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To His Excerrency, Governor Wirriam I, CAHILL, AND
HONORABLE MEMBERS OF SENATE AND GENERAL ASSEMBLY:

The County and Municipal Government Study Commissib;n
is pleased to submit its third report, Joint Services—A Local
Response to Area Wide Problems. :

The Commission was created pursuant to Chapter 28 of the
Laws of 1966, and charged with responsibility to study the struc-
ture and function of county and municipal governments, includ-
ing their constitutional and statutory bases; to inquire into the
structural and administrative streamlining of county and mu-
nicipal governments as proposed in New Jersey and other states,
including consolidation, federation, special districts, contract
purchase of services and abolition or strengthening of existing
forms of government; to determine their applicability in meet-
ing thé present and future needs of the State and its political
subdivisions; and to study the interrelationship of State, county
and municipal governments. To achieve as broad a representa-
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tion as possible, a Commission of 15 members was created, nine

- of whom are named by the Governor, three of whom are Senators

named by the President of the Senate and three of whom are
Assemblymen, named by the Speaker of the General Assembly.
Of the Governor’s appointees, three are nominees of the New
Jersey Association of Chosen Freeholders, three are nominees of
the New Jersey State League of municipalities and three are
from among the CJ.tlzer.ms of the State.

"The report is respectfully submitted to the Governor and the

Legislature by the undersigned.

(s) Wiriam V. Musro, (s) Ricnarp ]J. COFFEE,
Chairman : Vice-Chairman
(s) ALFRED D. SCHIAFFO (s) Ricmarp R. STQUT'”
(s) Joun F. Brown - (s) JosEpr M. "_H}e':gmy‘f
(s) WitLiam E. SCHLUTER (s) RoBErT H ”FU:ST“ :
(s} Frep G. Sticker, III (s) WiLLiam T _:S!ciMERsA
(s) ALAN AUGENBLICK () NicHoras Hert
-(s.) WILLIAM W. LANIGAN | (s) Irvine E. KZEI"I‘H

(s) MYLES J GILSENAN
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SUMMARY

The Sewﬁce—@ost Dilemma

After intensive study, the Commission has concluded that
local government today faces serious and steadily growing
difficulties in providing adequate services. These problems
basically fall into three categories: S

® area-wide services which no single municipality can
meet within its own ]umsdzctmnal limits, such as sewage
and solid waste dlspc»sai air and water pollution, trafﬁc
and transit, and drainage and flood control;

® services which are becoming so complex thal no single
municipality can provide them adequately, such as law
enforcement, electronic data processing, speéial recrea-
tion, education and library services;

© basic services such as health and public -safety which
rural and developing mummpalztzes ‘with Ia;rge areas

~and small populations,. can only pmmde Uneconom-
:zcally on a smgle mummpahty basis. - |

In the face of these. problems we. have Wlmessed the in-
ability on the part of most mummp&lmes to continue their
reliance upon . the property tax for needed service revenuses.
Today over 75% of our mumupahnes have true value prop-
‘erty tax rates of over $3.00 per $100-(versus 13% in 196@) Even
at that, service costs in New Jersey are far outstripping popula-
tion growth (the New Jersey mumap&htles per capita expendi-
ture for services rose by over 509, in the past ten years) . Thus,
as service costs tise even faster than population, tax burdens on
the homeowner grow in some cases to nightmarish pmportions
In some older municipalities, homeowners are paying in taxes
the equivalent of their home’s value every ten or twelve years.
In rural and developing areas, where taxes are }.ower, they still
have for the most part doubled in less than ten years.

Policy Alternatives and Home Rule

In view of this combination of rising costs and diminishing
resources new solutions must be found if local government is to

1ii
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continue providing services our citizens need. Obviously,
major changes in the basic tax structure are essential to improv-
ing local government. But there are many structural and policy
changes which can be undertaken immediately.

The single most important thing which can and should be
done is to establish service units which are large enough to
perform services adequalely, efficiently and economically. The
Commission has studied local government operations across the
nation and concluded that interlocal coe}pemtlon-—the voluntary
partnership of local governments to provide services jointly—is
a viable and indeed necessary strategy for New Jersey local
government. The alternatives to such interlocal cooperation
are stark: either chronically inadequate services br eventual
mandatwy regionalization—or both.

But the Commission finds great hope in the fact that the over-
whelming majority of officials in ovér 400 municipalities polled
and interviewed ave willing and anxious to enter into joint
service agreements on a wide vanety of areas.

Staﬁ:e ACH@H—«Th@ Missing Ingredﬁem

" Research here and across the nation has shown however, that
local willingness is not enough. Only state action to provide
aid, incentive grants and technical assistance can produce wide-

scale cooperation and joint services. Here in New Jersey, the
only areas where formal coopera.tmn has been really successful
" have been exdusweiy in the services where the state offered
_incentives and aid, such as health and libraries, or where the
state set inandatory standards, as in sewage disposal. Thus, the

Commission has concluded that immediate and innovative state
action is requived to promote joint service agreements and

'secu're their beneﬁt fm‘ loca,l govemmeni and our cztzzens

A Legisﬂatwe?réegmm

The Commzssmm ﬁbwefwe e-"emmme%ds to tﬁe Governor and

the Legzsﬁatﬁre that a joint semzzms md program be established
which wozld: -

1. pay fw' sﬁzzdws to deszgw joink mﬁeﬂomﬂ service Pro-
grames; s

2. provide for a 6-}:@@? 25%. incemtive aid j}m gram 1o
stimulate joint service provisiom of services @wesemﬁy
not provided by the participanis;

1V
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3. provide for a G-year 10% incentive aid program to
stimalate consolidation of existing municipal service
Systems. ' '

The initial cost of this program would be $3.5 million. The
Comumission believes that only through this strong state action
can local government be given the tools, the resources, with
which it can reshape itself to meet the grave challenges and
unmet needs it faces and is failing to meet today. While it is
true that only local government can find the leadership and will
to save itself, it can only do so with strong and innovative state
aid and action. The Commission views this program as a
necessary step in rebuilding local government to serve New
Jersey today and in the years to come.
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INTROGDUCTION: JOINT SERVICES AND
URBAN NEEDS

All those involved in the operation of our local government
system know that there are many problems which simply cannot
be solved by present means. Under the existing system with its
fragmentation of responsibility, no single unit of government at
the “ocal Ievel can undertake to provide adequate services of an
area-wide mature such as sewage treatment, drainage and flood
control, traffic control, transit and solid waste disposal. Simi-
larly, there are many services, such as public health and law en-
forcement, in which municipalities can develop and maintain in
" partnership with other mumczpaht:tes much more effectively
than they can alone. This is particularly true in rural and
developing areas where no single government unit may have the
population size, densxty and wealth necessary to provide ade-
- quate and efficient services. ‘Furthermore, in many of our urban
-areas, rapidly rising tax rates and long unanswered demands

often prevent maintaining the level of services which is neces-
_sary to a-decent quality of life. In these cases the economies of
a 3omt system might well enable the mumczpahty to maintain

or even 1mprove present service levels. -

ten proponems of such joint programs go too far in describ-
ing the economic benefits which can be achieved. Indeed, some
E prescrlbe regmnal arrangements as the panacea for ‘all local
govemmem pmblems The Commission believes, however, that
jomt services are a vital strategy in the process of bringing ade-
“quate and efficient services to all types of municipalities. It has
proven so in this state and elsewhere in the United States, as this
report will show. After an intensive study of the subject, the
Commission has concluded that, since joint services can be of -
great benefit to our local government system, New Jersey should
act now to promote and stimulate the development of such joint
- programs for the benefit of the local government system and the
citizens it serves. It further concludes that the overwhelming
majority of municipalities are ready. and anxious to enter into
joint service agreements and systems and are only awaiting state
legislation, incentive programs and technical assistance to pro-
mote these moves.

xiil
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Much has been written in the last several years by this Com-

mission and by countless other agencies about the present con-
‘dition of local government in New Jersey. The Commission

does not believe that any single approach or any one strategy
can solve our problems. But joint services can be viewed as an
important first step especially when government services are as
complex and expensive as-they are today. There seems little
doubt that these programs can produce adequate and efficient
municipal services—in many places for the very first time. Thus,
promoting joint service agreements should be a priority item in

terms of state policy toward local government.

‘What this Commission proposes is neither unique nor revolu-
tionary; in fact, it was conceived decades age and should have
been 1mplememed then as well. As the following quotation
from the preface to the Home Rule Act of 1917 indicates, our
municipalities were never meant to “go it alone” —to opemte as
wholly separate and exclusive entities.

‘The bill (The Home Rule ‘Act of 1917) provides for the
joining of two or more municipalities in any undertaking in
which one may engage. This provision is the best that can
be made at present to relieve a situation that is being brought
about by the rapid increase of population in the State. Only
two states in the Union are more densely populated than
New Jersey. In many instances, pmtwulaﬂy in the northern
part of the State, the municipal unit is too small to engage
in many undertakings. This has resulted in the combmmg
of several municipalities into districts for the purpose of
pmwdmg sewerage facilities and. the acquiring of water
plants. In the vicinity of New York City, New Jersey
mumapahﬁ:les are thickly settled and have many interests
in common, and some system must be devised for the formu-
lation of a district or districts which will have power io
underiake such activities as are common to all mumczpalzizes
of the district, leaving only those activities which are local in
their nature to ‘be undertaken by a single municipality. It
may, in the near future, be considered a wise policy in this
State to grant to the counties ceriain powers which are now
only vested in municipalities. We do not consider this a
violation of the principle of home rule when the powers
transferred velate to the matters which are veally of county-
wide interest.!

X1iv
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What was obvious to local government leaders 55 years ago is
pamnfully more so today! The better services which we can pro-
vide and the economies which we can realize, cannot wait an-

other few decades. Our rtesponse to these problems must be
immediate.

The Commission, therefore, recommends that the State give
local governmments increased opporiunity and every incentive to

meet, through voluntary joint services, the pressing problems it
faces today.

XV
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CHAPTER I

The Development and Characteristics of

Municipal Government in New Jersey

The historical development of municipal government in New
Jersey reflects in great measure the uniqueness of New Jersey’s
geographic location in the mid-Atlantic area. In Colonial New
England, the town or township was much more powerful than
the county. In the southern colonies, however, the county rather
than the mummpahty was relied upon for the pmwsmn of basic
government services. Colonial government in New Jersey
blended these two approaches. The county, while still an agency
of the State, was responsible for some major services,* but the
municipality was on the whole more important than the county,

-because mumap&l government was chartered by the State to
provide citizens with the power of self-government. In other
words mumupahtses were popularly-governed democratic units
while counties were agencies of the Centra} govemment W}.th no
| p(}wers of self govemment

By 1798 mwnshxps were constztuted as bodzes corporate
and politic” with certain rights to regulate their own affairs.?
Unlike coumy govemmem which was also gwen limited .
powers in . that year, mummpai government’s position was
improved by the granting of individual charters throughout
the ‘early and mid-1800’s. Thus, while the status of counties
remained mughly the same over the century, municipal powers
and rights grew through special charters to individual munici-
palities. . Moreover, since charters. gave increased home rule
powers, and thus acted as an.incentive for residents to. incor-
porate new municipalities, the number of municipalities pro-
- liferated, as Table I-1 below indicates. Because many of our
. present service _pmbiems stem from this historical develop-
-.ment, it is important to note not only the rapidly-growing
numbers of municipalities (a .130.59, increase in the last 100
years) but also the geographic effect of this proliferation.

In many areas of the United States, states were methodically
divided into squares which became counties and into smaller

.
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Tasie I-13
NuMBER AND TvpE OF MuNiCIPAL GOVERNMENTAL UNITS
1790-1970
. %In..
Year | Cities | Towns | Township| Boroughs | Village | Total Cr;ﬁ;f}g:‘::
year cited
1790 | 2 | o | 67 1 6 | 70 |
1850 8 2 154 b 0 169 | 1414
1870 | 25 238 190 . 5 3 | 246 - 45.6
1917 | 39 39 242 193 4 517 119.2
1970 531 21 252 - 2B7 4 567 | 97

% INCREASE IN NUMBER OF MUNICIPALITIES
1790 to 1970 = 710%

’ squares which. became mwnshlps ‘Such a szmpie appmach was
impossible in New Jersey because early settlement was under-

taken at first by different countries and later by different colonies

who oftent used rivers and streams as boundaries.  As a result,
New Jersey's political subdivision map looks much more
fc:@mplex than those of other and newer states.

~ The r@sul.t of thzs phenomenon was obwous For the munici-
pahtles whose boundaries were hxgh}.y 1rregular the burden of
._prowdmg services evenly was mcreased if the shape of the unit,
~or its size, made the provision of such services difficalt. Of
course, in the 18th Cenmry, when govarnment pmwded few
services, this problem did not have the sxgmﬁcance it do«es today.

" Unfortunately, another. dev&lopmem—wthe granting of specml
- charters—further complicated the situation.: Since the legislature
was free for most of the 19th Century to pass special chasrters
which did not even have to be ratified by the inhabitants, many
new municipalities were formed. ~Once again, their formation
- wasnot decreed by surveyors' or laid out along neatlines. Rather,
‘it was based on contemporary population, developmemal and
political factors.” Often, municipalities were created ‘when one
small area of a large township had so developed and grown in
" population that it was to their advantage to secede from the
larger and less developed area. In fact, for the entire 19th

2
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Century the number of municipalities incorporated far exceeds
the number of annexations of smaller governments into cities
like Newark. The unfortunate resule of the proliferation of
-governments was that often these new governments were in the
~very middle of othér units, thus creating what has often been
called the “hole in the doughnut” situation. In 1870, there were
only 7 such municipalities within municipalities Today there
are 35.. In terms of small incorporated units generally, New
Jersey had 5 boroughs in 1870. One hundred years later, we
have 257.4 Thus, the policy toward fmgmentmg g@vemment is
hlstomcally based.

Once again, fragmematwn per se need not be a pmblem But
as-the 19th Century entered into its last quarter, the legislature
began strengthening municipal government substantially. In
1875 a constitutional amendment which prohibited special legis-
~ lation was adopted.® During the period 1878- 1891 townships,
towns and villages were granted even broader powers. In 1917,
the }egsslature passed the Home Rule Act,® which set forth in
~ detail the powers and rights of all municipalities, granting them
fundamentally the broad base of legislative powers to act for the
general health, safety and welfare of their inhabitants which they -
enjoy today. Although New Jersey is not one of the 21 states
with consumtwnally guarameed home rule,” the 1egzslat1ve
policy and history of municipal government indicate that in few
- states outside of New England do municipalities exercise the
- power and provide the serwces—-—and levy the taxes—whﬁch they
do in New ]‘exsey o

As th@ legal powers a.nd duties of mummpahtzes were growing
rapidly between 1875 and 1920, the number of ‘municipalities
increased at an even faster rate. The municipality therefore
came to be a mnost powerful government, prowdmg almost
every service the average person required. Yetit was-at preczsely
this timme when the number of mumczpahtles grew to a point
where fragmentation represented a serious if unseen threat to
~ effective local government. It was immediately after 1917 that
the introduction of the mass-produced automobile changed
drastically the pattern of life in urban New Jersey, creating what
was to become a highly mobile society whose citizens crossed
dozens-ofmunicipal boundaries each da:y;

-~ Our munl(:ipalimes by 1917 had been gwen broad grants of
* power to provide all the services their citizens needed. Vet, as

3
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society became more complex, and problems grew with suburban
sprawl, the proliferation and fragmentation of governments
which shared this grant of power was so great that nc one of
them, in spite of legal powers, had the resources, the skills or
the area-wide jurisdiction to get at the roots of any problem,
because it may have been from two to twenty-two municipalities
away. | -

I other words, by giving bundreds of uunits equal and broad
powers we made those units in great measure powerless to solve
their problems. By thus fragmenting autbority we bave sub-
stamtially weakened not only local government and bome rule,
but also the chief virtue of the system—ihe individual munici-
pality’s ability to meet its citizens’ meeds.

This geographical or jurisdictional fragmentation is but one
aspect of the problem. In addition to giving municipalities
responsibility for a full range of services, our State has also given

‘them the task of raising most of the money for these services

themselves. As the next chapter will show, by making the mu-
nicipality so completely responsible for its own solvency and
welfare, we have in great measure caused problems unmet in one
municipality to spread to adjacent ones. For many of our

municipalities today home rule has become a negative attribute,
for it only means that the mayor is “holding the bag” for many

problems which his municipality simply cannot solve alone.

- In addition to fiscal problems, the very nature of the services
municipal government must provide today is in itself a major -

problem. The many problems faced today, from sewage and
solid waste treatment to traffic control, law enforcement, clean
water supply, air pollution control, drainage, transportation and

_ a host of others simply cannot be met at all by most municipali-

ties acting alone. The origins of these problems lie outside any

 single municipality’s borders, and perhaps in several other
' municipalities or counties. = S

Municipal . government today is charged with the primary
responsibility for providing the direct:services government pro-

" vides to citizens in New Jersey today. It is therefore a vital level
‘of government; if it fails, the entire system must break down and

the result is inability to:provide the services our citizens need
and deserve. The answer must be to give mumnicipal government
the tools—to build into it the properties—which will enable it to
meet these needs through a variety of approaches and programs.

4
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Since this report deals primarily with joint municipal provision
of services, we must now compare the major problems against
the possible benefits of such joint services and determine what
should be done. |
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CHAPTER Ii
The Setting for Cooperative Municipal Services

The truisms about New Jersey’s local government system pro-
vide the reasons for the need to consolidate services at the inter-
local or area wide level. First, New Jersey is a highly urbanized
state, with all the attendant problems of air and water pollution,
solid waste disposal, traffic and transit which characterize the
urban society. Second, New. Jersey local government relies on
the property tax more than that in almost any other state. As a
result, local governmenit is frequently, if not always, strapped for
revenue. Third, New Jersey municipalities are so small in many
cases that independently they may not be viable governments.

The evidence on environmental and area-wide service prob-
lems need not be discussed in detail here. No single munici-
pality can provide relief to its citizens from smoke billowing
forth from a municipality three miles away.- No single munici-
pality can provide flood protection if neighbors do nothing about
their drainage problems. No police department can solve trafhic
problems which begin on a bad road five miles away. No mu-
nicipality can dispose of its garbage if it has no land on which to
do so. Thus, there is little doubt at this point that there are
many obvious services where joint action is the only solution.
But in terms of fiscal inability and service inadequacy, there is
ample reason to believe that joint provision of services can solve
many of the problems we face today. | ‘

More than almost any other state, New Jersey lets local govern-
ment shift for itself. Forty-one of the fifty states provide more
aid to local government than New Jersey. Furthermore, as
Table I1-1 indicates, property taxes—New Jersey’s primary local
reveriue source—actually rose as a percentage of local revenue

between 1960 and 1967 while they declined in other states.
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Taprre 1.1

CoMmpARISON OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES, NEW JERSEY AND
Arr Locar GOVERNMENTS IN THE UNiTED STATES, 1960-1967 1 |

Source of Hevenue

(including state aid to education)
(% of Toial Revenues)

State Property Other
. Aid Tax Sources

1960 1967 1960 1967 1960 1967

| New Jersey L \ BRI '
Municipalities | 119, 2.2%, | 75.6% 76.09%, | 2849, 218% |
| Local Govern- [ N | s '

ments in the | R ROLU
United States | 24.3, 27.79, | 404%, 87.89, | 35.3Y, 3459,

The effect of this localization of burdens is evident in the
mpld and indeed alarming rises in property taxatmn over the
pas%: nine years, as Table 11-2 indicates.

o TAB.LE I1-2 |

{JOMPARISON OF MUNICIPAL Trur Tax RATE Gkowmz
1960 1965 an.ci 19692 :

q960: 1965 1 1 1969:

| I . Municipalities - | Municipalities | Municipalities |
Tax Rate Group Numbef (Per Cent) Number (Per Ceni)| Number (Pe'r Cent)
under $1.00 .. 8 (1.49%) 7 (1.29) 5 (1,0%)

$1.00 to $1.99 . | 156 (27.59%)| 78 (13.89%)| 29 (5.19%)
$2.00t0'$2.99 . | 3836 (59.39,)| 811 (54.99) 147 (25.99%)

$3.00 to $3.99 . | 52 (9.29%) | 151 (26.6%)| 277 (48.99)
Over $4.00 . . 15 (269%) 20 (3.59,) | 108 (19.19)
Total ........ 567 (1009).] 567 (1009) | 567 (1009,)
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Figure 1i —1
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The impact of this localization is easily visible in the tremen-
dous cost increases in almost every area of mumicipal service.
Moreover, with the advent of collective bargaining for local

 gOoveTHmENt empluyees there is reason to believe that the annual

growth rate in expendzmres may well accelerate rather than
decline. Almost all services today cost significantly more than

~‘they did eight years ago. Since 1960 New Jersey’s population has
~grown by 17%,, yet per capita expm&itmres have grown over
5@% as th@ mb]e beiew mdlcates e
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Tasce I1-3

ComparisoN OF Prr Carira MUNICIPAL
ExpenDITURES, 1960 anp 1968 3

Per Expendi-
Capita itures % Increase
Functional Area 1960 1968 1960-1968 -
General Government o
Administrative & Executive $6.39 $9.10 4+ 42.49,
Assessment & Collection of :
Taxes . ... ... $2.07 $2.55 4 23.19,
Financial Admmlstratzon . $ .69 $1.10 -+ 5949
Public Safety ' ‘ :
Fire Protection’ . o $742  $10.37 | - 89.79,
Police Protectlon ........ $153.02  $19.52 -+ 49.99,
Civil Defense & Disaster . T
Control ............... $ .18 $ .19 | 4 569,
Streets and Roads .
Repairs and Maintenance . $7.10  $12.80 -+ 80.29,
Sanitation
Garbage and Trash Re- - S .
moval ... ... $5.04 $5.23 4+ 7209,
| Sanitary Sew_ers Lo $2.27  $2.82 | + 24.29
| Health and Welfare = o B
Health Services? ... .. $1.69 $2.21 -+ 30.79,
Welfare—Public Asmstance $1.36 $1.80 4+ 32.39,
Hospitals® .............. $3.58 $3.16 | (—) 6.5,
S Rf'creatzon : : e R '
| Beaches & Boardwalks o) 87§ 46 | 4 2439
Parks & Playgrounds ..... 8161 . . $2.23 | -+ 38.59,
Other Recreational Services | - § .59 $L.12 | 4 89.8%
| Education : R - '
- Libraries ..........:.. %178 8271 | 4 56.69%,
| Other Educamonal Serwces - $.21 . L 38 +-533.39,
| Statutory Expendituresc-. ... - $4.39.  $8.94 | 4-103.69,
| Municipal Functions =~ : S :
Expenditure ... .. ........ 1 $6145 . $92.65 | -+ 50.69,
| Per Capita Total Tax Levy I o |
(mdudes school & county | - e |
TAXES) i $17421 §$214.59 | - 23.19,

aExcept Enwronmental 1968

b Includes First Aid and Clinics, 1968. 'Decreases in municipal hospital ex-
penditures between 1960 and 1968 -are attnbuzable to increased county and

state aid to hospitals,

cInclindes Pensions, FCIA énd Employee ange ‘Benefits.

9
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Yet, they do not have sufficient resources to meet these needs.
As years pass, their resources actually decline relative to those of
their wealthier, surburban and developing neighbors, as 1nd1~
cated in Table II-5.

TapLe II-5 _
Comparison oF 1961 anp 1968 Per CaPrTa EQUALIZED

VALUATION FOrR SELECTED COUNTIES AND THEIR CENTER Criies 5
% Change

Per Capila

1961 Per Capita 1968 Per Capita Equalized

County or Equalized EBqualized Valuation
Municipality Valuation Valuation 7961-1968 .
Essex County .. - - $4,520 $5,618 24%‘

Newark City . .. 8,572 - 3,801 139,

Atlantic County . $4,881 $5,485 12.39,

Atlantic City .. 4,838 4,576 ~5.59,

Mercer County . $4,672 $5,491 17.59,

Trenton City .. 3,762 3,233 —14.19,
Camden County $3,5699 - $4,328 20.29,
Camden Cxty 2,681 2,592 —8.497

In previous reports, this Commission has dwelt at length on’
the problems of older residential municipalities, particularly
those in counties with center cities. Many -older municipalities
have no new industrial ratables coming in while their costs,
especially in education, are rising more rapidly than those for
other types of municipalities. Their problems are compounded
by two additional factors: 1) high county tax bills for urban
services, stich as welfare and judicial administration; and 2) the
need to replace vital capital facilities before they go into com--
plete decline. Their expenditures are higher than those of newer
communities in suburban counties and yet. their resources are
either stable or growing at a far smaller:tate -than those of their
neighbors of, indeed, than their expenditures. The following
table, comparing per-capita equahzed valuations in urban and
suburban counties, illustrates this point by, showmg that older
- communities in the urban counties spend more for local services
and county government costs than municipalities’ in predomi-
nantly suburban counties.

12
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_ TaspLe 116
ConmPARISON OF MuUNicipaL FuncTioNar ExeeNpiTURES, COUNTY -
Tax Levy anp Equarizep VALUATION PER CAPITA IN SELECTED
"UUrBAN AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES 8
Per Capita
Municipal Per Capitn
Functional Per Capita Equalized
County Expenditures County Tax Levy Valuation
Hudson o $132 $50 $4 651
Bergem ...... 72 27 ' 8,735
Passaic ... . ... 76 31 | 6,639
Essex ........ 151 57 _ 5,618
Union ....... 86 28 ‘ 7,864
Morris .. ... .. - 65 30 8,393
Camden ... .. 54 . 34 4,328
Burlington . .. 37 . 21 4,148
Gloucester . .. 40 _ - 22 4763

~In many respects tax rises are viewed subjectively. In rural
and developing areas, residents have traditionally provided their
own services, incurred minimal education and capital costs, and
thus maintained relatively low tax rates. The rapid rises in func-
tional expenditures shown for rural and developing municipali-
ties in the graph below cause two related phenomena to occur:
first, as taxes rise land can no longer be left vacant or used for
~ farming. Second, municipal ‘officials, realizing that increased
~ population development means increased expenditures, seek to
keep costs low so that large landowners will not sell-off tracts for
residential development. The result is an attempt to “hold the
1ine” on services, even where they are desperately needed. In
such communities it is not uncommon for the municipal services
portion of the tax dollar to remain virtually constant over a
period of several years, in spite of increased growth and costs.
Under these conditions it is easy to see why many developing
‘municipalities defer major service improvements for too long,
even to the point where they may be much more costly when
finally undertaken.

The same phenomenon occurs even in rural municipalities.
Small populations which are widely scattered often cannot be
provided services on an economical basis, thus the service is not

13
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provided at all. As a recent study in the public health area
stated: ‘

“Thus, it is easy to see why so many local units have failed
to employ full-time personuel or, for that matter an adequate
number of part-time officials. In one respect this makes good
economic sense and responsible authorities should perhaps
be commended, for to hire a regular staff under these condi-
tions would probably lead to a frightful waste or misuse of
the taxpayer’s dollar. ‘However, there is yet another side to
this governmental problem, what might be called the debit
side of the ledger. In the process of not employing enough
qualified personnel, many public health rieeds in New Jersey
have gone unmet, this toll in human misery and misfortune
‘being difficult to calculate or even to estimate.”®

The problems of the system, then, are clearly tied to this
localization of fiscal responsibility. In older communities where
services are obviously necessary, resources cannot meet needs. In
newer and developing communities where services may not ap-
pear necessary until a crisis arises but where rising tax rates are
obvious political factors, services are simply deferred to meet
political realities. In rural communities they are frequently not
undertaken at all.

It is easy to document the overwhelming needs of our major
cities. It is far more. difficult to show exactly how inadequate
services are in many of our rural and developing municipalities.
But the cost—in terms of failure to provide adequate services,
and in terms of the inflated costs of undertaking a needed service
three or four years after it should have been initiated—would
probably be staggering if it could be calculated. Certainly, one
can say at the very least that the collective action of our 567
municipalities operating under these tremendous fiscal pressures
results in a service output substantially below that which the
citizens of this state and the municipal leaders of this state would
like to see. |

Undert these circumstances the Commission believes that joint
services will be useful in overcoming some of the weaknesses it
has been discussing. In urban aveas, for example, joint services
may enable municipalities to stabilize costs through realizing a
more efficient operation by joint use of expensive equipment, by
sharing personnel and administrative expenditures and by joint
planning of future needs and development. In the newly-

15
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developing areas, joint services could have a tremendous effect
in cutting down the heavy overhead cost associated with initiat-
ing a new service program. This would, hopefully, enable
municipalities to meet needs economically and effectively as they
arise. Finally, in rural areas joint endeavors may well be the
only answer to the problem. Larger units would not only be
able to provide services which no single municipality could pro-
vide for itself, but they would alsc be able to attract the high
caliber of personnel to whom a small unit can offer neither the
salary nor the kind of professional challenge that a larger could.
Thus, joint services can be a major factor in improving the local
government system in New Jersey and enabling it to meet the
many pressing problems it faces today and is likely to face in the

coming years.

16
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CHAPTER III

Benefits of Joint Service Provision

It is clear that local government must find new approaches
to meet today's problems and that joint service provision ap-
pears to have definite uses and benefits, not only to achieve
economy, but to do things which no single municipality can do
on its ow.

The Commission bas found that an m)efﬂwbelméng wmajority
- of local officials want to emier inio joint service agreements at
this iime; we, tbewefore, recommend that additional means of
incentive and encouragement be utilized to faster voluntary joint
agreements.

It Wlli then be up to local officials to move fast enough to ‘meet
their service needs, with all the help possible from the state.
~ In those areas where they cannot, or will not, do the job them-
selves, the state may well have to seek other means; but to the
extent that voluntary joint provision is feasible, municipal
efforts should be gwen every opportumty to succeed.

The ﬁo}lowmg table indicates that in almost eVEery Service area
throughout the nation, as well as in New Jersey, real benefits
can be achieved by joint programs. In some cases the benefits
are better services; in some cases, financial savings; in other cases,
both; in all cases, joint provision was of great benefit. Almost
no municipality in this state today is so isolated from urbaniza-
tion and development, either by geoc"ra.phy or resources, that it
' should not seek to employ joint provision as an appmach in one
~ OT Imore service areas.

17



You Are Viewing an Archived Copy from the New Jersey State Library

‘Tapsre 1111

Suninvary oF THE BeENeriTs OF COOPERATIVE EFFORTS IN
New Jersey AND OTHER STATES 1

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Service Area o Benefits

1. Sewerage Disposal

NATIONAL
FLORIDA: ‘Miami, South Miami, and Coral Gables
(Form: intermunicipal).  built a joint facility. . Coral Gables was
thus able to provide secondary treat-
ment for $19,000 per year less than it
had -previously cest to provide: primary
treatment in its old mupicipal plant,
NEW JERSEY: Studies in the master sewage plam for

‘Monmouth County and figures from
Commission staff surveys clearly indicate
that the -smaller plants are not as

- economicazl in ferms of operating costs
as the larger plants.

COMPARISON OF SELECTED SEWAGE TREATMENT GOSTS
(EXCL. AMORTIZATION) * ‘

- Average
Plant Capacity  Daily Flow Treatment
o , M illions Gal.  in Millions Cost per
Regional[Municipal System pe'r Day of Gal. Million Gal.
' Primary Treatment :

4 Matawan ... ... DRI 8 6 $140.
Keyport ..ol P BDRR: _ ) -§140.
Long Branch .......... . .. ... . 35 24 -$140.

Asbury Park .......0.......... 5.5 34 $65.

Rahway Valley Sewage A_uthomty 560 - 300 $28.

Pagsaic Valley Sewage Authority 240.0 2350 : $37.
Secondary Treatmeni .- . '

Freehold ................. e 8 64 $270.

Fatontown ... ..o 1.0 b3 $180.

Bergen County Sewage Authority 500 50.0 $132.

* Note: Several important factors make sewerage disposal services, particularly
in the New Jersey seiting, substantially differeni than other services. While
this report does not propose any new programs in this area, we offer the
above evidence to indicate that economy can be achzwed in area-wide services.

18
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TasLe III-1- (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE BENEFITS oF COOPERATIVE EFFORTS IN
NEW JERSEY AND OTHER STATES 1

Service Area

2, Solid Waste Disposal

NATIONAL

VIRGINIA:
(Form: Anthority}. -

CALIFORNIA:
(Form: County-
- Municipal)

- NEW JERSEY:
- (Form: Intermunicipai)

3. Water Treciment
NATKQNAL
NEW YORK:

Benefits

In the Richmond arez a regional land
fill authority was able to serve munici-
palities for $1.23 per ton, while the prices
the individual municipalities had- been
payving before the joint operation ranged
from $1.47 to $1.60 per ton.

In Orange County, where many mumici-
palities simply did pot have land for a
disposal site, the county eatered into a
contractual program which met all mu-
nicipal needs.

' One New Jersey mayor stated that “his

municipality “had saved thousands of

‘dollars each year by. contracting with

another municipality to provide collec-
tion and disposal services”. In -Sussex
County, Sparta Township has acguired
and developed a regional sanitary land-
fill capable of serving the nceds of 17 of

the 24 municipalities in the county for

a period of 25 years.

Studies confirmed the inverse relation-
ship between “plant” capacity and water
treatmnent COSts,’ ‘

~

Plant Capacity Cost per
Gallons Daily Million Gallons
1,000,000 . $120.00

. 5,000,000 . 68.00
10,060,000 5200
20,000,000 ' 4000

19
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Tasre III-1- (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE BENEFITS OF COOPERATIVE EFFORTS IN
New JERSEY AND OTHER STATES 1

Service Avea
4. Heolth Services
NEW JERSEY:

Benefits

With the passage of the State Health
Aid Act of 1966 state aid was made avail-
able to local health departments em-
ploying a full time health officer and
servicing an area of 25,000 or move
people. In Hunterdon County, for ex-
ample, twenty-five municipalities are
participating in a county health program
almost completely subsidized by the State
Health Aid Act. These municipalities |
are enjoying the services of a full time
professional health - staff. Services in-
clude: inspection of camps, housing,
potable water supplies, sewage disposal
systems, and an insect and rodent control
program. Prior to joining the county
health program these municipalities did
not provide most of these essential health
services. In another county a mayor
stated that his municipalicy has “saved
$28,000 a year by joining the county
health program and we have not lowered
our service levels”. Since the passage of
the Health Aid Act over 220 munici-
palities in New Jersey have joined county
health programs..

GENERAL GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRA I’ION

1. Joint Purchasing
NATIONAL

. MICHIGAN:.
(Form: County-
Municipal)

. NEW JERSEY:

BERGEN COUNTY:

(Form: County-
Municipal)

In Monroe County, 43 local governments
saved $15,000 on gasoline purchases in
1968 and one school district in the pro-
gram reported it had saved over $1,560
in the purchase of 32 new electric type-
writers for a secretarial course.

50 school districts and 55 municipalities
have saved over $100,000 by joint effort.
The annual savings for the participating
municipalities in gasoline purchase alone
amounted to over $585,000 in 1968,
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Tapre II-1— (Continued)

SUMMARY. OF THE BENEFiTS OF COOPERATIVE EFFORTS IN
New JERSEY AND OTHER STATES 1

Service Area

SUSSEX COUNTY:
(Form: Inter-
municipal)

NEW JERSEY STATE

PURCHASING PROGRAM

{(Form: State-County-
Municipal)

~..:2 Law Enf@rcemem
| NATIONAL 5

‘ KANSAS AND
.. MISSOURI: .
- (Form: Intermumc- o
ipal, across state’
lines)

Benefits

Four municipalities—Sparta, Andover,
Newton and Ogdensburg—inavgurated a
cooperative joint purchasing program in
1967 and since then have enjoyed con-
siderable savings in the purchase of fuel
oil, gasoline, rock salt and snow grits.

Many municipalities, school districts and
counties are saving large amounts of |

‘money by purchasing commonly used

commodities through . the recently in-
augurated state purchasing program ad-
ministered by the Division of Purchase
and Property, State Department of the
Treasury. For example, local govern-
ments may save as much as $1,000 per
car on the joint purchase of police cars
which have been tested and approved

. by the State Police. Middlesex County
. saved $10,000 by purchasing 22 cars

through the state program. Iow bids
received by the Board of Freeholders

-came in at $53,000 for the 22 cars com-

pared to the price -of $42,800 paid
through the state contract. Essex County
recently purchased furniture for its new
Hall of Records building at a savings of
507, below the lowest bid. When school
buses are added to the commodity list,
school boards will save an estimated
$1,000 per bus by purchasing through
the state program. Similar savings are
offered on many other items including
tires, microscopes, copy machines and
supplies, eic.

In Kansas City, Kansas and $t. Louis,
Missouri, squads of specially trained local
police are activated when major crimes
occur. The police chief of the Kansas
City. Metro Sqguad said, “We can deal
with criminals who move back and forth
across state and municipal boundaries”.
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‘Taste II-1— (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE BENEFITS OF COOPERATIVE EFFORTS IN
NE‘W jERSEY AND OTHER STATES 1

Service Area

| MICHIGAN:
" (Form: County- -Muni-
- cipal) .

| 3 E’ax C@Eﬁ@mwn

N ATIONAL

_ GEORGIA:
(Form: County-
Municipal)

- System Year

Before =~ 1964
'A‘After S 1968

. MISSOURL
(Form: County-
' Mumclpal)

NEW JERSEY:
(Form: Inter-
municipal)

Benefits

Detyoit and Wayne County inaugurated
a special Communications Contrel Center
following the 1967 riots. In the days
after Martin Luther King's assassination
in 1969, the center’s professional staff of
19 handled over 4,000 calls.

In Bibb County (Macon), Georgia, the
county assumed all assessing and collect- |
ing functions after 1964. During this
four year period 1964-1968 a savings of
approximately $100,000 was accomplished
although salaries had mcrease(i by 35 to
40 percent.

Collection
No. of Taxes " Gosts per - Total

Employees Coll. $1 Million Costs

59 $8.5M $46.:00 $848,865
39 14.6M 16.06 234 562
o0 . $29.94 $ 99,305

The City of Sprmgﬁeld contracts with:
the county for tax collection and bili--
ing, and the city manager estimates that
this saves the city some $50,000 annually.

The boroughs of Ca}dwell and Essex.
Fells (Essex- Coumy) have .a joint tax
assessor, who services both mummpahtxes
Somerset County, ‘with the use of its
EDP. equipment, is keeping assess-
ment records for all 21 municipalities
and is preparing tax bills for most mau-
nicipalities in-the county at a substantial.
saving in time and money.
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Tapre III-1— (Continued)

SUMMARY OF THE BENEFITS OF COOPERATIVE EFFORTS IN
NEw JERSEY AND OTHER STATES 1

Service Area

4. Data Processing
NATIONAL
NEW YORK:

CONNECTICUT:

. NEW JERSEY:

Benefits

A study conducted in 1962 by the
Syracuse Governmental Research Bureau
demonstrates significant cost advantages
for municipalities joining in a central
data processitig unit. Costs for three

-independent -units were $115099 com-
. .pared with $86,224 for a single unit,

capabie of performmg the same work.

A proposal for a regmnal municipal in-
formation handling service indicates that

 the cost of providing such services on an

individual ‘municipality basis would be |
$9 million, while a regionai system pro-

viding. the same service would cost |
7 apprommateiv $1 mllllon

- Twelve - of . 21 countles-_ (including

Hudson, - Bergen, Morris, Monmouth,

. Middiesex and Somerset) and a few
* municipalities (including East Orange

and Edison) have purchased data pro-
cessing equipment. They are offering

-gervices such as preparation ‘of payrolls,

tax accounts, class schedules and report

" cards for school. boards, }ury selection,
violations _control, . and court dockets.

One municipality indicated that the
costs of preparing municipal payrolls and
other payments had béen reduced from
254 to 154 per check.  Jobs which pre- |
viously required as much as .two weeks
to coniplete by hand can be performed
in 10 or 15 minutes by the use of a

_ ‘computer
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CHAPTER IV

Present Cooperation in New Jersey

The Extent of Present Joint Services

From the Commission’s study of present cooperation in New
Jersey one central fact emerges: local government in this state
is not using joint service provision to the extent practicable and
aduvisable to meet the problems it faces. To achieve any benefit
from cooperation, the. agreement must be formal and sPeciﬁc,
so that each party is certain what personnel, facilities and equip-
ment will be supphed on a regular basis. Informal or stand-by.
or emergency aid in areas like police and fire protection may be
advantageous. But it is neither reliable in a geneml eImergency
involving all neighboring communities nor does it enable any
municipality to spend less on its own services. In addition, it
does not touch the day-to-day operating costs and programs of
the sys%:em Yet' as Table IV-1 below indicates, almost half the

“cooperation” reported was of this informal- type. Moreover,
whatever formal cooperation was reported is either in areas
where the state has mandated eooperation, as in sewerage, or in
~ areas where counties have provided the services for fifty years,
as in libraries and criminal investigation. In other words, there:
is very htde recently initiated joint service provision.

@@@pewﬁi@n ﬁ?@ Sp@eéﬁc Service Areas

The Commzsswn s research in national trends in joint munici-
pal services indicates that cooperation: |

1. tends to be low in any area where the state has not moved
to promote it; | ‘

2. usually involves more costly services which are not di-
+ rectly related to'a community’s style of life or character,
such as sewerage, rather than services like police patrol-

ling, education and planning and zoning;

8. occurs mainly in areas where the benefit is immediate
and obvious, such as joint purchasing;

24

N



You Are \/iewing an Archived Copy from the New Jersey State Library

TABLE IVI

A. Tyre AND NUMBER OF COOPERATIVE AGREI:MENTS 1

Type of Agreement

Number of ﬁwpements

Informal ... . ... .. .. ... ... .. ... 1,457
Service Contract |
With county ............... ... ‘ 745
With another municipality . ... .. 615
jomt Servme .................... 465' |
Authonty or Specxai District ... ... . 266
Efq'ial ......................... 8,548 |

B NUMBER OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS BY TYPE OF
AGREEMBNT AND SERVICE AR]:A

_ | - Type of Agreement
Service Contract o . Authority
' With 778 h. s Joint 1 or Special
Service Area i ith MuniGi- | Serpice | Informal | p, trict
‘ County |  pality(ies) wsirec

EE R '-Genéral Gov- . b N .

' _“_emment 77 16 15 16 8
2. Public Safety 199 | 128 84 553 26
8. Fireand Civil | - ‘ : _

- Defense .....| 47 92 99 464 5
4. ‘Public Works .
- and Utilities . 63 | 268 161 166 185
S. Paﬂ{s and ‘ 1. :
Recreation .. 16 13 14 48 4
6. Health, Hos-
pitals and e -
We}fare ..... 244 71 BT - 83 292
7. ?lannmg,
Housing and
Redevelop-
meat . ...... 10| 7 4 40 11
l
8. Libraries .... 8% 20 31 87 10
Total . ...... 745 615 465 1,457

266
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4. seldom induces joint programs in major services between
dissimilar communities.

In New Jersey these pattems certainly were confirmed. |

With the exception of those areas where state action has
prompted joint provision, cooperation in general seems to be in
the subsidiary areas such as stand-by police and fire agreements
rather than in the major cost areas. For example, 109, of our
municipalities cooperate in purchasing, but only 3.5%, in tax
assessment and collection. But in terms of potential savings and
commumnity revenues, the latter is far ' more important. In the
police area, 30. 497, cooperate in -police radio dispatching, but .
only 3.99, in regular police car patrolling. In fire ﬁghtmg,
17.59, cooperate in dispatching, yet only 1.6%, cooperate in
building and equipment purchase and maintenance. Thus, as
Table IV-2 below indicates, in those areas where the state and
the county have not entered into the picture, the municipalities
simply are not providing joint services on the high cost and most
11mp0rmm items. In areas such as plannmg and zoning, coopera-
tion is almost nonexistent.

Furthermore, the basic level of cooperation in any form is
incredibly low. Only 45% of the 400 municipalities listed even
stond-by informal fire fighting, and in the most important func-
tions the actual level of formal cooperation was below 5 to 10%.

The correlation between joint services and state action can
be seen from the tables below, which indicates clearly that only
where the state has stepped in do municipalities cooperate in
significant numbers. Interestingly enough, the areas in which
the state has acted in the past few years have shown rapid in-
creases in joint agreements. Where federal funds have been cut
back, and municipalities have not been required to cooperate in
- planning and coordination of development, however, the per-
centage of reported cooperatmn has actuaﬂy declined. The pur-
pose of this data is not to show that municipalities will not
cooperate; it is to show the cardinal importance. Of state action
to promote such cooperation.
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Municipal Attitudes T oward Cooperation

The Commission believes that municipalities today are more
- anxious to provide services jointly than ever before in history.
As the following table indicates, municipalities not only are
anxious to cooperate on a wide variety of areas but are much
more willing to do so than they were only three years ago.

TasLe IV-3
A, MAYORS RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION:

What services would you be willing to
provide on a joint cooperative basis? 3

Percentage of Mayors
Service Avea Responding Positively
Solid Waste " ... ... e 869,
Sewage Disposal .. ... ... ... ' 8497,
Public Health ......... .. ... | 659,
Education .. ... PR R . : 4997,
Fire Protection .............| - 419
Recreation ©....... e ‘ 359
‘Police Protection ........... - 829,
Planning and Zoning . . . ... .. 1897,

B. COMPARISON OF MAYORAL ATTITUDES TOWARD
- JoinT SERvVICE PrOVISION, 1967-1970 -

Mayors® responses to the guestion:

" Would you be wi_flz'ng to provide this service jointly?

- : Percent Responding Yes
Service 1967 1970
‘Solid Waste Disposal ... ... . ... 19.09, 85.79%,
Sewerage .. ... .............. 33.5 84.1

| Public Health ... ... e o 95 65.1
1 Education . ... ... . . 14.2 49.2
Fire Protection .. .. . ... ... .. 7.1 41.3
| Recreation ..... . T 4.2 %4.9
Law Enforcement ... ..... .. .. 16.6 31.7
Zoning ... ... .. ... ... ... . ... 9.5 17.5
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Clearly, there are some service areas in which cooperation can
be achieved only with strong incentives, and at that perhaps only
with basic changes in the systemmn. As long as mummpalmes are
dependent on the real propery tax for their existence, joint
planning and zoning is not likely to become a reahi‘y In other

~areas such as education, police patrolling and fire protection,

other problems arise; but the Commission believes that a good
state aid program can solve many of these problems. The table
below shows how such aid programs in Pennsylvania have been
successful in achieving the desired results even in major service .
areas.

TABLE IVAL

A. CoMPARISON OF INTERLOGAL (CGOPERATION IN PENNSYLVANIA
AND NEW JERSEY IN SELECTED FUNCTIONAL AREAS #

Function % thiciﬁalz’ii&s Cooperating
Pennsylvania = = New Jersey

Pu:rchasmg e 126 Sl 100
Police - : S

Dispatching .. .... .. 26.9%* o 304

Regular Patrol ... ... 28.3%% .39
Sewage Treatment ... .. 56.0%% . 37.2
Library Services ... ... . . 26 217

B. ComparisON oF THE NUMBER OF ScHoon DistrICTS
IN PENNSYLVANIA AND NEW JERSEY

CYear B Peﬂnsylvam‘a :‘ - New Jersey
1952 N 2,506 481
1887 o 2,418 489
1962 .. .0 2179 - bl12
19867 oL . 749 . bz

_** Pennsylvania, by setting standards and awarding’ planmng and construction
- grants, has fostered cooperation in these funcnona} areas.- Pennsvlvama has
a total of 2,558 municipalities.
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CHAPTER V

A Special Problem: Joint Services in Impacted Areas

There is abundant reason to believe that cooperation or joint
provision of services can be achieved with relative ease among
municipalities with similar populations, resources and needs.
Two municipalities providing essentially the same level of ser-
vice might not object too strongly to providing the services
jointly if it would mean a lower unit cost and an improvement
in service quality. On the other hand, many municipalities in
“this state have resources significantly below those of their neigh-

~bors. The urban problems usually associated with these low re-
sources are borne by them under our present system of taxation.
Thus, these municipalities represent undesirable partners from
- their neighbors’ point of view. If a rapidly growing township
were to provide joint police services with an older and some-
what declining borough, the leadership of the township could
face the charge by residents that the township was “taking on”
the pmblems of the older, poorer borough. The same can be
said in cases of larger older cities and older residential suburbs:

. Naturally, there are some areas, such as joint purchasing, in
- which these urban-suburban differences are not crucial because-

the service in question does not go to the heart of the commu-
- nity’s style and quality of life or self-image. But in most major.
- services, such as police and fire protection, solid waste disposal,
public works, public health, building inspection and code en-
~ forcement, these differences at present represent an almost in-
surmountable barrier-to joint services provision. "The fact that
these differences are important can be seen in the table below,
where ﬁnancml developmental social and racial differences were
deariy {he major factors in choosmg a joint services partner.

- 'The easy answer would be to say that these joint service agree-
- ments should be promoted only between similar municipalities.
Such a response would be most unsatisfactory for several reasons.

. First, we cannot simply ignore the existence of municipalities

containing three million people—municipalities which might
* benefit from joint services if only they could get extra aid to en-
able them to be attractive service partners. Second, the newer

35



Percentage of
Differences in: . Municipalities
- Citing Differences

Financial Resources ... .. e ' 5997
Social Level . ... . ... S - 359,
Stage of Development ..... .. .. . ..., . 339,
Racial Composition - ...... ... ... ... ' 259,
| Land Area Size .. ....... ... ... ... 169,
Population Size ... .......... e _ 1097,
Partisan Polides .. ... .. .. e 1097,
_ 'Geographxc Location ............ .. .. 39
| Leadershlp Quality ... ... ... ... ..... | 3%,

A Viewd arrArehivea-oepyv-from-the-New-Jerseyw-State-ibrans
VorrAreHewing an py-from-the- y-Sta y
TasLe V-1
MAyoORrs’ RESPONSES TO THE (QQUESTION:

When deciding with which municipalities you might cooperate,
which of the following differences between the participating
municipalities would you consider most importani? 1

'mumupaimes can in ma,ny cases benefit from the personnel,
facilities and equipment in areas such as police and fire protec-

tion which the older, fully developed municipalities have. Third,

‘and most important, a glance at the map of this state will show

clearly that these older municipalities, whether center cities or
older. boroughs in rural areas, often lie at the very center of a
natural sexvice area. To leave them out of joint services agree-
ments would not only be inequitable and ﬁiogmal but wnuld
also be: unemnomﬂml and inefficient. |

Yet, under our present system if three Wealthy mwnshatps join

- WKh an older borough lying between them, they do in effect

assume the problems and liabilities of that older borough in the

- sexvices they are providing. A joint service program under the
Jpresent system, then Would place the. pmblems of the older

municipality. squarely on the back of its neighbors. This kind

“of arrangement is both unfair to the other. ‘municipality, which

would still not get sufficient help to meet its needs, and to the

‘wealthy townshxp The problems of the older municipality

should be borne in greatest measure by the state and not by two
or three adjacent mumczpahnes. Ultlmate}y, cooperation be-
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tween wealthy and poor municipalities can only be effected by
significant changes in our present tax system with its inhibitions
on joint action.

In the short run, however, the problems of the cities may be
alleviated to some extent by improvement and expansion of the
anpual “urban aid package”—a task which the Governor is un-

-dertaking in an effort to improve and systematize state action in
this area. ‘ |

To the extent that joint city-suburb service provmon is feasi-
bie and beneficial, the Commission hopes such joint efforts will -
be forthcoming under the proposed aid program. If the obstables
discussed in this chapter prove to be too great, the Commission
will then consider expanded and supplementary aid proposals
to meet this special need. Moreover, these and related problems
are an essential segment of the Commission’s forthcoming Teport
on Federal and State Aid to Jocal ggvemmem
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CHAPTER VI

Guidelines for State Action to Promote Joint Services

Existing Programs and Legislation

Legislation permitting cooperation is scattered throughout the
75 volumes of New Jersey law. Only with the aid of a computer
could the Commission develop a digest of some 200 laws per-
mitting joint programs. They are, for the most part, difficult to

- find, archaic, and so narrow in focus that their value is minimal.

Even the best of existing legislation, the Consolidated Municipal
Services Act of 1952 (NJSA 40:48B-1 et seq.) leaves much to be -

'desn“ed It mandates creation of a ‘third party government'—a

management committee—and it is unclear in regard to many
major questlons arising under joint service agreements. In the
two decades since that act became law, only 6 joint programs
have been initiated under its provisions. The Commission be-
lieves this is in some measure due to ambiguities in the act and
the resulting uncertainty of local officials on how to apply its
provisions. In its field research, the Commission even uncovered
numerous instances in which municipal officials had desired to
provide joint programs but had been advised by their municipal
attorney that such programs were not legally possible. In every
case the statutes did permit such programs. In the area of police
protectmn eight statutes exist, but one of them specifically autho-
rizes joint municipal police departmcnts

We wuneed to develop and pass clear ond comprehensive
Legislation which will leave no doubt as to fwo@@t maernicipalities
can and cannoi do joinily.

As to existing programs, some have proven highly successful,
as in the health and sewerage areas. The Commission believes
that, in those areas where well-funded programs exist, no further
programs are necessary at this time.

- In other services, bowever, the Commission believes the State

- should develop a general incemtive program for joimt services.

In those areas where lack of local action or development of
quality standards, or some other factor leads to the establishment
of a well-funded departmenial incentive program in a particulay
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service, the Commission believes that when such a pmgmm
becomes operative it should replace the general pmgmm in that
particular service area.

In the meanwhile, joint programs fostered by the general
grant will provide more efficient and better services where
needed.

The Commission’s Recommended Joint Services Incentive
Program :

Recognizing the limited nature of state aid funds, clear prlom-
‘ties must be established. First, a state aid program should give
priority to joint programs invelving municipalities with inade-
quate services over those with presem relatively hlgh levels of
service. Second, pnomty should be given to those joint programs
which will provide services which are now necessary but which
can be provided only by joint effort.

This pmp@sed'state aid program is not a substitute for major
tax reform; nor can it be a substitute for general increased state,
aid to local government, especially in 1mpacted urban and rural
areas. This is-a proposal to. promote joint provision-of services -
—a good. in itself for the full variety of reasons expressed in this
report. Consideration of this proposal must, therefore, be di-
rected to the need to promote efficiency and better services and
to eliminate waste and Jinadequacy. In this manner, local govern-
ment’s abzhty to service as a vehicle for meeting the pressing
needs of its citizens can be 1mproved -

~ Service Areas for Ewcemgw Grants -

- As was stated earher, the Gomm13310n feels that any areas in
“which a well funded joint service incentive program already
~exists should not be included within the purview of this pro-
posed legislation. This would eliminate for consideration such
areas as pubhc health, sewerage treatment and library services.
Moreover, the Commission. believes that the benefits in some .
areas such. as joint purchasmg are so tangible and immediate
that no special incentive program is justified. With these excep-
tions the Commission believes that this incentive program
~ should apply to virtually all service areas as described below.

I. Law enforcement—Aid should be given to any program
proposing the consolidation in toto of two or more police
departments. The Commission does not believe that
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limited-scope programs, such as joint police radio opera-
tion, should be aided; their impact on municipal service
adequacy is marginal.

Fire protection—Aid should be given to the consolidation
of existing fire departments and also to the consolidation
of volunteer departments. Since volunteer departments
are not agencies of local government themselves, all appii—
cations and grants should be directed through the munici-
pal governments served by the departments. To qualify
for aid a joint volunteer department should meet the fol-
lowing criterion: it must serve the entire area of a least
two municipalities. In other words, if one of four volun-

. teer fire departmems in a municipality serves part of

zmother community, it would not be eligible for aid unless
it merged; with all the volunteer departments in its com-

- munity and those in the adjacent municipality.

Solid waste collection and disposal—In this area the Com-
mission recommends that grants be based on total expendzn

- tures 50 that the cost of acquiring land fill and dump sites

may be mcluded in the state aid for the venture.

.- Maintenance and adminisiration of parks and other rec- -
- reational facilities.

Mamtemnee of roads, public works emd beaches
Joint assesstnent and collecnon of taxes.

Electronic data pmc&ssm mcludmg joint municipal
records and statistics.

Regional building, housing and plumbing inspection and
code enforcement. The Commission recommends a bonus

of 5%, a year to all municipalities in any joint program

  "th€ all participants adopt uniform building, housing
~and plumbing codes. :

;- Regional air pollution enforcement.

10. - Operation - of regmnai socml service programs—In this

' category the Commission recommends that extra-govern-

mental agencies, such as community action progrars,
should be eligible for g‘mnts through application of the

governing body of the areas in which they serve. Thus, if
~.a tri-county community action program wishes to estab-
lish day care centers or training centers, the three boards

40



You Are Viewing an Archived Copy from the New Jersey State Library
of freeholders would be the applying and receiving agen-
cies for purposes of the grant. |

Joint municipal courts.

Inceniive Aid Formulas

After much discussion and consideration, the Commission has
concluded that no single formula will meet every situation which
may arise. Therefore, the Commission proposes the following
measures each directed to meeting a different situation.

1)

In those cases where municipalities wish to enter a joint
program to provide a service which none has previously
provided, the Commission proposes that state aid equal
259, of the total operating cost of the program for the first

six “successive years, If the pmcrmm for example, costs

$100,000 a year during the first six years or a total of

- $600,000, state aid over that period would equal $150,000.
Since, however, most mummpaimas would prefer to have
aid “taper off” rather than drop in the sixth year from

259, to zero in the seventh year, the Commission proposes

2)

a dechmng state share as follows: state aid would equal

509, in year one, 4;0% in'year two, 309, in year three, 209,
“in year four, 109, in year five, and 59, in vear six, for an

average state share of 25.8%.

In those cases where. mumczpahtms join together to pro-
vide jointly a service which they are currently providing

: individually, the state incentive grant over the six year
* period would be equal to EO% of the total operatmg cost

).

of the pmgram for those six years.

In those cases where the feasibility study indicates that any

. Inunicipality is providing the services to be performed

1)

“jointly at such a low level that only substantial upgrading
of present performance will achieve minimum service pro-

vision, the Commissioner of Community Affairs would be
empowered to authorize the 259, average rather than the
109, average to such a municipality.

In the event that municipalities currently providing a
service join with any municipalities falling into the criteria
set forth in paragraphs one and three above, such munici-
pahues shall be ellglble for the 25% rather than the 109
incentive aid.
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Determination of Grant Recipients

‘There may be many cases in which municipal officials might
wish to enter into joint service agreements but they do not feel,
for one reason or another, that they can successfully bring all
their neighbors together to discuss such a project. The Commis-
sion, therefore proposes that the Commissioner of Community

Affairs be given authority to convene groups of mayors and free-

holders for the purpose of dlscussmg joint services. The Com-
mission is aware that there is now no statutory bar to the Com-
missioner’s convening or inviting to convene such a group for
this purpose at present. It believes, however, that an explicit
statutory au#:homty to convene such groups will enhance the
state’s role in formulating joint services. In fact, almost 709, of
the municipalities interviewed believed that the Department of
Community Affairs should have this explicit right.

Under the Commlssmn s proposal, any group of two or more
municipalities would be eligible to apply for a joint services
grant. Joint county programs and county-municipal programs
would also be eligible. If the preliminary proposal appeared to
be of sufficient merit, the Commissioner of Community Affairs

would be cmpowered to aiithorize a grant for the purpose of
‘undertaking a detailed feasibility study. This study would, when

completed, be a detailed blueprint for operation of the joint

program.

- Once the apphcat}on for a fea&bﬂxty study has been autho-

. rized, the State, in effect would enter into partnership with the

apphcant units to study the benefits of the joint service program

under consideration, to determine who should participate, what

should be done, and how it should be done. These feasibility

-studies will accomplish two purposes: 1) they will set the stand-

ards and work out the details of the joint program; 2) by domg
this they will guarantee that the state will be able to see that its

 grant money is well spent accordmg toa realistic, beneﬁmal and
'_--appmved plan. - . .

Past expememce in’ areas such as sewerage indicates that the
state aid for feaszb;.hty studies and technical studies produces

~great vesults in action. The Commission récommends that a fund
for joint services feasibility studies be established in the Depart-
‘ment of Community Affairs. The Commission recommends that
- the Legislature appropriate only feastbility money for. the first

year of this project, and that all grants in coming years be based
42 |
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on complete and approved feasibility and technical studies. If the

Legislature should adopt this aid program, a group of munici-
palities would begin in the fivst year by applying for funds to do
feasibility and technical studies. If the Commissioner of Com-
munity Affairs approved this grant, the communities would, in
cooperation with the State, undertake to study how to consoli-
date their service programs. This study would include not only
the governmental, political and personnel aspects, but also the
technical and engineering aspects where appropriate. In addi-
tion, it would make recommendations as to the details of the
level of service to be provided and the allocation of costs among
the municipalities participating. It would also state how the
costs would be allocated—on the basis of population, density,
usage or some other factor or combination of factors. The com-
pleted study would be a detailed blueprint for the venture. The
study would then be approved by the Commissioner of the De-
partment of Community Affairs and the Commissioner of the
department of state government with jurisdiction over the ser-
vice to.be consolidated, and then funds would be allocated to the
project. - -

Given the State’s overall interests in local government, it is
essential that there be adequate supervision of how the money
is to be used. This means state involvement in the planning
process from the beginning of the project. In some instances, no
one state department may have the expertise necessary to ap-
prove a joint service plan as satisfactory in detail. Thus, given
the need for centralization of policy and consistency in grant
review and approval, the Commission recommends that the over-
all responsibility for the project be vested in the Department of
Community Affairs. Given the need for technical expertise and
for insuring the professional adequacy of services, the Commis-
sion recommends that approval of any plan be based on con-
current approval by both the Commissioner of Community
Affairs and the Commissioner of whatever department has juris-
diction over the service to be performed jointly under the plan.
The Commission feels that this system will be far more flexible
and efficient than establishing a continuous interdepartmental
committee of ten or sixteen commissioners.

Funding

The Commission has attempted to develop a program which
recognizes the fact that many valid problems are competing for
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scarce state revenues. It, therefore, views the following funding
pmgram as reasonable and minimum If the amounts seem high

‘H.st in the United States, has aiwa‘ys been dyead;fuﬁy }.ow

1. The Commission recommends that in the first year of the
program the Legislature appropriate $2.5 million for feasi-
bility, technical and engineering studies of ]omt service
prograins.

2. The Commission recommends that in the second year of
~ the program the legisiature appropriate $15 million for aid
to joint programs approved under this program and $4

- million for addx&:zonai feasibility scudies.

3. The Commission recommends that- addltmna} funds be
appropriated annually, subject to need and wutility of the
program. It further recommends that all funds appropri-
ated be kept.on a year~t0~year basis with no requirement

“that they be dlsbursed in any given fiscal year.
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THE COMMISSION'S CONTINUING PROGRAM

In examining New Jersey local government the Commission
has sought to view local problems and characteristics in terms
of three basic areas of concern: -

—the structure of local government;

~the functions and services performed by local govern-
ment; -

—the dynamics of intergovefnmental relations as they affect
the viability of local government.

- Within this threefold framework, the Commission has beg&n
to analyze and find ways of restructuring our present local
government system. ' :

- Greative Localism—A4 Prospectus, the Commission’s first
report, reviewed recent and continuing trends of urbanization
in the State and detailed responses by local governiment to meet
the resulting area-wide problems. This report proposed a -
systemiatic approach for analyzing local government problem
areas. (An immediate move by the State to assume the local
share of welfare cost was recommended in the report and was
enacted in part by the Legislatore) .

- In County Government: - Challenge and Change and its
- accompanying legislative proposal, the Optional County Charter
Law (5-513), the Commission underscored the need to
- strengthen the county so that it can fulfill its potential as New
Jersey's only multifunctional area-wide government. The Com-
mission suggested that a strengthened county wouild be able to
deal with regional problems and at the same time to augment
municipal capabilities in providing better services. This report
urged assumption by the State of the costs.mandated to county
government, especially in welfare and the judiciary.

~ In addition to the report on joint services and its accompany-
ing legislation, the Commission is presently completing its study
of federal and state aid impact on local government in the state.
"This study is 2aimed at identifying the programs which benefit.
county and municipal government, the amounts available to
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localities in the state in a typical year, the distributional patterns
- of aid throughout the state, the administrative problems related
to the flow of aid and the policies required in order to institute
a more rational system of distributing scarce rescurces.

The Immediate Program.

"The Commission has begun its study of the many functions
and sub-functions of government in New Jersey. During the
next year the areas of solid waste and sewage collection, treat-
ment and disposal will be explored. While every governmental
function will be examined as part of the continuing research
program, the Commission decided that these two environmental
problems are of such direct and pressing concern to local govern-
‘ment officials that they should be given immediate priority.

The study of local government structure continues with an
investigation of the conditions inhibiting or promoting the
consolidation of municipalities in the state including the evalua-
tion and revision of the statutes related to voluntary consolida-
- tion of municipalities. o |

In formulating a framework for intergovernmental fiscal -
velations, the Commission will examine in detail service costs
~in many functional and geographical areas of the state to
‘determine the trends and emerging problems inherent in the
present system of paying for services provided by local govern-
ment. This will be related in turn to the resources available to
- municipalities for meeting their service needs. Policies and

- strategies employed by local governments in the areas of taxa-

_tion, land use and housing, quality and frequency of service

provisions, will be assessed in light of the cost-resources

Qther Activities
- The Commission is presently engaged in several joint
projects:
- First, a joint effort with Rutger's University to examine
local government’s manpower patierns, ‘problems, needs
and opportunities; B _
In addition, the Commission is collaborating with the New
Jersey Department of Community Affairs in producing a
hendbook for municipal officials on interlocal services.
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This handbook is designed to carry out the recommenda-
tions of this report;

Finally, the staff is continuing its work-study program with
New Jersey colleges and universities in a joint effort to
identify and document problems and issues in local govern-
ment and administration.

The Commission feels that the resources of New Jersey's
colleges and universities can be of great benefit if brought to
bear in the service of local government, and thus these joint
efforts are meant to encourage ongoing academic programs to

aid in our problems. Summaries and other publications from
these efforts are available on request. ‘
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