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What Do We Think about Collaboration?
Discussion Exercise #1

1. What do you see as the benefits associated with collaboration/collaborative service

delivery?

2. What do you see as the challenges?

3. Why do you think collaboration is a good idea? Or do you?
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A Roadmap to Develop Cross Jurisdictional Sharing Initiatives

Prerequisites for Success

1. Clarity of Objectives
2. Balanced Approached
3. Trust

Facilitating Factors

1. Success in Prior Collaborations
2. Regional identity
3. Positive Interpersonal Relations

Project Characteristics

1. Senior Level Support

2. Strong Project Management Skills
3. Strong Change Management Plans
4. Effective Communications




A Roadmap to Develop Cross Jurisdictional Sharing Initiatives

Explore
° Is collaboration a feasible approach to address the issue you are facing?
*  What are the goals?
°  What issues should and should not be considered for the project?
*  Who should be involved?
*  What is the history of their relationships?
°  What are the guiding principles that the effort would have? Do all partners share
these principles?

Prepare and Plan
How exactly would it work?
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* Fiscal and service implications
* Legal agreements S FapaS ads
* Logistical issues

¢  Communications

* Change management

¢ Timeline

* Implementation monitoring and evaluation

Implement and Improve

* Is the work being implemented as planned?

* Are the results of the work satisfactory?

What is the level of stakeholder satisfaction?

Is the knowledge acquired being shared with the project team and stakeholders?
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What Do We Think about Collaboration?
Discussion Exercise #2

1. I you have pursued collaboration, did you follow a process like the “roadmap?” If not,
can you see where these steps would have helped the effort?

“%

7. Do you have the leadership and management, as well as soft skills, to pursue collaboration
in your organization?

3.  Table Discussion Notes
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A Product of the Enhanced Partnership of the ICMA, the Alliance for Innovation,
and the Center for Urban Innovation at Arizona State University

ICMA

Leaders af the Core of Better Communities

ARIZONASTATE
UNIVERSITY




Overview
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Collaboration as an approach to the delivery of local services focuses on
sharing costs and benefits by two or more organizations working together
to address a need in a way that achieves efficiency and effectiveness that
would not be realized by one organization operating alone. Most local
government jurisdictions do “go it alone” by producing their services in-house.
Certain services and certain kinds of communities may be able to develop
alternative service delivery arrangements, such as a collaborative arrange-
ment, that improves the quality of service and the satisfaction of citizens.
But the key to a true collaboration, as opposed to other alternative service
delivery models such as contracting or privatization, is that all the partners
in the collaboration must share in the burden of the costs as well as in
reaping the rewards, In other words, all partners must have a stake in the
joint endeavor for the arrangement to be considered a collaboration and
for the collaboration to have a reasonable likelihood of succeeding.

Collaborative service delivery of local services is not new. What is new is
the attention such collaborative approaches are receiving from academics,
political officials, practitioners, and consultants.

In recent years, there have been many new experiments with alternative
service delivery arrangements, often accompanied claims of vast cost savings
through increased efficiencies. The positive image that intergovernmental
agreements and public-private partnerships have received has added

more impetus for local decision makers to pursue new or expand existing
collaborative arrangements based more on faith in the ideal of collaboration
rather than evidence of its effectiveness.

However, there is a surprising lack of hard evidence available to support the
claims that callaboration is a panacea of solutions 1o the array of challenges
confronting contemporary local governments, There is no collection of data
that simply counts the number of such service delivery collaborations, much
less data measuring the success of these. Most of the reports and academic
journal articles focus only on success stories. A primary reason for this is
that local leaders are not as interested in sharing stories where experiments
failed to achieve the expected goals. Furthermore, an ICMA survey of
managers found that most collaborations and other alternative arrangements
are simply not tracked or measured.

With little data available on which to base decisions about how best to deliver
services to citizens, how can managers address this need?

This decision tool, developed by the Enhanced Partnership of the ICMA,
Alliance for Innovation, and Arizona State University's Center for Urban
Innovation, is designed to fill this need. We chose to build this tool to assist
local leaders and their staff determine whether the conditions for expanding
collaborative service delivery efforts may help local governments organization
achieve their goals.

The tool is in two parts, The first part helps communities determine
whether or not a collaborative arrangement is a good idea for their service
regarding delivery of a specific service. The second part helps those that




want to pursue a collaborative arrangement (as determined by part one)
choose from among five fundamental types of collaborative arrangements
by using the same information developed in part one of the tool.

The first part of the tool provides a matrix of characteristics broken down
into two groups: service characteristics and community characteristics.
Managers work with their staff through a discussion of the characteristics
and score each one on a simple three-point scale. The scores for the

two groups of characteristics are summed and compared to a chart that
illustrates the likelihood of successtul service delivery through a collaborative
approach. We refer to this as a “soft benefit/cost analysis” as it does not rely
on hard cost estimates projected benefits. Such estimates rarely prove
accurate, but are resource intensive to calculate as an aid in the decision
about whether a proposed collaboration is possible.

Instead, we have developed this simple matrix, which is not data intensive
and does not take a long time to execute. We designed it not to provide a
yes or no answer to whether an organization should pursue a collaborative
arrangement, but rather to encourage participants to work through a process
and be very explicit about the opportunities and challenges they will confront
when undertaking a collaboration. The outcome is simply an indication

of the likelihood of success as evidenced by other collaborations and
scholarly literature.

Those communities that choose to pursue a collaborative service delivery
arrangement are faced with the decision as to which arrangement will lead
to the best outcome for their service, given their community context. This
is a more challenging question to answer due to the generally limited
nature of data about the success of collaborations across different types
of collaborations.

However, the same characteristics from part one of the decision matrix

are helpful in leading communities towards the kind of collaborative
structure(s) that are most likely to lead to positive outcomes in the delivery
of the service. Part two of our tool uses the information from the matrix to
help communities that want to pursue a collaborative arrangement choose
from among five generalized types of collaborative arrangements: horizontal
public-public partnerships {e.g. two nearby municipalities partnering),
vertical public-public partnerships (e.g., a municipality partnering with its
overlapping county), consolidation/regionalization (e.g, merging jurisdictions
into one larger new jurisdiction), public-nonprofit partnerships, and
public-private partnerships.

In addition to this document which contains just part one and part two of
the tool itself, we also provide additional information. A white paper is also
available through ICMA’s Center for Management Strategies that elaborates
on the concepts used in the matrix decision tool. It also highlights the
benefits local officials might expect to see in a successful collaboration,

as well as what challenges to be aware of in pursuing such strategies.




Instructions — Part One

Should the community
pursue a collaborative
service delivery
arrangement?

The decision tool is a matrix to help staff, council members, or even citizens,
work through the various aspects of a decision situation. While the exercise
generates a numeric answer, the process is really the more important aspect.
The “answer” is simply a useful index that should summarize what comes out
of the process. The process will force participants to be very clear going into
the decision as to whether or not a collaborative service is a good strategy
for a given service in their community.

Below are the steps to follow for undertaking part one of the matrix

decision exercise to help communities determine whether or not a
collaborative arrangement is appropriate for this service under consideration,
in the community context in which they are operating. Instructions for

Part Two (determining which form of collaboration is best) begins on

page 10.

Step 1

Determine who will be participating in the exercise. Participants should be
those familiar with the service under consideration as well as the community
context.

Step 2

Set up a time and place where the participants can come together and

work through the process. We recommend this be completed in one session.
Previous experiences with the exercise suggest that the entire exercise will
take approximately two (2) hours. We also recommend a room with a round
table or where chairs can be moved into a circle to facilitate as much dialog
about each characteristic as possible. Snacks are always useful for these
kinds of discussion sessions too.

Step 3

Provide copies of the worksheet (see below) so each participant can have a
copy of the list of characteristics, a brief definition of each, and room to score
each characteristic him/herself.

Step 4
Appoint someone familiar with the matrix materials as the facilitator of
the discussion. This person’s job is only to elaborate on the meaning of the

characteristics and insure everyone has the opportunity to participate in
the discussion.

Step 5

The first phase of the exercise focuses on the seven service characteristics.
After introducing each characteristic and allowing for a brief discussion, the
facilitator will instruct each participant to score that characteristic on the
three-point scale (see the worksheet). Responses are shared to discuss
variations in individual scores and adjustments can be made.

Step 6
After discussing the scores, the group must come to consensus on the




group’s collective score for that characteristic. The facilitator may maintain
the official scores or may designate someone else to maintain them.
Fractional scores are permitted as well since the real purpose of the
exercise is to encourage specific thinking about these elements.
However, we encourage facilitators try to help the group reach a consensus
on a whole number score. WARNING: The individual scores that each
participant assigns on their own should not be averaged together in
determining the collective score. This will likely lead to scores on ali the
measures drifting toward the middle point across all the characteristics.
Rather, the facilitator should allow discussion on what the group score is
so the participants can come to a consensus they may end up being quite
different from the “average” of the individual scores.

Step 7

Once the seven service characteristics are completed and have been scored
by the group, sum the official score of each characteristic to arrive at the
Total Type of Service Score. The score should range between 7 and 21.

Step 8

Repeat the discussion and scoring for the seven community characteristics,
and sum the official scores fo arrive at the Total Community Context Score.
This score should also range between 7 and 21.

Step 9

Using the graph on page 9, find the intersection of the Total Type of Service
Score and the Total Community Context Score. Note the “zane” in which the
intersection lies. This illustrates the general likelihood that a collaborative
service delivery arrangement will be a viable alternative for the service

you want to deliver and in the community in which you are located. Save a
copy of the final scores generated in the process (for use in Part Two).

Remember that in interpreting the scores, these are not meant to be

highly quantified indicators that yield a yes or no answer about whether a
community should collaborate. The process is the important aspect of this
decision tool. Even if the outcome suggests that it will be difficult to deliver
a service through a collaborative arrangement, a community may stilf choose
to go through with pursuing a collaboration. But the process will have helped
identify those areas where challenges are most likely to arise.




Collaboration
Decision Worksheet

‘ Cap;tal int&nsﬁy Some services are more cap ital m‘{ensxve than

~ others. Capital infensive services may also be lahar intensive (s&ae
 previous). How diffysed the benefits are from the capital investment

__determines the effect on the likelihood of successful coliaborations,

- Generally, services that are more capital intensive with diffuse benefits
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Asset Specificity — This represents the degree to which the service
requires investment in special infrastructure (e.g, water pipes, treatment
plants, ditch diggers) or technical expertise (eg legal, environmental},
which may mean a lack of competitiveness in supplier markets and the
level of the community's internal expertise or technical capacity. High
asset specificity means that the investments cannot be easily adapted
to produce another service. (High=1 Medium=2 , Low=3)

" ;Eébntract Spe = lcat;on an : 'tMnmtarmg Semces "that ae re a’fweiy .
harder to sp&cﬁy in a contract or that are harder o monitor, or that require
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Labor Intensity — Some services are more labor intensive than

others. Labor intensive services may also be capital intensive (see below).
Generally, services that are more labor intensive in their delivery are better
candidates for collaborative alternatives arrangements. (Low==1,
Medium=2, H:gh—B)

Costs — Overall project costs influence the likelihood of successful
coflaboration in terms of both driving the need for collaboration as well
as limiting the pool of potential partner organizations that might be able
to participate in the delivery of more expensive services. (High=1,
Medium=2, Low =3)
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Stability in Adminisirative Team — Communities should be awars
of the degree of turnover in the administration and the likelihood of
additional turnover in the Shon and long term futurs, as best as possible.
Communities facing turnover in the higher level positions will have more

difficulty establishing and maintaining the institutional knowledge and
oversight necessary for successiul collaborations. (High turnover=1,
Madium=2, Low=3)




Possible Public Partners — Communities may have other
public jurisdictions with whom they can work in terms of nearby

municipalities, townships, special districts, or county gavernment.
(Few=1, Some=2, Several—S)

, Posslbl f~'Pmrate Parmers The opportun ity for?partn&nng fer
ali r firms is limited to the extent |
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Possible Nonprofit Partners — As with private partners, the size
of the local supply of nonprofits will also be driven by the type of
service under consideration as well as the competence of such
organizations to serve as potential collahorators in service delivery.
(Few=1, Some=2, Several=3).

- Non-sensitive

Fiscal/Economic Health — The community's fiscal condition may
be a motivating factor in wanting to pursue alfernative service delivery
arrangements as a means fo curbing costs. Those in better health are
more likely to be successful in collaborative arrangements. But those
that are in a weak fiscal position may find it more difficult to locate
partners with whom to collaborate. (Poor=1, Moderate=2, Good=3)

Public Interest — Some services are more likely to attract the
attention of citizens than others. Changes to those services that

eceive closer scrutiny by citizens are more likely to meet resistance
to changes in how the cormmunity delivers the services.
(High visibility=1, Moderate=2, | ow=3)




Interpreting
the Scores

Moderate

Community Context

Service Type




Instructions - Part Two If the participants complete the exercise and determine that the
community should not pursue a collaborative approach to delivering that

Which kind of particular service, then the exercise is complete. However, if the community

. decides to move forward on a collaborative service delivery arrangement,
collaborative . then the discussion shifts to determining which alternative structure will
arrangement is best? maximize the likelihood of success.

Utilizing the information from the group discussion that worked through the
worksheet in Part One, organization leaders will already have much of the
information needed to identify the structure(s) that are most amenable to
the kind of service under consideration for delivery in the type of community
context in which the community is situated. Below are the steps for using
' the information from Part One to help generate a recommended form of
@M collaborative arrangement that has the greatest likelihood of success.

@ The array of combinations of these characteristics and the collaborative

siructures that are a best fit are explained in more detail in the Collaborative

Service Delivery white paper available on the ICMA Center for Management
Strategies web site,

The second exercise is very straightforward. If you do not already have a
copy, get the final scores the group generated in response to the service
and community characteristics in Part One on the Collaboration Decision
Worksheet. Transfer the final scores assigned by the group to each service
to the Form of Collaboration Worksheet (see page 11). For instance, if the
group scored their Asset Specificity score as a 2, then simply find the Asset
Specificity line in the Form of Collaboration Worksheet, circle the *2” row with
its arrow pointing to Public-Public (Horizontal). This would mean that for the
service under consideration, the group believed that it had a *medium” level
of asset specificity. In such situations, the form of collaboration associated
with the highest likelihood of success is a public-public partnership between
two jurisdictions at the same level of government (e.g, two municipalities).
Transfer the remaining scores. Once all 14 scores have been transferred,

go to the bottom table and record the sum of each type of collaboration
suggested by each service or community score. Check the box with the
most recommendations and that represents the form of collaboration with
the highest likelihood of success for that service in a community with

those characteristics.

While this part of the decision exercise can be conducted by a single person,
we recommend that this be done with the same group that participated in
part one in order to have as much feedback on the outcome as possible.




Form of Collaboration
Worksheet

Directions: Transfer the final
scores assigned by the group to
each service from the Collaboration
Decision Worksheet by circling the
score from there in the Score
column below. Also circle the
associated form of collaboration
that number points to.

 Stability in .
: Inistrative Team

 Asset Specificity

Contract Specification
and Monitoring

| Labor Intensity

Capital Intensity

Management Competencies

{circle your {circle the corresponding
score) structure)

- | Public-Prvate Partriership

Consolidation/Regionalism

- Public-Public (Horizortal)
Jfvate -Paﬁnefsﬁip -
None

Public-Public (Horizontal)

Consolidation/Regionalism

- Public-Public (Horizontal)

Public-Private Partnershi

| Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public (Vertical)

Public-Private Partnership
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> | Public-Public (Vertical)
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Public-Public (Horizontal)
Public-Private Partnership

. None
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Possible ?ui;ﬁf’: Partners

Possible Private Fariners

I Ndnpréfit Partners i

Council Orientation/
Palitical Environment

Unions

{circle your {circle the corresponding
score) structure)

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)

Public-Private Partnershlp

Pubhcpubrc{v Hical
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> | ~ Public-N

None
Public-Public (Vertical)

Public-Private Partnership

~~Nam .

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Public-Private Partnership

Pub!va’nvate Parmersht;: ;

Pwhc—f’donpmﬁ’t Partriership

| Public-Public (Vertical)




Transfer the results above to the table below by counting up the number of
each collaboration form recommended. Once completed, check the box to
the right to determine the form of collaboration associated with the highest

probability of success.
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Collaborative Service Delivery:

Tools and Best Practices to Assist Your Efforts

Exercise #1: Water in a Small Town

According to 2012 Census Bureau estimates, the Town of Durbin Pike (TX} has a population of
5,218 with a median income of $75,213. The local council of governments forecasts that Durbin Pike will reach 8,869
people by 2040, which is consistent with the community’s goal to retain its small-town feel. The General Fund budget
for FY14 is $7.2 million. Public safety is provided through a contract with the County Sheriff’s Office, while fire
protection is available to private citizens through Rurai/Metro Fire by individual subscription. A gas utility is available
through Southern Gas, electricity through TESCO, and trash pickup is performed by private companies. Durbin Pike has
no parks and recreation department, although it does maintain municipal rodeo grounds and trails. The town is located
15 miles away from the county’s main city and, while technically in the MSA, the town has a distinctly rural flavor.

Last year, the local water company decided they were going to sell the wastewater treatment and water
distribution system that serves Durbin Pike. No private firms have stepped forward to purchase the system. The
central city is considerably distant in terms of possible connections and has not indicated any interest in acquiring
the system. The system is aging but does have excess capacity that can be sold off to other jurisdictions presumably.
The town and its 34 employees (whose morale is finally recovering after cuts from the recession) are faced with the

option to purchase the system itself by setting up an Enterprise Fund, or perhaps looking for partners in the area that

might be willing to work together on a shared arrangement,

The county does not provide water and the only proximate community is the Town of Melton, which abuts
Durbin Pike to the north and has a population of approximately 3,500 with a median income of just over $100,000. All
of Melton’s municipal services are contracted out. Citizens contract with private providers to receive water,
wastewater, trash, electricity, and gas services. Melton has no parks, although it does own a public botanical gardens
and a small community amphitheater.

Durbin Pike and Melton have not always got along and currently have no collaborative arrangements between
them. Durbin Pike’s town council is not enthusiastic about the prospect of having to buy the system. But they are more
concerned at the moment about the possible loss of this water provider, as are the citizens and the business
community. The company’s books indicate that with the excess capacity, the system could generate sufficient revenues
to cover maintenance and operational costs with projected additional growth in the area.

The town manager and her staff (those around your table) have already spent some time conducting the
decision matrix tools and have come to consensus on the scores for each characteristic (as presented on the
following two pages).

While there might be certain challenges, the town council wants to pursue some form of collaborative
arrangement. Using the information in the scenario and the scores provided on the worksheet, which collaborative

type of arrangement might make the most sense for this situation?




Collaboration Decision Worksheet

Type of Service to be Delivered

Score

Asset Specificity—This represents the degree to which the service requires investment in

special infrastructure (e.g., water pipes, treatment plants, ditch diggers) or technical

expertise (e.g., legal, environmental}, which may mean a lack of competitiveness in

supplier markets and the level of the community’s internal expertise or technical

capacity, High asset specificity means that the investments cannot be easily adapted to
produce another service. {High=1, Medium=2 , Low=3)

Contract Specification and Monitoring—Services that are relatively harder to specifyina
contract or that are harder to monitor, or that require a higher level of performance
management expertise on the part of government. (Hard=1, Medium=2, Easy=3)

Labor intensity—Some services are more labor intensive than others. Labor intensive
services may also be capital intensive (see below). Generally, services that are more labor
intensive in their delivery are better candidates for collaborative alternatives
arrangements. (Low=1, Medium=2, High=3)

Capital Intensity—Some services are more capital intensive than others. Capital
intensive services may also be labor intensive (see previous). How diffused the benefits
are from the capital investment determines the effect on the likelihood of successful
collaborations. Generally, services that are more capital intensive with diffuse benefits
are more amenable to collaborative approaches to their delivery. (Low=1, Medium=2,
High with focused benefits=2, High with diffuse benefits=3)

Costs—Overall project costs influence the likelihood of successful collaboration in terms
of both driving the need for coliaboration as well as limiting the pool of potential partner
organizations that might be able to participate in the delivery of more expensive
services. {High=1, Medium=2, Low =3)

Management Competencies—Communities must be sensitive to the expertise they have
available on staff for managing the various stages of a collaborative arrangement from
planning, structuring and executing a competitive bidding process, to negotiating and
bargaining with vendors and employees, to measuring vendor performance or partner
evaluation. The greater the managerial expertise on staff related to a service, the more
likely a collaborative arrangement can achieve success. {Low=1, Medium=2, High=3)

Stability in Administrative Team—Communities should be aware of the degree of
turnover in the administration and the likelihood of additional turnover in the short and
long term future, as best as possible. Communities facing turnover in the higher level
positions will have more difficulty establishing and maintaining the institutional
knowledge and oversight necessary for successful collaborations. (High turnover=1,
Medium=2, Low=3)

Total Type of Service Score (sum of seven characteristic scores)

10




Community Context

Score

Possible Public Partners—Communities may have other public jurisdictions with whom
they can work in terms of nearby municipalities, townships, special districts, or county
government. (Few=1, Some=2, Several=3)

Possible Private Partners—The opportunity for partnering for delivery with private
sector firms is limited to the extent that the community or region is home to enough
such competent firms to support a competitive marketplace. (Few=1, Some=2,
Several=3)

Paossible Nonprofit Partners—As with private partners, the size of the local supply of
nonprofits will also be driven by the type of servicé under consideration as well as the

competence of such organizations to serve as potential collaborators in service delivery.
{Few=1, Some=2, Several=3).

Council Orientation/Political Environment-—Different kinds of services may meet
different levels of support among local politicians which can raise the costs of pursuing
and/or executing a collaborative arrangement. {Highly sensitive=1, Moderately
sensitive=2, Non-sensitive=3)

Fiscal/Economic Health—The community’s fiscal condition may be s motivating factor in
wanting 1o pursue alternative service delivery arrangements as a means to curbing costs.
Those in better health are more likely to be successful in collaborative arrangements. But
those that are in a weak fiscal position may find it more difficult to locate partners with
whom to collaborate. {Poor=1, Moderate=2, Good=3)

Unions—In many communities, there may be resistance to any collaborative alternatives
that could affect public sector employment levels. (Strong=1, Moderate=2, Weak=3)

Public Interest—Some services are more likely to attract the attention of citizens than
others. Changes to those services that receive closer scrutiny by citizens are more likely
to meet resistance to changes in how the community delivers the services. {(High
visibility=1, Moderate=2, Low=3)

Total Community Context Score (sum of seven characteristic scores)

12




Collaborative Structure Worksheet (Example Only)

= ervxce haractensttc .

Contract Specification and Monitoring

(circle your score)

(cxrcle the correspondmg structure)

9

None
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Consolidation/Regionalism

Labor Intensity

Public-Public (Horizontal
Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Capital Intensity

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Private Partnership

Possible Public Partners

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)

Possible Private Partners

\

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Public-Private Partnership

Possible Nonprofit Partners

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Public Interest
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Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership
Public-Public (Vertical)

Tally the results from above:
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o (k h)ghst score)

Public-Public (Horizontal)

Public-Public (Vertical)

Consolidation/Regionalism

Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Public-Private Partnership

Possible Nonprofit Partners

None




Coliaborative Service Delivery:

Tools and Best Practices to Assist Your Efforts

Exercise #2: Permitting Offices

Truman, Georgia is home to 76,000 citizens and is the county seat of Townson County (home to
another 38,000 residents). Truman is surrounded by several small towns scattered throughout the
county, none larger than 3,000. The county is also home to an Air Force base that abuts the city limits
on the northwest side. The base is a significant engine for the local economy, but the community also
has a good manufacturing base and many retail outlets. The county has been trying to spread the
economic development in Truman to other parts of the county in recent years.

While Truman made it through the recession without too much damage, the community has
seen an increase in economic growth in the past couple of years, including new housing starts and
many new small and mid-sized businesses. Recently, one of the city councilors asked the city manager
several questions about the permitting process. Evidently, the councilor had been pressed by a
business owner looking to expand her business. She was irritated that she was “having to chase all over
the place to get a permit for this and a permit for that.” The city manager explained that the city was
responsible for building permits, business operation permits, and zoning permits. The county was
responsible for waste/water, dust, burn, and other environmental permitting. However, the permits
are issued at three different locations: one here at city hall, one at the county courthouse building
several blocks down the street, and the environmental permits in the county annex (a building

attached to the back of a fire station just outside of Truman).

The councilor thought for a moment then asked why all these permits couldn’t be provided in
one location. The manager set up a meeting of his relevant departments to consider whether some
alternative collaborative arrangement for issuing permits might be worth investigating. He knows the 7-
member city council loves collaborative arrangements, but he also knows that the 5-member county

commission is a little cool to Truman’s initiatives lately because the city continues getting most of the

econamic development in the county.

The city manager and his staff (those around your table) have already spent some time
conducting the decision matrix tool and have come to consensus on the scores for each
characteristic (as presented on the following two pages).

While there might be certain challenges, the city council wants to pursue some form of
collaborative arrangement. Using the information in the scenario and the scores provided on the

worksheet, which collaborative type of arrangement might make the most sense for this situation?




Collaboration Decision Worksheet

Type of Service to be Delivered

Score

Asset Specificity—This represents the degree to which the service requires investment in
special infrastructure {e.g., water pipes, treatment plants, ditch diggers) or technical
expertise (e.g., legal, environmental}, which may mean a lack of competitiveness in
supplier markets and the level of the community’s internal expertise or technical

capacity. High asset specificity means that the investments cannot be easily adapted to
produce another service. (High=1, Medium=2 , Low=3)

Contract Specification and Monitoring—Services that are relatively harder to specify in a
contract or that are harder to monitor, or that require a higher level of performance
management expertise on the part of government. (Hard=1, Medium=2, Easy=3}

TS LG

services may also be capital intensive (see below). Generally, services that are more labor
intensive in their delivery are better candidates for collaborative alternatives
arrangements. {Low=1, Medium=2, High=3)

Labor Intensity—Some services are more labor intensive than others. Labor intensive

Capital Intensity—Some services are more capital intensive than others. Capital
intensive services may also be labor intensive (see previous). How diffused the benefits
are from the capital investment determines the effect on the likelihood of successful
collaborations. Generally, services that are more capital intensive with diffuse benefits
are more amenable to collaborative approaches to their delivery. (Low=1, Medium=2,
High with focused benefits=2, High with diffuse benefits=3)

Costs—Overall project costs influence the likelihood of successful collaboration in terms
of both driving the need for collaboration as well as limiting the pool of potential partner

organizations that might be able to participate in the delivery of more expensive
services. {High=1, Medium=2, Low =3}

Management Competencies—Communities must be sensitive to the expertise they have
available on staff for managing the various stages of a collaborative arrangement from
planning, structuring and executing a competitive bidding process, to negotiating and
bargaining with vendors and employees, to measuring vendor performance or partner
evaluation. The greater the managerial expertise on staff related to a service, the more
likely a collaborative arrangement can achieve success. {Low=1, Medium=2, High=3)

Stability in Administrative Team—Communities should be aware of the degree of
turnover in the administration and the likelihood of additional turnover in the short and
long term future, as best as possible. Communities facing turnover in the higher level
positions will have more difficulty establishing and maintaining the institutional

knowledge and oversight necessary for successful collaborations. (High turnover=1,
Medium=2, Low=3}

Total Type of Service Score (sum of seven characteristic scores)
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Community Context

Score

Possible Public Partners—Communities may have other public jurisdictions with whom
they can work in terms of nearby municipalities, townships, special districts, or county
government. (Few=1, Some=2, Several=3)

Possible Private Partners—The opportunity for partnering for delivery with private
sector firms is limited to the extent that the community or region is home to enough

such competent firms to support a competitive marketplace. (Few=1, Some=2,
Several=3}

Possible Nonprofit Partners—As with private partners, the size of the local supply of
nonprofits will also be driven by the type of service under consideration as well as the
competence of such organizations to serve as potential collaborators in service delivery.
{Few=1, Some=2, Several=3).

Council Orientation/Political Environment—Different kinds of services may meet
different levels of support among local politicians which can raise the costs of pursuing
and/or executing a collaborative arrangement. (Highly sensitive=1, Moderately
sensitive=2, Non-sensitive=3}

Fiscal/Economic Health—The community’s fiscal condition may be a motivating factor in
wanting to pursue alternative service delivery arrangements as a means to curbing costs.
Those in better health are more likely to be successful in collaborative arrangements. But
those that are in a weak fiscal position may find it more difficult to locate partners with
whom to collaborate. (Poor=1, Moderate=2, Good=3)

Unions—In many communities, there may be resistance to any collaborative alternatives
that could affect public sector employment levels. (Strong=1, Moderate=2, Weak=3)

Public Interest—Some services are more likely to attract the attention of citizens than
others. Changes to those services that receive closer scrutiny by citizens are more likely
to meet resistance to changes in how the community delivers the services. (High
visibility=1, Moderate=2, Low=3}

Total Community Context Score {sum of seven characteristic scores)
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Collaborative Structure Worksheet (Example Only)

Contract Specification and Monitoring

(circle your score)

' (circle the corresponding structure)

/N

None
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Consolidation/Regionalism

Labor intensity

Public-Public {Horizontal
Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Capital Intensity

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public {(Vertical)
Public-Private Partnership

Possibie Public Partners

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)

Possible Private Partners

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Public-Private Partnership

Possible Nonprofit Partners

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Public Interest

1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
P
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3

g

Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership
Public-Public {Vertical)

Tally the resuits from above:

lenyoptione. ol
how many circled

Preferred Structure
)

(ck hit score

Public-Public (Horizontal)

Public-Public (Vertical)

Consolidation/Regionalism

Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Public-Private Partnership

Possible Nonprofit Partners

None




Collaborative Service Delivery:

Tools and Best Practices to Assist Your Efforts

Exercise #3: Incinerator

The City of Smithville, Ohio is exploring options for alternative service delivery of its incinerator unit. The
incinerator turns solid waste into a fine ash that can be disposed in a smaller space than the solid waste itself, but still
poses an environmental concern that has some in the community being vocal about the air pollution and ash waste.
The politically conservative 11- member city council is more concerned about the continued cost overruns for
operating the facility, even with the added revenues afforded by burning the trash fram nearby jurisdictions for a fee.

Smithville grew tremendously in the 1950s and 60s, but its fortunes turned along with other Midwestern
communities in the late 1970s and 80s. Today, the city has stabilized in terms of economic base and population, though
at about 75% its size at its height. Crime and education are significant cost issues facing the community, and the
incinerator was envisioned as a money maker for the city when they invested the capital to build it. Needless to say,
the incinerator has not lived up to the promise and is a net drain on the community, but they have many more years to
pay off the bonds they sold to build it.

The mayor is a strong advocate for alternative service delivery arrangements and has instructed the public works
department and its interim head to determine if there is any value in exploring an alternative approach to operating
the facility. Specifically, he wants to investigate alternative management arrangements. Given the nature of this
service, there are limited local options in terms of groups that specialize in managing these kinds of facilities, though
there are some national and international firms that do.

While the mayor is always interested in new alternatives, the city council is not always guite as excited. They
are concerned about possible loss of control as well as whether the recent changes in the public works leadership
might impact the ability to monitor the performance of some outside group brought in to manage the incinerator.

The city has been healthier financially in the past, but it did manage to maintain its AAA bond rating through
the recession. The only other challenge they face is limited landfill space, which was one of the reasons that
motivated the community 1o invest in the incinerator originally.

The mayor and his staff {those around your table) have already spent some time conducting the decision matrix
tool and have come to consensus on the scores for each characteristic (as presented on the following two pages).

While there might be certain challenges, the mayor wants to pursue some form of collaborative arrangement.
Using the information in the scenario and the scores provided on the worksheet, which collaborative type of

arrangement might make the most sense for this situation?




Collaboration Decision Worksheet

Type of Service to be Delivered

Score

Asset Specificity—This represents the degree to which the service requires investment in
special infrastructure {e.g., water pipes, treatment plants, ditch diggers) or technical
expertise (e.g., legal, environmental), which may mean a lack of competitiveness in
supplier markets and the level of the community’s internal expertise or technical
capacity. High asset specificity means that the investments cannot be easily adapted to
produce another service, (High=1, Medium=2 , Low=3)

Contract Specification and Monitoring—Services that are relatively harder to specify in a
contract or that are harder to monitor, or that require a higher level of performance
management expertise on the part of government. {Hard=1, Medium=2, Easy=3)

services may also be capital intensive (see below). Generally, services that are more labor
intensive in their delivery are better candidates for collaborative alternatives
arrangements. {Low=1, Medium=2, High=3}

Labor Intensity—Some services are more labor intensive than others, Labor intensive

Capital Intensity—Some services are more capital intensive than others. Capital
intensive services may also be labor intensive (see previous). How diffused the benefits
are from the capital investment determines the effect on the likelihood of successful
collaborations, Generally, services that are more capital intensive with diffuse benefits
are more amenable to collaborative approaches to their delivery. {Low=1, Medium=2,
High with focused benefits=2, High with diffuse benefits=3)

Costs—0Overall project costs influence the likelihood of successful collaboration in terms
of both driving the need for collaboration as well as limiting the pool of potential partner
organizations that might be able to participate in the delivery of more expensive
services. {High=1, Medium=2, Low =3}

Management Competencies—Communities must be sensitive to the expertise they have
available on staff for managing the various stages of a collaborative arrangement from
planning, structuring and executing a competitive bidding process, to negotiating and
bargaining with vendors and employees, to measuring vendor performance or partner
evaluation. The greater the managerial expertise on staff related to a service, the more
likely a collaborative arrangement can achieve success. (Low=1, Medium=2, High=3)

Stability in Administrative Team—Communities should be aware of the degree of
turnover in the administration and the likelihood of additional turnover in the short and
long term future, as best as possible. Communities facing turnover in the higher level
positions will have more difficulty establishing and maintaining the institutional
knowledge and oversight necessary for successful collaborations. (High turnover=1,
Medium=2, Low=3}

Total Type of Service Score (sum of seven characteristic scores)
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Community Context

Score

Possible Public Partners—Communities may have other public jurisdictions with whom
they can work in terms of nearby municipalities, townships, special districts, or county
government. (Few=1, Some=2, Several=3}

Possible Private Partners—The opportunity for partnering for delivery with private
sector firms is limited to the extent that the community or region is home to enough
such competent firms to support a competitive marketplace. (Few=1, Some=2,
Several=3)

Possible Nonprofit Partners—As with private partners, the size of the local supply of
nonprofits will also be driven by the type of service under consideration as well as the

competence of such organizations to serve as potential collaborators in service delivery.
(Few=1, Some=2, Several=3).

Council Orientation/Political Environment—Different kinds of services may meet
different levels of support among local politicians which can raise the costs of pursuing
and/or executing a collaborative arrangement. (Highly sensitive=1, Moderately
sensitive=2, Non-sensitive=3})

Fiscal/Economic Health—The community’s fiscal condition may be a motivating factor in
wanting to pursue alternative service delivery arrangements as a means to curbing costs.
Those in better health are more likely to be successful in collaborative arrangements. But
those that are in a weak fiscal position may find it more difficult to locate partners with
whom to collaborate. (Poor=1, Moderate=2, Good=3)

Unions—In many communities, there may be resistance to any collaborative alternatives
that could affect public sector employment levels. (Strong=1, Moderate=2, Weak=3)

Public Interest—Some services are more likely to attract the attention of citizens than
others. Changes to those services that receive closer scrutiny by citizens are more likely
to meet resistance to changes in how the community delivers the services. (High
visibility=1, Moderate=2, Low=3)

Total Community Context Score (sum of seven characteristic scores)

14




Collaborative Structure Worksheet (Example Only)

Scdcethoaetensic

Contract Specification and Monitoring

[circle yourscore)

_ Score

__ Preferred Structy
(circle the corresponding structure)

None
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Consolidation/Regionalism

Labor Intensity

Public-Public (Horizontal
Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Capital Intensity

/N

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public {Vertical)
Public-Private Partnership

Possible Public Partners

Consolidation/Regionalism
Public-Public {Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)

Possible Private Partners

v

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Public (Horizontal)
Public-Private Partnership

Possible Nonprofit Partners

Public-Public (Vertical)
Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Public Interest

1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3

Public-Private Partnership
Public-Nonprofit Partnership
Public-Public (Vertical)

Tally the results from above:

Public-Public (Horizoﬁtal)

Public-Public (Vertical)

Consolidation/Regionalism

Public-Nonprofit Partnership

Public-Private Partnership

Possible Nonprofit Partners

None
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ICMA partnership
develops practical
assessment tools

By David Swindell and Cheryl Hilvert
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While there has been a general push
by residents, elected officials, consul-
tants, and academics foward the use of
collaboration as a key solution o gov-
ernments’ problems, these proponents
sometimes fail to recognize that collabo-
rations do not always achieve the goals
for which they were established.

While collaboration is appropriately
viewed as an option for local govern-
ments, the real issue surrounding
collaboration is that often the costs and
benefits associated with it are not fully
realized, nor are strategies effectively
evaluated that will motivate the col-
laborative effort.

The concepts to do so can be
complex and confusing, and there
have been few tools that give manag-
ers the ability to fully “talk through”

a collaboration concept and ask such
fundamental questions as: Should we
engage in a collaboration? If so, what
form of collaboration will have the
highest likelihood of success?

Defining the Concept

Collaboration is “the linking or sharing
of information, resources, activities, and
capabilities by organizations to achieve
an ouicome that could not be achieved
by the organizations separately.™
Collaboration refers {o arrangements in
which all partners to the arrangement
incur costs and share benefits related to
their efforts,

These efforts are different from
cutsourcing or contracting where a
geparate entity handles certain as-
pects of service delivery. Because of
resident/stakeholder expectations and
interactions, local governments mav
find that those service delivery options
in which they create a “partnership”
allow an alternative approach to
service delivery, yet maintain a level
of responsibility between the local
government and its constituents.

is Collaboration Right for Us?
‘Working through a unigue collaboration
of its own, ICMA’s Center for Manage-
ment Strategies has teamed up with the
Alliance for Innovation (AFI) and Arizona
State University’s (ASU) Center for Urban
Innovation (ICMA-AFI-ASU]) to determine
the factors associated with both success-
ful and unsuccessful collaborations.

Its findings suggest that having a
discussion with all stakeholders as to
the costs and benefits expected from col-
laboration—beyond finances alone—as
well as a thorough understanding of the
environment within which the collabora-
tion will be situated, will do much to
contribute to a successful evaluation of a
collaboration opportunity.

These conversations can help to
identify the “soft costs and benefits”
that might be realized in a collabora-
tion. Soft costs include the governance
and the monitoring costs. If a col-
laboration might lead to reduced cost
but involve staff cuts, there may be
morale and political costs that must be
explicitly evaluated as part of a cost-
benefit approach.

ICMA’s recent survey of more than
1,000 managers highlights some of the
most important soft benefits associated
with collaborations.* Bringing staff from
yvour unit together with those from other
units in a collaborative environment can
improve the problem-solving process
not only for the problem at hand but
also for other problems on which the
collaborative could work in the future.

Furthermiore, these types of conver-
sations can build relationships as well
as trust and credibility in overcoming
barriers to working on other issues.
‘While cost savings or revenue enhance-
ments might also be benefits, these soft
costs must also be explicitly identified
as part of the determination of whether
a jurisdiction should invest the resourc-
es in such a collaborative effort.
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Begin the Conversation:

Know Thy Service

The ICMA-AFI-ASU research project
identified a consistent set of factors that
tend to be associated with success and
others associated with failure in col-
laborative arrangements. These factors
should be part of any conversation about
entering a collaboration and fall into two
main categories: service-oriented faciors
and community-oriented factors.

A discussion should begin with
a full understanding of exactly what
service/project the community is
targeting for collaboration. Communi-
ties, for example, may want to explore
a collaboration on “public safety,”
but that encompasses a vast array of
specific services.

Is the community interested in
sharing building, operating, and main-
tenance responsibilities of a shared
forensics crime lab? Patrol officers?
Shared purchasing arrangement for
capital equipment like patrol cars? In
order to begin the discussion, the com-
munity needs to be clear about exactly
what service is the focus.

Seven characteristics assaciated
with the service/project type can de-
termine whether or not a collaborative
arrangement is likely to help achieve
desired goals:

1. Asset specificity. This represents the
degree 1o which the service relies on
investment in specialized infrastructure
{e.g., fire trucks, water pipes, treatment
plants } or technical expertise (e.g.,
legal, economic, environmental}, which
can make collaboration difficult due to
a lack of suppliers to compete at the
quality level needed by the community.
In these situations, collaboration
opportunities may be limited, but other
alternative service delivery options may
still be appropriate or viable. Higher
asset specificity also suggests that it
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is difficult to adapt the investments to
produce another service.?

2. Countract specification and moni-
toring. There needs to be clearly speci-
fied expectations among the partners as
to which costs, henefits, and manage-
ment services are to be shared and
which entity is responsible for which
activity. Services that are harder to
specify in a coniract or agreement, more
difficult to supervise, or require greater
performance management expertise are
Tess likely to be successfully produced
through collaboration.?

3. Labor intensity. Generally, services
that are more labor intensive in their
delivery and that replicate similar
services in other jurisdictions represent
the best opportunities for collaboration.
An example of this concept is seen

in a collaborative effort involving 18
municipalities in Cook County and Lake
County, Hlinois.

These local governments, motivated
by the national economic downturn,
believed that they might realize some
cost saving by relying on the practice of
bulk purchasing. The effort has led to
savings of approximately $500,000 after
the first year for the combined group
and involved labor intensive purchasing
work that was similarly provided in all
of the 18 jurisdictions.

4, Capital intensity. Generally, services
that are more capital intensive, yet offer
wider benefits than could be realized

by a single jurisdiction alone are more
amenable to collaborative approaches.
In an example of this concept, Westlake,
Texas (population 1,065), and Keller,
Texas (population 41,923), were facing
water shortages in the late 1990s. To
grow both financially and physically,
these two communities needed to
construct water storage tanks.

They began a plan to develop their
water system and together constructed
an elevated join{-use water tank. The
combined tank allows each city to
maintain its separate water system
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operations and represented the first
time that a joint-use tank was designed
and installed in Texas.

Each community shared in the $3.1
million cest, saving each city more
than $1 million in coustruction costs.
Each also experienced reduced costs for
maintenance through an interlocal agree-
ment for maintenance of the tank while
maintaining their independent control
aver their share of the joint tank.

5. Cosis. Service/project costs can drive
the interest in collaboration by a local
government. Costs can also limit the
pool of poteniial partner organizations
that may be able to participate in the
delivery of more expensive services.
When considering available partners,
managers must be cognizant of the
other participants’ financial position, as
each must be able to contribute mean-
ingfully to the success of the effort.

6. Management competencies.
When discussing costs and benefits of
potential collaborative arrangements,

comrmunities must be sensitive to the
expertise—or lack thereof—for manag-

ing the various aspects of a service/
project. The greater the managerial
expertise on staff related to a service,
the more likely a collaborative arrange-
ment can achieve success. A lack of
expertise will increase the costs of the
collaboration perhaps to the point of
exceeding the value of the benefits.

7. Administrative stability. The
importance of stability among team
members should not be underestimated.
High staff turnover creates uncertain-
ties, changes in policy directions, and
undermines previously established
levels of trust. Turnover is to be ex-
pected, and managers should be aware
of the trend and likelihood of additional
changes in the short- and long-term
future, and they should ensure that
succession planning is addressed in any
collaboration plan.

Discussing and understanding these
seven characteristics can influence the
likelihood of success in achieving goals
when a community delivers a service
through collaboration. Fully understand-
ing the service, however, is only one
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aspect of informing a decision. The
other involves explicit awareness of the
environment within which the commu-
nity operates.

Understand the Environment
Communities create strategic plans after
an environmental scan identifies factors
that can impact a community from
both an internal and external perspec-
tive. Similarly, understanding these
environmental context factors can assist
a management team in determining if
collaboration is even possible, much
less destined for success:

1. Possible public pariners. Before
considering collaboration, a manager
should fully understand the number
and capacity of potential public partners
in the area and identify which can be
legitimate partners in a collaborative
service delivery effort.

2. Possible private partners. In addi-
tion to possible public sector partners,
managers should be aware of private
sector firms that may be viable partners.
As with potential public sector partners,
private partners may be limited to the
extent that the community or region

is home to enough competent firms to
support a competitive marketplace.

3. Possible nonprofit partners.
Nonprofit groups are highly capable of
partnering in a service delivery col-
laborative. As with private partners, the
size of the local supply of nonprofits
will also be driven by the type of
service under consideration, as well

as the size of the region in which the
community is located.

4. Political enviromment. Managers
should recognize the support or ob-
stacles that exist among elected officials
of the community. Elected officials may

be supportive of the concept generally
but cautious or even opposed to col-
laboration on a specific service.

5. Fiscal/economic health. The
commnunity’s fiscal condition may

be a motivating factor in wanting to
pursue collaboration. Those that are
financially challenged may find it more
difficult to identify partners with which
to collaborate.

Communities in a better fiscal posi-
tion are more likely to be successful in
collaborative arrangements. Decisions
on whether to collaborate need to take a
commmunity’s fiscal health into account,
as well as the fiscal condition of any part-
ners, be they public, private, or nonprofit.

6. Employee/labor relations.
Different communities face different

difficult. Involving employees in these
discussions and seeking their input
can be productive.

7. Public interest. Some services are
naturally more likely (o aftract the atten-
tion of residents than others. Changes

to those services for which residents are
particularly connected are more likely 1o
meet resistance. Involving stakeholders
in these discussions can help ensure that
all points of view are heard and accurate
information is shared.

Coflaboration Sounds Good,
Now What?

If the dialogue described previously
identifies supportive information
about the service being considered
and a receptive environment in which
the collaboration could occuy, the

kinds of labor and employee relation-
ships that can create pressure on
collaborative discussions. There may
be resistance to any service alterna-
tives that could impact public sector
employment levels,

In these situations, the costs
of pursuing collaborative service
delivery can increase significantly
or decision making be made more
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community will then need to decide
which type of arrangement makes
the most sense for it. Here are the
most common forms of eollaborative
service delivery:

Paublic-private partnerships. The form
that has received the most attention in
the past decade is collaboration that

involves a public agency working with
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a private firm. In truth, this is not as
common as one might be led to believe,
While contracting services out to
private firms is common, such contract-

ing is not the same arrangement as
collaboration. Public-private partner-
ships, in which a public jurisdiction and
a private firm jointly share in the costs
and benefits of a service arrangement,
are truly collaborations.

These arrangements can be chal-
lenging because without the right
partner or clearly defined purpose and
responsibilities, different motivations
can be pursued by the partners (service
versus profit] and can impact the vi-
ability of the partnership.

Public-nenprofit partnerships. While
public-private partnerships receive more
attention, local officials should be aware
of the potential advantages nonprofit
partners might afford for certain kinds
of services. One aspect that increases
the likelihood of successful collabora-
tion Is that, like their public sector
counterparts, nonprofits do not work on
a profit motive.

On the other hand, while there
are a number of potential nonprofits
in a community, the number of them
capable of being a partner may be
maore lirnited, depending on the type of
service under consideration. A nonprofit
with the expertise to manage a waste
incinerator facility, for example, may be
difficult to find, but one that has deep
talent at operating a community home-
less shelter may be an easily identifi-
able partner with which to address a
community need.

Public-publie partuerships. Collabo-
ration between units of government

is by far the most common form of
partnership involving public services.
Many may be informal arrangements

between abutting local governments,
while some are represented by more
formalized agreemenis.

The arrangements involve at least
two units of government, but can
inelude more. The earlier example

collaboration can offer excellent alterna-
tives for service delivery if the service is
right and the community environment
will support the concept.

Understanding the appropriateness of a
collaborative effort ag well as the environ-

of the 18 municipalities in Lake and
Cook counties highlights one type of
public-public arrangement known as
a “horizontal partnership” between
governments at the same level.

There are also examples of vertical
partnerships in which two or more units
of government at different levels collabo-
rate. Charlotie and Mecklenburg County,
North Carolina, for example, have an
extensive system of intergovernmental
agreements for a wide range of services.

In the area of public safety, the city
police department provides basic patrol
services for the city and any other parts
of the county not patrolled by another
municipal police department. At the
same time, the county provides jail
services for the entire county, including
all jail services for Charlotte,

While much has been written that
suggests collaboration is the answer
to problems and issues facing local
governments today, managers must
understand what collaboration is and
what it 1s not. While significantly dif-
ferent from privatization or contracting,
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ment in which it will oceur, and selecting
the right form will help ensure that the
effort can be a successful and viable
solution to the issues and challenges facing
local governments today. B
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