre-Medicare

10 Administrative Days per year 100% vacation
leave balance paid at seperation 100% sick leave
balance paid to retiree health savings plan at
seperation. $500 a month for auto and business
12 expenses
Box 5 includes: $30,097 Unused Vacation cash
out $23,359 Performance Bonus $16,000
Deferred Comp. Contribution $ 9,732 Excess Life
and Disability Insurance $ 7,493 Personal use of
City Vehicle $1,277 Personal use of City Cell
12 Phone
Annual Salary, Car Allowance, City Contribution to
Deferred Compensation Plan and Other Medicare
Taxable Income
Total includes $4922 for non-recurring leave
payoff, $5400 for auto allowance and $3069 in
taxable fringe benefits. Total does not include nontaxable fringe benefits and $9730 in deferred
compensation.
The salary listed includes a buyout of 227 hours of
accrued leave for $20,190.
Vacation Payoff 12423; Performance Bonus 3000;
Car Allowance 6959; Cell Phone Allowance 1246;
Life Insurance 2139.

Laguna Niguel

Orange

67,666 Tim Casey

City Manager

$275,780

12

Laguna Woods

Orange

18,747 Leslie A. Keane

City Manager

$171,717

12

Lake Elsinore

Riverside

50,983 Robert A. Brady

City Manager

$199,082

12

Lake Forest
Lakeport
Lakewood
Lancaster

Orange
Lake
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$248,378
$115,000
$230,286
$274,208

12
12
12
12 Value of City car provided, vacation cash out

78,720
5,100
87,157
145,875

Robert Dunek
Margaret Silveira
Howard L Chambers
Mark V. Bozigian
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City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City
Larkspur
Lathrop
Lawndale
Lemon Grove
Lemoore
Lincoln
Lindsay
Live Oak

County
Marin
San Joaquin
Los Angeles
San Diego
Kings
Placer
Tulare
Sutter

Population
12,400
17,900
33,000
26,000
25,461
41,000
11,500
8,791

Name of City Manager
Jean Bonander
Cary Keaten
Keith Breskin
Graham Mitchell
Jeff A. Briltz
James Estep
Scot B. Townsend
Jim Goodwin

Livermore
Livingston
Lodi
Loma Linda

Alameda
Merced
San Joaquin
San Bernardino

84,409
14,051
65,000
22,000

Lomita
Lompoc

Los Angeles
Santa Barbara

21,015 Tom Odom
43,079 Laurel M. Barcelona

Long Beach

Los Angeles

Loomis
Los Alamitos

Placer
Orange

Linda Barton
Richard N. Warne
Blair King
T. Jarb Thaipejr

494,709 Patrick H. West

6,677 Perry Beck
12,270 Jeffrey Stewart

Official Title
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

W-2, Box 5
$190,218
$182,216
$203,973
$158,660
$129,817
$244,982
$143,000
$131,731

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$302,472
$151,198
$161,364
$172,000

City Manager
City Administrator

$208,000
$151,827

City Manager

$240,400

Town Manager
City Manager
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$124,000
$102,558

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Ms. Bonander retired on 11/30/09. The figure
11 above includes a vacation payout of $9,327.
12
12 sick and vacation cashout, car allowance
12 vacation cash out = $3,704.57
12
12
12
12
Reported compensation includes base salary of
$225,259, with no increase since 2009, and
benefits including $500/mo car allowance,
$1,697/mo cafeteria benefit, annual
vacation/admin leave cash out to 401(a) of
$34,739, $90/mo cell phone allowance, $125/mo
health club reimbursement, annual value of group
term life insurance benefit of $990, and 7% city
paid PERS valued at $15,264. This has
decreased to 3% city paid in 2009 and will be at
0% in 2010 with employee paying full employee
12 PERS portion.
12
12
12 None
City Manager left the city in 11/09 and was paid
$144,948 in salary to that point in time. The
$208,000 compensation includes city paid
deferred compensation ($20,155), vacation
balance payoff ($16,667) and a two month
12 severance payout of $26,171.
12 This includes vehicle allowance.
Has the option to "cash out" unused executive
leave at the end of each year (not part of
12 retirement calculation)

12
8

Cash out accrued vacation leave up to 800 hours.
Cash out half of sick leave accrual no maximum.
Retirement based on average of three highest
years. Medical premium for retirement is basic
PERS required amount - about $165/month

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

Los Altos
Los Altos Hills
Los Angeles
Los Banos

Los Gatos
Loyalton

County
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
Los Angeles
Merced

Santa Clara
Sierra

Population
28,863
8,900
4,065,585
36,421

Name of City Manager
Douglas Schmitz
Carl Cahill
Non City Manager City
Stephen Rath

30,400 Greg Larson
842 Non City Manager City

Official Title
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

Town Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$232,110
12 None
$172,839
12 N/A

W-2, Box 5

$160,800

12

$233,106

Please note, reported compensation includes an
extra pay period (27 instead of 26), cashing out of
two weeks of accrued vacation, and a
12 performance bonus.

Lynwood

Los Angeles

73,295 Roger L. Haley

City Manager

$231,201

12

Madera

Madera

56,000 David Tooley

City Administrator

$218,116

12

Malibu
Mammoth Lakes

Los Angeles
Mono

13,765 Jim Thorsen
7,500 Robert Clark

$195,714
$198,265

12
12

Manhattan Beach

Los Angeles

36,254 Richard Thompson

City Manager
Town Manager
Interim City Manager
(Effective 12/13/09)

$153,091

12

Manteca

San Joaquin

68,847 Steven J. Pinkerton

City Manager

$221,033

12

Marina
Martinez

Monterey
Contra Costa

19,445 Anthony Altfeld
35,891 Philip Vince

City Manager
City Manager

$249,154
$209,000

12
12

Marysville
Mendota

Yuba
Fresno

12,500 Steve Casey
9,966 Gabriel Gonzalez

City Manager
City Manager

$117,279
$83,628

12
12

Amount probably includes accumulated cash out
Consulting Contract at $20,000 per month Month
to month plus out of pocket expenses for travel
and meals

Menifee
Menlo Park
Merced

Riverside
San Mateo
Merced

67,000 Stephen Harding
30,750 Glen G. Rojas
80,608 John Bramble

Interim City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$224,500
$175,086

Mill Valley
Millbrae
Milpitas

Marin
San Mateo
Santa Clara

14,144 Anne Montgomery
21,536 Marcia Raines
72,000 Tom Williams

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$315,531
$202,505
$199,000
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The compensation above includes Leave Cashout,
Auto Allowance, Electronic/Media Allowance, and
Master's Degree pay.
W-2 wages were $181,336. The remaining
$36,782 was a combination of auto allowance,
business expense, and unused leave payout.
Base Salary 189,650 Vacation/sick leave cash out
~ $5470 Misc. reimbursements ~ $594
Box 5 includes $9,071 vacation cash out
Included in taxable compensation are: Car
allowance= 4,800 & Insurance allow.= 840
Employee pays 8% PERS payment (approximately
$16,000) out of wages. Amount also includes car
and phone allowance and 80 hours of vacation
cash out.
Included in Box 5 of W-2: Admin Leave Cash Out
360 Hours $35,352 PLT Cash Out 160 Hours
$15,592
nine month severance package

12
12

Includes termination leave balances payouts of
12 $124000
11
12

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.

City Manager
City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Above number includes vacation cashout of
$235,309
12 $20000
$186,395
12

City Manager
City Manager
City Adminstrator

$164,004
$160,705
$211,921

30,000 Fred Meurer

City Manager

$277,000

65,000 June Yotsuya
37,576 Steven Kueny
17,000 D. Michael Segrest

Former City Manager
City Manager
Town Manager

$220,734
$237,000
$167,726

188,537 Robert G. Gutierrez

City Manager

$459,468

Santa Clara
San Luis Obispo

40,246 Ed Tewes
10,400 Andrea K. Lueker

City Manager
City Manager

$217,200
$160,428

Mountain View
Mt Shasta

Santa Clara
Siskiyou

75,700 Kevin C. Duggan
3,608 Kevin R. Plett

City Manager
City Manager

$270,136
$99,007

Murrieta
Napa

Riverside
Napa

City Manager
City Manager

$241,618
$237,703

Napa

Napa

101,487 Rick Dudley
75,515 Michael Parness
76,160 (as of
Jan. 2005) Mike Parness

City Manager

$237,703

National City
Needles
Nevada City

San Diego
San Bernardino
Nevada

63,500 Chris Zapata
5,809 currently vacant
3,020 Gene Albaugh

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$222,301
$131,316
$44,000

Newark
Newman

Alameda
Stanislaus

44,000 John Becker
10,740 Michael Holland

City Manager
City Manager

$204,700
$130,000

City

County

Mission Viejo
Modesto
Montague
Montclair
Monte Sereno
Montebello

Orange
Stanislaus
Siskiyou
San Bernardino
Santa Clara
Los Angeles

Monterey

Monterey

Monterey Park
Moorpark
Moraga

Los Angeles
Ventura
Contra Costa

Moreno Valley

Riverside

Morgan Hill
Morro Bay

Population
100,242
208,000
1,494
37,200
4,000
66,000

Name of City Manager
Dennis Wilberg
Greg Nyhoff
Non City Manager City
Edward C. Starr
Brian Loventhal
Richard Torress

Official Title
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W-2, Box 5

12
12
12

$28000 vacation payout due to furloughs and
12 $24000 health plan spending fund
Auto Allowance $7,477; Deferred Compensation
Contributed by Employer $6,750; Medical
$615.64/Month; Dental $48.52/Month; Vision
$16.46/Month
Life, AD&D $100,000 coverage; Premium
$27.00/Month; LTD $122.86/Month
12
12
9
Leave pay off $183,366.20, due to retiring
12 12/25/09.
Includes 3 weeks vacation cashout, 9K housing
12 allownace, and 6K auto allowance
12 Includes $18000 vacation payout
27 vs. the normal 26 pay periods in 2009 inflated
12 salary total by approx. $10,000
12
The figure in Question 2 includes $12,753.60 in
12 leave cash out
12
Management Leave: $5,738.40 Facation Payout:
12 $7,651.20
Co-tenancy in city owned home - $1200 per month
12
12
12 N/A
City Manager pays for all benefits from the salary
total and also pays eleven percent towards PERS
12 retirement
12

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
City of Newport Beach owns about half of my
home. I pay all property taxes, utilities, etc. City
gets investment back + half equity increase upon
$187,297
12 sale or my termination.
$79,055
6
$236,000
12

City Manager
City Manager

$117,162
$152,931

410,000 Dan Lindheim

City Administrator

$230,024

Contra Costa
San Diego
Ventura

35,646 Bryan Montgomery
187,000 Peter Weiss
8,226 Jere Kersnar

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$226,271
$174,000
$171,901

Ontario

San Bernardino

174,536 Chris Hughes

City Manager

$253,500

Orange
Orange Cove
Orinda
Orland

Orange
Fresno
Contra Costa
Glenn

142,708
11,000
17,500
7,420

John W. Sibley
Alan J. Bengyel
Janet S. Keeter
Paul H. Poczobut Jr.

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$223,385
$113,705
$179,190
$83,076

Oroville (pre Medicare)
Oxnard
Pacific Grove
Pacifica

Butte
Ventura
Monterey
San Mateo

14,500
200,204
16,000
39,995

Sharon Atteberry
Edmund F Sotelo
Thomas Frutchey
Stephen A. Rhodes

City Administrator
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$117,925
$314,135
$45,062
$197,722

Palm Desert
Palm Springs

Riverside
Riverside

City Manager
City Manager

$192,824
$248,000

City

County

Newport Beach
Norco
Norwalk

Orange
Riverside
Los Angeles

Novato
Oakdale

Marin
Stanislaus

Oakland

Alameda

Oakley
Oceanside
Ojai

Population

Name of City Manager

86,000 Dave Kiff
27,000 Beth Groves
109,567 Ernie V. Garcia
54,000 Michael S. Frank
19,657 Steven Hallam

52,067 John M. Wohlmuth
51,000 David H. Ready

Official Title
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W-2, Box 5

7
12

includes car allowance and 2 weeks leave cash12 out
500/month in Deferred Comp; 400/month Car
Allowance; Housing Assistance - imputed interest
for benefit of 2.5 percent home mortage through
12 the City
12 car allowance, sick leave cash-out
12
* reflects estimated taxable income of new City
Manager who started employment in February
12 2010
I am concerned that this is yet another number
that really doesn't tell the whole story and is
inconsistent with other numbers that are out in the
press, in various surveys and on the City's own
12 webpage.
12
12 Car allowance
12 None
I used the figure from Box 1 or Ms. Atteberry's W-2
because she was hired before Medicare was a
12 required deduction so Box 5 was zero.
12
3 None
12
City Manager receives an auto allowance of $500
11 per month
12

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Palmdale
Palo Alto

Los Angeles
Santa Clara

Palos Verdes Estates
Paradise
Paramount
Parlier

Los Angeles
Butte
Los Angeles
Fresno

Pasadena
Paso Robles

Los Angeles
San Luis Obispo

Patterson

Stanislaus

Petaluma
Pico Rivera
Piedmont
Pinole
Pismo Beach
Pittsburg

Sonoma
Los Angeles
Alameda
Contra Costa
San Luis Obispo
Contra Costa

Placentia

Orange

Population

Name of City Manager

152,622 Stephen H. Williams
64,484 James Keene
14,046
26,310
57,989
13,148

Joe Hoefgen
Charles L. Rough, Jr
Linda Benedetti-Leal
Lou Martinez

151,576 Michael J. Beck
30,072 James L. App

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

City Manager
City Manager

$367,518
$260,615

City Manager
Town Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$167,812
$136,512
$193,457
$106,000

City Manager
City Manager

$270,730
$177,000

21,229 Cleve Morris

City Manager

$136,020

58,401
67,000
11,000
19,039
8,600
63,771

City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$208,721
$189,540
$197,679
$181,464
$168,676
$237,378

John C. Brown
Charles P. Fuentes
Geoffrey L. Grote
Belinda Espinosa
Kevin M. Rice
Marc Grisham

52,305 Troy L. Butzlaff

City Administrator
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$194,420

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
W-2, Box 5 amounts not part of base salary:
Banked Leave Time Cashouts $93,360.05
Stipend for Waiving Health $600 Auto Allowance
$7,200 Life Insurance Premium Paid by City
12 $1,508
12
$5,037 of the above taxable income for 2009 is the
12 taxable value of the City provided automobile
12
12
12 $500 monthly auto allowance
Includes 27 pay periods, which is the result of an
anomaly with pay period timing that only happens
about every 10 years. Also includes $1,000
annual professional development allowance.

12
12 none
Car Allowance of $500 a month was included in
12 the w-2, Box 5 Medicare wages and tips
effective 12/28/2009 city management staff,
including the CM took a 3.1 percent voluntary pay
reduction. Current CM salary through 6/26/2011 is
12 $201,552.
12
12
12 Includes $5400 annual auto allowance.
12
12

12

My 2009 W-2 Box 5 earnings includes an adjusted
base salary of $172,857 (this figure reflects a 5%
salary increase that was authorized by City
Council effective 7/1/09 and a 4.625% salary
reduction due to mandatory unpaid furloughs days
that were imposed on staff in FY 09-10), an auto
allowance of $600 per month and approximately
80 hours of leave bank buyback I took.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

Placerville
Pleasant Hill
Pleasanton
Plymouth
Point Arean

Pomona
Port Hueneme
Porterville
Portola
Portola Valley
Poway
Rancho Cordova

County

El Dorado
Contra Costa
Alameda
Amador
Mendocino

Los Angeles
Ventura
Tulare
Plumas
San Mateo
San Diego
Sacramento

Rancho Cucamonga

San Bernardino

Rancho Mirage
Rancho Palos Verdes

Riverside
Los Angeles

Rancho Santa Margarita
Red Bluff

Redding

Redlands

Population

10,429
33,576
67,543
1,030
492

163,683
21,887
52,960
2,049
4,600
51,126
62,899

Name of City Manager

Official Title

City Manager/City
Attorney
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

John W. Driscoll
June Catalano
Nelson Fialho
H. Dixon Flynn
Non City Manager City

Linda Lowry
David J. Norman
John D. Lollis
James Murphy
Angela Howard
Penny Riley
Ted A. Gaebler

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
Town Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$133,189
$249,114
$211,176
$62,400

$223,500
$200,829
$136,000
$95,297
$162,004
$231,533
$259,985

City Manager

$324,582

17,008 Patrick M. Pratt
42,893 Carolyn Lehr

City Manager
City Manager

$242,778
$178,800

Orange
Tehama

49,945 Steven E. Hayman
13,147 Martin Nichols

City Manager
City Manager

$231,471
$127,728

Shasta

91,561 Kurt Starman

City Manager

$210,311

San Bernardino

178,904 Jack Lam

W-2, Box 5

71,086 Nabar Enrique Martinez

City Manager
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$240,984

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Since I serve as City Manager and City Attorney, I
have deducted that portion of my wages
attributable to my position as City Attorney. I have
also deducted that portion attributable to health
benefits which I waive and for which I receive
12 compensation in lieu.
12
12
12

12
12
12
12
12
12
12

W-2, Box 5 amount includes car allowance of
14400

Salary is 293,280--Figure in W-2, Box 5 above
includes optional 80 hours vacation buy back as
well as 600/mo auto allowance & any 457
12 deferred comp.
Auto allowance of $714 a month Can cash out 1/2
unused sick leave capped at 480 hours when
leave employment. Can cash out any unused
12 vacation time when leave employment.
12
none - my contract is on-line through our Website
12 however.
12 Auto Allowance
Salary=$192,090; Accrued Vacation
Leave=$11,561; Auto Allowance=$6,000; Group
Life Insurance=$360; Cellular Phone
12 Allowance=$300

12

Banked Leave buyback $15608.00 Pension
Contributions $43962.31 Deferred Compensation
$5934.76 Vehicle / Expense Allowance $9600.00

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

County

Population

Name of City Manager

Official Title

W-2, Box 5

Redondo Beach

Los Angeles

68,105 William P. Workman

City Manager

$256,342

Redwood City

San Mateo

76,000 Peter Ingram

City Manager

$242,051

Reedley
Rialto
Richmond

Fresno
San Bernardino
Contra Costa

City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager

$128,268
$294,110
$258,000

Ridgecrest
Rio Vista
Ripon
Riverbank

Kern
Solano
San Joaquin
Stanislaus

City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager

$161,843
$126,564
$194,914
$156,468

Riverside

Riverside

304,051 Bradley J. Hudson

City Manager

$294,525

Rocklin (pre Medicare)
Rohnert Park

Placer
Sonoma

54,754 Carlos A. Urrutia
43,020 Gabriel Gonzalez

City Manager
City Manager

$232,000
$169,080

Rolling Hills
Rolling Hills Estates

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

Rosemead

Los Angeles

Roseville

Placer

Ross
Sacramento
Salinas

Marin
Sacramento
Monterey

26,227 Rocky D. Rogers
100,000 Henry T. Garcia
105,630 Bill Lindsay

28,726
8,222
15,468
22,001

Kurt Wilson
Hector De La Rosa
Everett L. Compton
Richard Holmer

1,974 Anton Dahlerbruch
8,138 Douglas R. Prichard

City Manager/City Clerk
City Manager

$173,018
$171,897

City Manager

$105,000

112,343 W. Craig Robinson*

City Manager

$353,000

2,423 Gary Broad
453,781 Gustavo F. Vina
150,000 Artie Fields

Town Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$220,234
$205,110
$225,638

57,594 Jeff Allred
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Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
1) 60 hours annual vacation cash out; 2) 26 hours
vacation cash out to RHS Account (pre-tax); 3)
auto allowance; 4) cell phone stipend; 5) non-use
12 of sick leave bonus
Annual admin leave cash-out option Auto
12 allowance
Manager pays five percent of salary toward health
12 and life insurance
12
12
Yearly unused vacation cashout 75% of hours on
books. Yearly Administrative Leave cashout 35%
12 of hours on books
12
12 Sick leave cash out
12
Information provided reflects current base salary
available at:
http://www.riversideca.gov/human/electedAndExec
12 utiveSalaries.asp
* I am a pre 1986 employee and, according to our
payroll division, my wages are not subject to
Medicare. Therefore, the box is blank. I am
reporting my wages per my contract which is a
12 public document.
$7,875 was a one-time exceptional performance
pay that is NOT part of my salary. Included in Box
5 is also: $7,200 for car allowance and $720 for
12 cell phone allowance.
12
Auto Allowance
4800
Administrative Leave
4207 Cafeteria
(net of helath ins)
2555 Cell phone
69
7 289 Excess life ins
*former City Manager no longer employed by City
12 of Roseville
Includes vacation leave cashout and deferred
12 compensation payment.
12
12

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
County

City
San Anselmo
San Bernardino

Marin
San Bernardino

San Bruno
San Carlos
San Clemente
San Diego

San Mateo
San Mateo
Orange
San Diego

Name of City Manager
Population
Official Title
12,400 Debra Stutsman
Town Manager
207,000 Charles McNeely
City Manager
44,294
27,718
68,000
1,353,933

Connie Jackson
Mark Weiss
George Scarborough
Non City Manager City

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$166,198
12 Includes 1 week vacation cash out $3042
$177,450
7 includes monthly auto allowance of $575
Pay reduced by 2.3% ewffective July 1, 2009 for
$205,832
12 budget reduction furlough.
$218,538
12
$229,000
12

W-2, Box 5

San Dimas

Los Angeles

36,946 Blaine Michaelis

City Manager

$206,728

San Fernando
San Gabriel

Los Angeles
Los Angeles

25,230 Jose Pulido
42,320 Steve Preston

City Administrator
City Manager

$259,601
$197,610

San Jacinto
San Jose

Riverside
Santa Clara

San Juan Bautista

San Benito

San Juan Capistrano
(Contract Employee - 1099)

Orange

San Leandro

Alameda

San Luis Obispo

San Luis Obispo

36,933 Tim Hults
1,006,892 Debra Figone

1,895 Stephen B. Julian

City Manager
City Manager

$248,013
$273,749

City Manager

$94,493

36,000 Joe Tait

City Manager

$324,000

83,000 Stephen L. Hollister

City Manager

$219,000

44,948 Ken Hampian

City Manager
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$260,837

Box 5 includes $400/mo car allowance and
$85/mo cell phone and data which are
reimbursements for my cost to provide a car and
cell phone for city business. Box 5 also includes
an optional cash out of $2,100 for unused sick
leave which is not included in retirement
12 calculations.
I cashed out 1.368 total leave hours consisting of
annual leave (i.e., 698) and vacation time (i.e., 670
hours) which is included in my W2, Box 5 number.
I worked 10 months for San Fernando and two
10 months for Temple City.
12

12
12

retirement leave cashout included; wages are for
previous City Manager

None – I am employed as independent contractor
and pay for all expenses including car, travel,
conferences, dues to Iocal manager group, etc.
No medical, retirement, 401k, paid vacations, paid
holidays, paid sick leave, or other benefits are
12 provided by City.
Provide City Manager and Utilities Director
services under company contract for flat fee of
0 $324,000 year with no city benefits
above includes 5400 auto allowance 2010 - 1
12 day/mo furlough (4.6%) reduction in effect

12

Mr. Hampian's base salary in 2009 was $194,168.
Mr. Hampian retired in December 2009 after 20
years of service with the City. The amount above
includes $52,144 attributable to a one time pay out
of earned vacation and administrative leave.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.

San Marcos
San Marino

City

San Mateo

County
San Diego
Los Angeles
San Mateo

San Pablo
San Rafael

Contra Costa
Marin

San Ramon

Contra Costa

Sand City
Sanger

Monterey
Fresno

Santa Ana (pre Medicare)

Orange

Santa Barbara

Santa Barbara

Santa Clara

Santa Clara

Name of City Manager
Population
Official Title
84,391 Paul Malone
City Manager
13,000 Matt Ballantyne
City Manager
97,535 Susan Loftus

Matt Rodriguez
31,065 Appointed 050310
58,822 Ken Nordhoff

64,860 Herbert Moniz
310,00
Daytime Pop
approximately
30,000 Steve Matarazzo
25,664 John A. White

357,754 David N. Ream
90,308 James L. Armstrong

118,830 Jennifer Sparacino

City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$285,484
12
$199,570
12
Auto - $4,673; Medical - $11,187; 2009 had 27 pay
$242,808
12 days vs. the normal 26.

W-2, Box 5

City Manager /
Executive Director
City Manager

$171,613
$191,018

12
12

City Manager

$359,669

12

City
Manager/Community
Development Director
Interim City Manager

$172,000
$144,441

12
12

City Manager

$240,000

City Administrator

$261,606

NOTE: Compensation reported for Item 2 is from
Box 1 of W-2. No income reported under Box 5
12 given City Manager hired prior to 1986.
Includes cash in lieu of participation in City's
12 medical and dental program

City Manager

$303,513

Santa Clarita

Los Angeles

177,641 Ken Pulskamp

City Manager

$293,760

Santa Cruz
Santa Fe Springs

Santa Cruz
Los Angeles

59,684 Martin Bernal
18,000 Fred Latham

City Manager
City Manager

$188,807
$217,000

Santa Maria

Santa Barbara

93,225 Tim Ness

Salary reported as Deputy City Manager in 2009
for another City; Base Salary as City Manager is
$210,000 as of 5/03/10; No additional
compensation or deferred contributions provided;
Sick and Vacation Leave eligible for service credit
and cash out at end of service or retirement;

City Manager
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$244,530

12

Ten % salary cut effective,June 2010; 8%PERS
paid by employee;partial health paid by employee

*The following data comprise the Medicare wages
listed in question 2: Salary: $241,449 One time
payout for unused vacation: $21,049 One time
payout for unused sick leave: $5,808 Allowance
for vehicle, wellness, life insurance, cell phone:
$6,138 City-paid employee PERS contribution:
12 $19,316
Note: I became City Manager effective August 2,
12 2010
12

12

Vacation cashout is included in the taxable income
for 2009.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
County

City
Santa Monica

Los Angeles

Santa Paula
Santa Rosa

Ventura
Sonoma

Saratoga
Scotts Valley

Santa Clara
Santa Cruz

Population

Name of City Manager

2009 - P. Lamont Ewell;
92,703 2010 - Rodney S. Gould

20,182 Walter J. Bobkiewicz
161,716 Jeffrey C. Kolin

31,997 Dave Anderson
11,903 Stephen Ando

Seal Beach
Seaside
Sebastopol
Selma

Orange
Monterey
Sonoma
Fresno

26,010
34,628
7,800
23,000

Shafter

Kern

Shasta Lake
Sierra Madre

Shasta
Los Angeles

Signal Hill
Simi Valley
Solana Beach

Los Angeles
Ventura
San Diego

Soledad
Solvang

Monterey
Santa Barbara

Sonoma
Sonora
South El Monte
South Gate

Sonoma
Tuolumne
Los Angeles
Los Angeles

South Lake Tahoe

El Dorado

South San Francisco

San Mateo

David N. Carmany
Ray Corpuz
Jack Griffin
DB Heusser

City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
Pay includes optional annual cashout of certain
$317,000
12 leave time as provided by contract.

City Manager
City Manager

$154,212
$231,010

Official Title

City Manager
City Manager

W-2, Box 5

$216,776
$160,832

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$241,000
$194,460
$126,307
$139,103

16,208 John D. Guinn

City Manager

$207,865

10,294 Carol Martin
11,099 Elaine Aguilar

City Manager
City Manager

$122,920
$149,000

City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$240,372
$245,310
$187,348

City Manager
City Manager

$182,432
$144,855

City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager
City Manager

$146,507
$154,306
$149,224
$180,026

24,087 David Jinkens

City Manager

$203,496

61,824 Barry Michael Nagel

City Manager

$248,116

11,465 Kenneth Farfsing
126,329 Mike Sedell
13,500 David Ott
28,050 Adela P. Gonzalez
5,446 Brad Vidro

10,078
4,672
22,500
101,914

Linda Kelly
Greg Applegate
Anthony R. Ybarra
Ronald Bates
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Vacation Payout $52,709 Holiday Payout $2,044
7
12 Includes one week of vacation pay buy back

12
12

Amount above includes the following: Base Salary
$194,382 Car Allowance $6,000 Vacation Leave
Payout $16,096 Life Insurance Taxable $298

Cellular telephone allowance, automobile
allowance, and deferred compensation conversion
12 to salary included in #2 above.
12
10
12
Transfer of Excess Accrued Vacation Pay to
Deferred Compensation Plan $36,789; Cash out of
12 Excess Accrued Sick Leave $3,158.
$4,479.20 Leave cashout $345.12 Life Insurance
12 $780.00 Vehicle Usage
12 None
Sick leave buy back/cashout City paid employer
and employee contributions for FICA and
Medicare Group life insurance City match for
12 deferred compensation Vehicle benefit
12
12
Wages noted on item 2 above, includes $6,000
12 City provided deferred compensation
12
Included in this amount are a vehicle allowance of
$3,600 and a sick leave cashout incentive of
12 $1,251.
12
12
12
FYI - Name of City Manager will change effective
12 August 9th, David is retiring.
The taxable income listed above includes 19660
12 from a payout of unused vacation leave in 2009.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.

St. Helena
Stanton

City

County
Napa
Orange

Stockton

San Joaquin

Suisun City

Solano

Sunnyvale
Susanville
Taft
Tehama

Santa Clara
Lasses
Kern
Tehama

Temecula

Riverside

Temple City

Los Angeles

Thousand Oaks

Ventura

Tiburon
Torrance
Tracy
Trinidad
Truckee

Marin
Los Angeles
San Joaquin
Humboldt
Nevada

Tulare
Tulelake
Turlock

Tulare
Siskiyou
Stanislaus

Name of City Manager
Population
Official Title
5,600 Mary Neilan
City Manager
39,799 Carol Jacobs
City Manager

In 2009 - J. Gordon
290,409 Palmer, Jr.

City Manager

28,000 Suzanne Bragdon

City Manager

140,000
18,600
9,117
425

Gary Luebbers
Rob D. Hill
Robert T. Gorson, Jr.
Non City Manager City

City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$66,835
5
$195,719
12
J. Gordon Palmer, Jr. retired in October 2009, the
$285,472 for 2009 includes the following one-time
compensations: Cash out sick leave $53,883 and
$285,472
10 Cash out vacation leave $59,526
Figure in #2 includes a one-time performance
bonus of $6,486, which was granted in 2009.
Given the economic situation, no bonuses were
$174,231
12 granted in 2010.
One extra pay period distorts number upward
$301,470
12 Moving allowance included
$112,360
12
$163,374
12

W-2, Box 5

105,000 Shawn Nelson

City Manager

$336,288

35,892 Los Angeles

Citiy Manager

$32,756

130,209 Scott Mitnick

8,818
149,717
82,218
311
16,238

Margaret Curran
LeRoy Jackson
R. Leon Churchill, Jr.
Stephen Albright
Tony Lashbrook

59,535 Darrel L. Pyle
967 Non City Manager City
70,158 Roy W. Wasden

City Manager

W-2, Box 5 amount includes: Base Salary,
Deferred Compensation, Executive Leave Payout,
CAL Cashout, Auto Fringe Benefit, and additional
12 insurance.
The City Manager position was vacant for most of
the fiscal year and the Director of Parks and
Recreation acted as the interim City Manager with
a 5% bonus pay (i.e., $2,756.36). New City
Manager Jose Pulido earned $30,000 for
4 November and December 2009.
Medicare taxable wages W-2 Box 5 includes Base
Compensation, City Vehicle Useage, Annual
Leave Buyout, and Annual City Wellness payment.

$245,608

12

Town Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$200,664
$268,382
$219,028
$30,000
$201,839

City Manager

$171,949

2009 salary included retroactive pay earned in
2008. Actual 2009 taxable salary and benefits
12 was $192,000.
12
12
12
12
160 hours of vacation cashout at normal hourly
12 rate.

City Manager

$112,383
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7

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
County

City
Tustin

Twentynine Palms

Orange

San Bernardino

Population

Name of City Manager

75,000 William A. Huston

30,000 Michael Tree

Official Title
City Manager

City Manager

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
the above number is net of $22,000 salary deferral
$225,000
12 by William A Huston

W-2, Box 5

$187,980

12

12912 Deferred Comp 480 Cell Phone Allowance
5655 Car Allowance All this included in Box 5

Interim City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
(interim)
City Manager
City Manager
City Manager

$163,280
$185,000

sum includes car allowance, executive pay,
emplyoee paid PERS contribution, 457
12 contribution
12
W-2 Box 5 includes base salary of $271,704, in
addition to a contribution to 401a, an auto and
technology allowance, and includes the value of
12 fuel usage.
This is a corrected survey response, please use
this response and disregard the initial submittal.
The change made is to note that I pays 17.46% of
12 pay towards retirement.
NONE: no benefits except for Social Security &
Medicare. No sick leave, vacation, paid holidays,
7 medical insurance, or anything else.
12

$211,372
$253,264
$74,093
$208,402

12
12
7
12

97,513 Rita Geldert

City Manager

$241,163

32,659 Robert M. Wishner

City Manager

$207,110

Ukiah
Union City

Mendocino
Alameda

15,590 Jane A. Chambers
75,000 Larry Cheeves

City Manager
City Manager

$179,992
$222,671

Upland

San Bernardino

76,106 Robb Quincey

City Manager

$321,460

96,450 Laura C. Kuhn

City
Manager/Redevelopmen
t Agency Exe. Director

$213,165

Vacaville

Solano

Vallejo
Ventura (San Buenaventura)

Solano
Ventura

116,000 Robert F. D. Adams
109,946 Rick Cole

Vernon
Victorville
Villa Park
Visalia

Los Angeles
San Bernardino
Orange
Tulare

96
112,097
6,300
125,971

Vista

San Diego

Walnut

Los Angeles

Mark Whitworth
James L. Cox
Lori Sassoon
Steven M. Salomon

W-2 above includes $22,000 deferred
12 compensation and $8,000 leave payout.
40 hours vacation cash out and 65 hours sick
12 leave cash out.
2009 included 27 bi-weekly payrolls

Walnut Creek

Wasco

Contra Costa

Kern

65,860 Gary F. Pokorny

25,541 James L. Zervis

City Manager

City Manager

Page 24 of 26

$237,196

12

$138,667

This 2009 W- represents six months as the
Assistant City Manager and six months as the City
12 Manager.

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.
City

Watsonville
Weed

County

Santa Cruz
Siskiyou

Population

Name of City Manager

52,823 Carlos J. Palacios
3,030 Earl Wilson

Official Title

City Manager
City Administrator

W-2, Box 5

$213,000
$71,455

Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked

12
12

West Hollywood
West Sacramento

Los Angeles
Yolo

37,580 Paul Arevalo
48,426 Toby Ross

City Manager
City Manager

$309,203
$214,400

12
12

Westlake Village
Westminster
Westmorland
Wheatland

Los Angeles
Orange
Imperial
Yuba

8,872
94,294
2,427
3,558

City Manager
City Manager

$220,423
$139,359

12
8

City Manager

$98,979

12

Whittier
Wildomar
Williams
Willows

Los Angeles
Riverside
Colusa
Glenn

87,500
31,906
5,500
6,508

Raymond Taylor
Donald D. Lamm
Non City Manager City
Stephen Wright

Stephen W. Helvey
Frank Oviedo
Charles Bergson
Steve Holsinger

City Manager
City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager
Page 25 of 26

$283,346
$60,983
$35,000
$100,866

Correction:2009 W-2 Salary is $212,824. Effective
July 1, 2009 the City has in place a 10% salary
reduction for all non-public safety employees. The
City Manager has voluntarily forgone salary
increases of 7% and has taken a 10% pay
reduction for 2 years through a reduction of work
week, the cumulative loss of compensation is
17%. The 2009 W-2 salary includes a 5% cut
implemented between January and June and a
10% cut between July and December. The
following is a breakdown of special taxable
compensation for 2009 which is included in the W2 figure listed above: AUTO ALLOWANCE
6,000.00 CELL PHONE
1,080.00 SICK
LEAVE PAYOFF 5,664.16 DEFERRED COMP.
8,505.00 ADMIN. LEAVE PAYOFF
8,002.17 EXCESS LIFE INS. PREMIUM
250.00

Salary $283,000, Deferred Comp $13500,Auto
Allowance $6100, Technology Alowance $4,200
and Health Benefit $2,200.
None
2009 taxable income included: (1) one-time
longevity incentive bonus of $10,500 effective
February 28, 2009 per contract approved by City
Council in March, 2003.
Total reflects a hire date of May 1, 2009.

Medicare wages include the following non-salary
amounts: $2,700 for City paid life insurance
premium; $4,065 for the value of the City-owned
vehicle used by the Mgr; $14,520 paid to mgr inlieu of receiving City health-dental-vision
coverage; $11,982 for the payoff of excess leave
12 time.
4 Hire date was 8-24-2009.
5
12

City/Town Manager Compensation Survey
Last Revised: 10/6/2010
W-2, Box 5 results below include salary plus some fringe benefits and atypical payouts of accrued leave for part or all of 2009.

Windsor

City

County
Sonoma

Name of City Manager
Population
Official Title
26,500 J. Matthew Mullan
Town Manager

Winters
Woodlake
Woodland
Woodside

Yolo
Woodlake
Yolo
San Mateo

7,098
7,927
57,000
5,738

John W. Donlevy, Jr.
William Lewis
Mark Deven
Susan George

City Manager
City Administrator
City Manager
Town Manager

Yountville
Yreka
Yuba City

Napa
Siskiyou
Sutter

3,300 Steven Rogers
7,415 Brian Meek
65,000 Steven R. Jepsen

Town Manager
City Manager
City Manager

Yucaipa

San Bernardino

52,000 Raymond A. Casey

City Manager

Yucca Valley

San Bernardino

21,292 Mark Nuaimi

Town Manager
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Mos.
Special compensation issues
Worked
$180,000
12
Compensation includes a incentives for longevity,
sick leave and excess administrative leave cash
$129,059
12 out.
$108,702
12
$181,135
12
$213,309
12
included cashout of 40 hours of admin leave at
$146,311
12 50% of cash value.
$115,000
12
$194,086
12 2 percent deferred comp provided by employer
Retirement - 2% at 55 Health Ins. - $700
allotment per month Car Allowance - NA (City car
provided) Deferred Comp - 3% Life Insurance $165,000
12 $50,000
These reported wages reflect those of my
predecessor (Andy Takata). Amount includes one
week of leave cash out. All management &
$195,843
12 council compensation data is posted on-line.

W-2, Box 5

Exhibit FF
Responses from Maui County Salary Commission Chair Joseph Talon to
Questions Presented by Paul Kailiponi, Cost of Government Commission
(April 4, 2016)

RESPONSES FROM SALARY COMMISSION CHAIR JOSEPH TALON TO QUESTIONS
PRESENTED BY PAUL KAILIPONI, COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
APRIL 4, 2016
The questions are as follows:
a. Is what I mentioned above the basic process that you use when adjusting department head salaries?
Not necessarily. Starting with the Mayor and MD is a logical approach, and that's what the 2013
Commission did. However the current Commission is not bound by it and may or may not do the
same thing for this year's review.
b. Are there any other factors/considerations that go into your deliberations on salaries for department
heads?
Yes. In addition to what you listed above and among other things, the Commission considers:











The size of the department, number of employees the director supervises, the complexity and
demands of the job
The cost of living in Maui County
The increases in pay and benefits awarded to public sector union employees
Whether professional degrees and/or licenses are required. For example, the Prosecutor must
have a law degree and a license to practice law in Hawaii; the Deputy Director of Environmental
Management must have a Professional Engineers license, etc.
The Commission also requests reports from the Budget Director and Finance Director on the
economic health of the County and the County's financial ability to pay for salary increases (or not
pay increases, or even cut salaries, as the case may be)
The Commission also solicits input from the Mayor and the Departments themselves, and for the
Department heads who are appointed by a board or commission, such as the Police Chief, Fire
Chief, Liquor Director and Director of Personnel Services, the Commission invites input from the
respective boards and commissions as well.
And of course, the Commission accepts public testimony on salaries as well.
Whether there is competition from the private sector - for example, it may be difficult to attract and
retain engineers when there are more lucrative jobs in the private sector.
For some departments, notably Police and Fire, there is the problem of salary inversion - where
police and fire captains can earn more than the Police Chief and Fire Chief. Captains are union
members whose pay and benefits are subject to collective bargaining, and with overtime and other
premium pay, subordinates can earn more than the Chief. Although salary inversion does not
compel the Commission to keep the Chief's pay above that of subordinates, it is a consideration.
Please keep in mind that these factors described above are not carved in stone, and the
Commission may consider other things.

c.

Is it the tendency of the Salary Commission to adjust department head salaries upward alongside
increases to the salary of the Mayor or Managing Director?
I'm not sure whether there is any tendency to increase department heads' salaries in lock-step with the
Mayor and MD . Although the salary for each position is evaluated on its own merits, the last time
increases were awarded in 2013, the Directors were given a 15% across-the-board increase, while the
Mayor got 19%. The current Salary Commission is in the process of reviewing salaries now, and we
are scheduling the various departments and commissions to for their presentations. Whether
department heads' salaries will be increased alongside the Mayor/MD's is something that can't be
predicted at this point. Also, please keep in mind that more often than not, the Salary Commission has
awarded NO increases, and has kept salaries flat.

d. Is there a general rule that you have in how much less department heads would make below the Mayor
and Managing Director? (This would be similar to the rule that you currently have for deputies to earn
approximately 10% less than department heads).
There is no "rule" regarding Directors' pay in relation to the Mayor/MD's pay. Nor is there a rule that
Deputy Directors' salaries be pegged at 90% of the Directors' pay. The 2013 Salary
Commission's award for Deputy Directors was 90% of the Directors' pay, but that was a decision made
by the Commission at the time, and not necessarily a "rule" that binds future Commissions. The only
rule the Commission is limited by is the state law which provides that a deputy director's salary cannot
exceed 95% of the director's salary. Indeed, there is also no presumption that the Mayor should be the
highest paid employee of the County - although it is unlikely to happen on Maui, the state, for example
has employees who make more than the governor (UH President, UH football coach, etc)

Joe Talon
Chairman
Maui County Salary Commission

Exhibit GG
County of Maui Fiscal Year 2017 Mayor’s Budget Proposal (excerpts)
(2016)

FISCAL YEAR 2017
MAYOR’S BUDGET
PROPOSAL

MAYOR ALAN M. ARAKAWA
COUNTY OF MAUI

COUNTY OF MAUI
Financial Summaries

Revenue Overview

T

he FY 2017 total estimated revenues from county sources is $647.0 million, an increase of $52.0
million or 8.7% from the FY 2016 Adopted Budget. Estimates presented in this section exclude the
revenues derived from Bond/Lapsed Bond Funds. Estimated revenues provide the funds for
government operations and capital improvement projects. The major source of operating revenue for the
County of Maui comes from taxes which include Real Property Tax, Transient Accommodations Tax,
Public Service Tax, Public Transit Fare, Fuel Tax, Franchise Tax, Weight Tax, and charges for services
for Sewer and Cesspool, Landfill Disposal, Refuse Collection, and Water Service fee. Cumulatively,
these revenues account for 77.2% of the total county funds. The estimated revenues from these major
sources are collected by the General Fund, Highway Fund, Wastewater Fund, Solid Waste Fund and
Water Supply Fund.
The charts presented throughout this section reflect actual and budgeted revenue for the last ten years,
except for the Public Transit Fare Collection, which began in 2007; hence, that chart covers the years
since then. The budgeted revenue and mid-year revised estimate are as of December 31, 2015, and are
reflected as the FY 2016 Mayor’s Estimates.

General Fund

The estimated revenues in FY 2017 for the General Fund are approximately $381.8 million, which
comprises approximately 59.0% of the total estimated revenues from County Funds. General Fund
revenue is estimated to increase by $33.3 million from FY 2016. The increase in General Fund revenue
for Fiscal Year 2017 is mainly due to anticipated increases in Real Property Taxes, the Transient
Accommodations Tax, and Interfund Transfers; offset by a decrease in Carryover/Savings estimated at
the end of Fiscal Year 2016.
The General Fund estimated revenues consist of the following major revenue sources: Real Property
Tax, Transient Accommodations Tax, and Public Service Company Tax.

Real Property Tax

Real Property Tax revenue is the most significant revenue source for the county and is the largest
revenue component of the General Fund. Unlike many other states, Hawaii State law allows for the
counties to retain 100% of the real property tax levied in their jurisdiction. Real Property Tax revenue is
based on valuations applied to real property with tax rates assigned to each of the ten classifications.
The estimated real property tax
revenue for FY 2017 is based on the
projected certified values of real
property of approximately $44.50
billion – up 9.3% from FY 2016.
Value increases are the result of a
rebounding real estate market, new
construction, and a slight increase in
parcel
count.
Values
were
established by analyzing sales that
occurred between July 1, 2014 and
June 30, 2015. The most significant
value increases have come from
commercial and industrial land value
reappraisals.

Figure 50

For FY 2017, the estimated revenue
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Real Property Tax (Cont’d)
on the proposed real property taxes is $276.9 million, which represents 72.5% of all General Fund
revenues, and 42.8% of all county revenues. The estimated real property tax revenues (net of estimated
Circuit Breaker credits) for FY 2017 reflects an increase of $21.3 million or 8.3% from the Fiscal Year
2016 Adopted Real Property Tax Revenue of $255.6 million.
The FY 2017 estimated revenue of $276.9 million is based on the same tax rate for all classifications
from FY 2016 and includes an adjustment for the Circuit Breaker Tax Credit Program. This program,
provides qualified homeowners a credit to their real property tax bill equal to the amount their bill
exceeds 2.0% of their adjusted gross income. The circuit breaker program is anticipated to reduce real
property tax revenue by approximately $402,906 in FY 2017.
Figure 53 below compares the adopted rates per $1,000 of net taxable assessed valuation for each
class of property in the last three fiscal year.
Figure 51

Real Property Tax Rates Comparison Table

Classification
Residential
Apartment
Commercial
Industrial
Agricultural
Conservation
Hotel & Resort
Time Share
Homeowner
Commercialized Residential

FY 2015
Adopted
$5.57
$6.20
$6.83
$7.07
$5.86
$6.06
$9.11
$15.07
$2.78
$4.46

Tax Rates
FY 2016
Adopted
$5.40
$6.00
$6.60
$6.85
$5.75
$5.90
$8.85
$14.55
$2.75
$4.35

FY 2017
Proposed
$5.40
$6.00
$6.60
$6.85
$5.75
$5.90
$8.85
$14.55
$2.75
$4.35

FY17 Proposed vs.
FY16 Adopted
Change
Change
$
%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%
$0.00
0.0%

Figure 52

Historical Real Property Tax Revenues
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Figure 53

The Transient Accommodations Tax
(TAT) is levied by the State of Hawaii
upon every operator and plan manager
on the gross rental or gross rental
proceeds derived from furnishing
transient accommodations such as
hotels.
The TAT collected by the State of
Hawaii, is distributed amongst the state
and the counties. The County of Maui
receives 22.8% of the total distributed
to the counties. The state legislature
had capped the dollar amount
distributed to the counties for FY 2015
and FY 2016 at $103 million. The
current legislation proposed by a
working group established by the
legislature would remove the cap and
set the counties revenue of 45% of TAT
net funds dedicated for other tourism
related expenditures.

The FY 2017 estimated revenues derived from TAT as proposed are $36.9 million, 9.7% of all General
Fund revenues, and 5.7% of the entire county’s revenue. The FY 2017 budgeted revenue increased
$13.7 million or 58.7% from the FY 2016 Adopted Budget based on the estimated share to all counties
at $162 million with the County of Maui receiving 22.8%.

Public Service Company Tax
Included in the taxes category for the
General Fund is the Public Service
Company (PSC) Tax established by
state statute. This tax, which is levied
against public utilities, provides for a
tax of 1.885% of the gross income in
lieu of real property tax. Collections
of the PSC tax started in FY 2002.

Figure 54

The estimated PSC Tax revenue is
$9.1 million for FY 2017, an increase
of $38,188 or 0.4% from the FY 2016
Adopted Budget. The Public Service
Company Tax represents 2.4% of the
total General Fund revenue and 1.4%
of the county’s total revenue.
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Highway Fund

The estimated $51.1 million in revenue for the Highway Fund for FY 2017 represents 7.9% of the
estimated revenues from county sources. Revenue for the Highway Fund is derived from fuel, weight
and franchise taxes as well as public transit fares.
Figure 55

Fuel Tax

Fuel Tax collection in FY 2017 is
estimated to contribute $15.0 million
in revenue to the Highway Fund,
making up 29.2% of all Highway Fund
revenue. The Fuel Tax is based on
the number of gallons of fuel
purchased. In FY 2017, the increase
in revenue from the Fuel Tax is
estimated at $3.1 million, a 26.4%
increase from the FY 2016 Adopted
Budget. The increase in estimated
revenue for the Fuel Tax reflects an
27.8% rate increase or $0.05 per
gallon for gas and diesel. The Fuel
Tax revenue represents 2.3% of the
estimated revenues from county
sources.

Public Transit Fare

Public transit fare collection is estimated
to contribute $2.5 million to the
Highway Fund in FY 2017. The
county’s public transit program is a
fairly recent addition. There are four
types of monthly passes available to
the public: General Boarding at $45
per month for all routes; $25 per
month for passengers 55 years and
older on fixed routes; $30 for
passengers 55 years and older on
paratransit routes; and $30 for
students with valid ID on fixed and
paratransit routes. In addition to
monthly passes, daily passes for all
routes are available for $4 and oneway rates are $2 per boarding.

Figure 56

The estimated revenue of $2.5 million
from public transit bus fare collection remains steady from the FY 2016 Adopted revenues with no fare
increase proposed. The Public Transit Fare is anticipated to contribute 4.9% in revenue to the Highway
Fund and 0.4% to the total revenue from county sources.
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The Franchise Tax is collected from a
tax on 2.5% of annual gross receipts
from electric and gas companies
operating as public utilities in the
County of Maui. Similar to the Public
Service Company Tax, fluctuations
in Franchise Tax collections may be
due to the increased cost of fuel and
energy conservation measures.

Revenue Overview
Figure 57

The estimated revenue from the
Franchise Tax for FY 2017 is $8.7
million, a decrease of $1.9 million
due to lower collections from Maui
Electric Company as a result of a
22.0% decline in electric sales
revenue for 2015. The Franchise
Tax represents 17.0% of the total
Highway Fund revenues and 1.3% of
the county’s total revenues.
Figure 58

Weight Tax
For FY 2016, the Weight Tax was
raised from $0.0275 to $0.03 per
pound of net weight for passenger
vehicles, trucks and non-commercial
vehicles not exceeding 6,500 pounds
and from $0.04 to $0.0436 per
pound of net weight for all other
motor vehicles.
The FY 2017 estimated revenue of
$19.7 million for the Weight Tax is an
increase of $700,000 or 3.7% from
the FY 2016 Adopted Budget with no
proposed increase. At this level, the
Weight
Tax
will
contribute
approximately
38.5%
of
the
estimated FY 2017 Highway Fund
revenue and 3.0% of the county’s
total revenue.

Wastewater Fund

The Wastewater Fund’s FY 2017 estimated revenue is $78.8 million, an increase of $8.9 million or
12.8% from the FY 2016 Adopted Budget. This fund represents 12.2% of the county’s total estimated
revenues. This fund’s main source of revenue is derived from sewer and cesspool fees. Wastewater
billing is directly tied to Water Supply billing.
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Sewer and Cesspool
Sewer and cesspool pumping fees are collected as charges for current services and used to fund the
operations and capital improvement projects of the Department of Environmental Management,
Wastewater Division. Residential users are charged a monthly base charge and a water usage charge
per dwelling unit in accordance with
Figure 59
amounts set in the annual budget.
Non-residential wastewater system
service charges are also charged a
monthly base charge, plus a variable
charge based on the total amount of
water used each billing period.
The $50.2 million in estimated
revenue from sewer user fees for FY
2017 is an increase of $2.4 million or
5.0% from the FY 2016 Adopted
Budget.
Rising
costs
and
infrastructure
repair
and
improvements
necessitate
an
increase to the fees charged by
5.0% to users of the County’s sewer
system. At this level, sewer user fees
will contribute to approximately
63.8% of the estimated FY 2017
Wastewater Fund revenue and 7.8%
of the county’s total revenue.

Solid Waste Fund

The FY 2017 estimated revenue for the Solid Waste Fund is $34.8 million, which represents 5.4% of the
county’s total estimated revenues. This
includes interfund transfers of $2.1 million
from the Wastewater Fund for intercompany services and from the General
Fund for supplemental funding in the
amount of $13.5 million. Fees associated
with landfill disposal and refuse collection
are the major sources of revenue for this
fund.
Landfill Disposal Fees
Landfill disposal fees (landfill tipping and
permit fees) are collected as charges for
current services. The estimated revenue
of $11.4 million in FY 2017 for landfill
disposal fees is an increase of $1.5
million or 14.6% from the FY 2016
Adopted Budget.
Figure 60
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proposed increase in the commercial tipping fee from $76 per ton to $80 per ton. Landfill disposal fees
represent 32.9% of the total Solid Waste Fund’s estimated revenues and 1.8% of the total County
Funds.
Refuse Collection Fees
Refuse collection fees are collected as
charges for current services. In FY
2017, the proposed rate for this
service increases from $22 to $24 per
refuse collection unit per month on the
islands of Maui and Molokai, where
once-a-week manual or twice-a-week
automated service is provided. On the
island of Lanai, the proposed rate
increased from $11 to $12 per refuse
collection unit per month, where only
once-a-week services is provided.

Figure 61

This service is projected to generate
$7.6 million in annual revenue in FY
2017, an increase of $0.8 million or
11.4% from the FY 2016 Adopted
Budget. The refuse collection fees
generate 22.0% of the total Solid Waste Fund’s revenue and represents 1.2% of the total estimated
revenues from county sources.

Water Supply Fund

The estimated revenue for the Water Supply Fund from all sources for FY 2017 is $92.4 million, which
funds Water Supply operations and
capital improvement projects. This
represents 14.3% of the county’s total
estimated revenues. Water service
fees are the major source of revenue
for this fund.
Water Service Fees
Water service fees are the primary
source of revenue for the Department
of Water Supply. The fee is charged
to customers on a monthly basis
(formerly bi-monthly) for water usage.
An accrual for unbilled water revenue
is made based on the estimated usage
from the meter reading date nearest
June 30th to the end of the fiscal
period.

Figure 62

The estimated revenues for the Water Supply Fund reflect a proposed 5% rate increase to continue the
department’s financial self-sufficiency and satisfy its operating and capital improvement project need.
FISCAL YEAR 2017

MAYOR’S PROPOSED BUDGET

98

COUNTY OF MAUI
Financial Summaries

Revenue Overview

Water Service Fees (Cont’d)
The department has implemented conservation programs to encourage consumers to conserve and
restrain water usage. While this has been very beneficial for saving water, increased water conservation
by consumers has resulted in less revenue for the department. Water revenue for the last few years has
been affected by successful conservation efforts; however, water conservation will not be discouraged.
The proposed revenue from water service fees is $61.8 million, an increase of $4.4 million or 7.6% from
the FY 2016 Adopted Budget. Water service fees generate 66.8% of the total Water Supply Fund’s
revenue and represents 9.5% of the total estimated revenues from county sources.
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Exhibit HH
County of Maui General Obligation Bonds Series 2015 (excerpts) (2015)

Exhibit II
Meeting Minutes, County of Maui Policy Committee (excerpts)
(June 13, 2012)

POLICY COMMITTEE
Council of the County of Maui

MINUTES
June 13, 2012
Council Chamber, 8 th Floor
CONVENE: 9:04 a.m.
PRESENT:

VOTING MEMBERS:
Councilmember G Riki Hokama, Chair
Councilmember Robert Carroll, Vice-Chair
Councilmember Gladys C. Baisa, Member
Councilmember Elle Cochran, Member
Councilmember Donald G Couch, Jr., Member (Out 11:43 a.m.)
Councilmember Danny A. Mateo, Member
Councilmember Joseph Pontanilla, Member (In 9:05 a.m.)
Councilmember Mike White, Member (In 9:07 a.m.)

EXCUSED: Councilmember Michael P. Victorino, Member
STAFF:

Carla Nakata, Legislative Attorney
Tammy M. Frias, Committee Secretary

ADMIN.:

Michael J. Molina, Executive Assistant, Office of the Mayor (Items POL-2(35) and 2(33))
Scott K. Teruya, Administrator, Real Property Tax Division, Department of Finance (Item
POL-1 (24))

Marcy L. Martin, Technical Officer, Real Property Tax Division, Department of Finance
(Item POL-1(24))

Richard B. Rost, Deputy Corporation Counsel, Department of the Corporation Counsel
(Item POL-1(24))

Edward S. Kushi Jr., First Deputy Corporation Counsel, Department of the Corporation
Counsel
OTHERS:

Jim Smith (Items POL-10(4), 10(5), 10(11) and 10(12))
Cyrus Kodani (Item POL-2(35))

PRESS:

Akaku--Maui County Community Television, Inc.

CHAIR HOKAMA: . . .(gavel). . . The Policy Committee shall come to order. This is the regular
meeting of 13 June, 2012. This morning, attending on behalf of the Committee is our
Vice-Chairman, Mr. Carroll; along with Members Baisa, Cochran, Couch and Mateo. The Chair

POLICY COMMITTEE MINUTES
Council of the County of Maui
June 13, 2012

ITEM POL-10(11): PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENTS

(COUNCIL APPROVAL OF THE
MAYOR'S APPOINTMENT OF THE MANAGING DIRECTOR) (CC 09-229)

CHAIR HOKAMA: Next is Policy Item 10(11), the Council approval of the Managing Director. Upon
seeing the proposals, Members, your Chair did present this. It's hard for me to see...ask us to
consider approving the Planning Director and then the Director of Finance, the third in line for to
be the Mayor, and not have us even consider the second in line for the Mayor which is the
Managing Director. I'm pretty sure we're gonna have the same lively discussion as the first two,
but the Chair will ask if there's comments regarding this item before the Committee. Any item
comments, Mr. Mateo?
COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Chairman, thank you very much. This one, I am not able to support.
For me, the Managing Director and the Mayor should really be in synch, both, philosophically
and in the direction that they see the County...that we should be going towards. I think it'll be
so difficult to have two very different individuals with different ideologies and practices. So I
think this should really be in a position that it is totally the Mayor's choice -CHAIR HOKAMA: Uh-huh.
COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: --because this individual steps in a lot of the times when the Mayor is
not here. He does have his specific role to carry out based on the Mayor's directions and, I
guess, changes the Mayor would like to initiate. So I think it would be really difficult for us to
kinda like not look at the Mayor and the MD as a package. So I would have a hard time to
support this particular item moving forward, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay. Thank you. Any further comments? Ms. Baisa, first.
COUNCILMEMBER BAISA: Thank you very much, Chair. I guess you know where I'm going with
this. I definitely agree with Member Mateo that I think, you know, the Managing Director is
kinda the alter ego of the Mayor. And they definitely have to have the same kind of philosophies
and values and because they are interchangeable at any moment. And, you know, just
yesterday—it's serendipitous we're talking about this today—but just yesterday, I had a concern
on behalf of a constituent. And I had...I could have called the Mayor but I thought, why bother
the Mayor, he's got all kinds of things going and he was extremely busy yesterday. I said, I'll
just call the Managing Director. And he was very accommodating and I had a nice sit-down with
him and things were taken care of. So I'm very comfortable, and I certainly believe that the
Mayor should have the prerogative to select his managing director. Thank you.
CHAIR HOKAMA: Thank you. Mr. Carroll?
VICE-CHAIR CARROLL: Thank you, Chair. To me, it would be like if this Council went and
appointed my EA, Morris Haole, and they took him away and put somebody else over there that
I would have to work with. And that wouldn't work for me and I don't think it'll work for this
Thank you.
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CHAIR HOKAMA: Thank you. Any further discussion, Members?
COUNCILMEMBER COCHRAN: Chair?
CHAIR HOKAMA: Ms. Cochran? I'm sorry.
COUNCILMEMBER COCHRAN: Thank you. No problem. Yeah, this...I concur with all my fellow
Members on this particular one. It's like someone telling me who I have to marry or something
and -CHAIR HOKAMA: They used to do that in the past, yeah.
COUNCILMEMBER COCHRAN: --this body telling me who I need to many and I wouldn't like that.
But anyways so it's true that Mayor and Managing Director must, you know, be...have rapport
and work with one another. So but I understand they're third in line, also. But for...or second,
second in line, sorry. And so with that, I just wanna say I will support having Mayor being the
final approver of who he or she would like as managing director. Thank you, Chair.
CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay. Thank you. Anything else? Just like Batman and Robin, and Tom and
Jerry-ALL: . . .(laughter). . .
CHAIR HOKAMA: --cannot do one without the other.
ALL: . . .(laughter). . .
CHAIR HOKAMA: So, okay, the Chair has a good sense from you folks that shared comments this
time and at the previous meeting. So the Chair would then recommend—let's see, which is this
one? Why don't we...the Chair is open to a motion to...file the communication relating to
Policy 10(11) and all attachments thereto. Mr. Carroll?
VICE-CHAIR CARROLL: So moved.
COUNCILMEMBER BAISA: Second.
CHAIR HOKAMA: We have a motion by Mr. Carroll, seconded by Ms. Baisa to file all
communications and attachments regarding Policy 10(11) regarding the Council approval of the
Managing Director. Any further discussion? All in favor, please say, "aye".
COUNCIL MEMBERS: Aye.
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CHAIR HOKAMA: Opposed, say, "no". Motion passes with eight "ayes"; one "excused",
Mr. Victorino.

VOTE:

AYES:

Chair Hokama, Vice-Chair Carroll, and Councilmembers
Baisa, Cochran, Couch, Mateo, Pontanilla, and White.

NOES:

None.

EXC.:

Councilmember Victorino.

ABSENT: None.
ABSTAIN: None.
MOTION CARRIED
ACTION: Recommending FILING of correspondence.
ITEM POL-10(8): PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENTS

(PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

OF LAND USE ORDINANCES) (CC 09-229)

CHAIR HOKAMA: 10(8), we have another consideration. This is the Planning Commission review of
land use ordinances. This is being proposed by Mr. Couch. And so, Mr. Couch, any comments
you wanna give?
COUNCILMEMBER COUCH: Thank you, Mr. Chair. And, again, this one just kinda lines up the
times...timing between several different sections of the Charter to make it more timely and give
the Planning Commission and the Planning Department -CHAIR HOKAMA: Uh-huh.
COUNCILMEMBER COUCH: --stricter deadlines and the same deadlines as opposed to, well, is that a
hundred eighty days, is it a hundred twenty days? This one can wait till next term -CHAIR HOKAMA: Uh-huh.
COUNCILMEMBER COUCH: --which is why we couldn't have the Planning Department in here in
discussing it, it's nothing that has to go right away, it...but the sooner the better, obviously, if we
get things lined up. I just...we've run across a couple of instances in my Committee that we
weren't sure whether they have the hundred twenty days or the hundred eighty days; and so
wanted to, at the request of the Planning Department, wanted to kinda tighten that up.
CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay.
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