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IN THIS ISSUE 

  

I have to admit, at Governing’s annual Outlook in the States 
and Localities conference in February, it was tough to 
listen to speaker after speaker discuss the unprecedented 
budget shortfalls that state and local governments now face. 
Whether it was Ray Scheppach, executive director of the 

National Governors Association; Bill Pound, executive direc-
tor of the National Conference of State Legislatures; Chris 
Hoene, director of the Center for Research and Innovation at 
the National League of Cities; or Larry Naake, executive director 
of the National Association of Counties, each forecast that the 
tough economic times will continue into the foreseeable future. 
It seems as though there’s no place to hide as our nation’s budget 
crisis continues to grow.  

Among dire budget discussions was talk that the current econ-
omy is forcing us to make tough choices that couldn’t previously 
be made, such as closing fi re stations or consolidating schools. It’s 
time to re-examine how to deliver services more effi  ciently.  

Memphis, Tenn., Mayor AC Wharton Jr., believes this can only 
happen if we work together. “Perhaps now more than ever, cities 
and counties have got to get together,” he warned. “There’s really 
no room for division between our cities and counties, given what 
we’re up against. We need to pursue with as much vigor as we can 
the functional consolidation of services.”  

Montana Gov. Brian Schweitzer is staking his state’s road to 
economic recovery on a green technology path. In our cover story, 
we profi led the Big Sky State’s green tech plans and other states’ 
projects, which shed some light on the this policy’s practicality.

And will Seattle soon become the Detroit of aviation? Gov-
erning’s Blake Harris examines how Boeing has dominated the 
Seattle (and Washington state) economy for years, but now the 
aviation giant is slowly moving its assembly plants to low-cost 
states (such as South Carolina), leaving the Seattle region with 
a vastly shrunken work force dedicated to the aviation industry. 
Harris reports on Washington’s competitive battle for economic 
development and explores the problems and potential solutions.

Meanwhile, John Buntin examines our nation’s work force. 
Are the good times for public-sector unions over? While the share 
of private-sector union jobs has shriveled to less than 10 percent, 
public-sector union numbers remain solid at more than 37 percent 
nationwide. That strength is refl ected in the wages and benefi ts 
union members receive. But with state and local revenues plunging, 
are the good times coming to an end, or can union power keep politi-
cians (who count on their vote) in line?

Enjoy our March issue and, as always, let me know how we’re 
doing by sending me an e-mail at publisher@governing.com.
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LETTERS

Thinking Big
I think Alan Ehrenhalt’s discussion of 

the mega-region trend is just right [My 
Old Charlanta Home, January 2010, p. 7], 
especially the understanding that the one 
area in which this approach makes sense 
is transportation. We in the metropolitan 
planning organization arena have been 
discussing in earnest for a couple of years 
how to do transportation planning and 
investment in mega-regions. Jurisdictional 
boundaries matter little to the traveler, but 
very much to the infrastructure owner. 

I would posit that intercity passenger 
rail service, while important, is not the only 
transportation policy that underlies the 
mega-region discussion. Freight movement 
has become a big issue, and cannot really 
be very well addressed at a state or local 
level within a multistate region. For exam-
ple, a shipper who wants to move oranges 
from Florida to New York City will not be 
very well served if Virginia has a policy to 
enhance freight rail and South Carolina 
chooses to invest only in highways. 

The I-95 Corridor Coalition is an 
interesting example of developing an 
institutional framework to address trans-
portation policy and operations at the 
mega-region scale—workable perhaps 
because it has a singular focus and is a 
voluntary association.

Steven Gayle

Executive Director
Binghamton Metropolitan 

Transportation Study
Binghamton, New York

Manageable Budgets
In Governing’s January 2010 article 

about state budget challenges [Broke and 
Broken, p. 18], there was a listing of the 
50 states along with their percentage of 
revenue loss. The national average for 
revenue loss was 11 percent, and 45 of 
the states had a revenue loss of less than 
20 percent. 

Discussions on how to deal with the 
loss focused heavily on the usual suspects 
of cutting services, raising taxes or creat-
ing short-term smoke and mirrors. There 
was not much mention of implementing 
quality performance management prac-
tices, improving effi  ciency and achieving 
more eff ective outcomes while also reduc-
ing the need for resources.

Many agencies have achieved improved 
productivity by more than 20 percent by 
simply adopting a few simple performance 
management practices. At least 45 states 
could ease their budget pressures (with-
out raising taxes or reducing services) by 
doing the same.

David Childs

CEO
Fit for Service
Irving, Texas

GOVERNING |  March 20106

“Government agencies 
are notorious for over-
reporting measures that 
accentuate their strengths 
and under (not) reporting 
measures that highlight 
their weaknesses, 
regardless of whether 
the measures match 
community objectives 
or not. Instead we should 
focus on developing 
outcome-based community 
service deliverables and 
use the measurements to 
target areas for improvement.”
—from a fan of the Governing 

Facebook page

 Join Governing’s LinkedIn group at linkedin.com

 Fan Governing on Facebook at facebook.com/governing

 Follow Governing on Twitter at twitter.com/governing

 Put Governing in your RSS reader at governing.com
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The pushback against what had 
become board-and-commission creep 
across the country focuses on groups 
with limited constituency, and it comes at 
a time when states see the opportunity to 
rid themselves of the chronic administra-
tive burden that often comes with them. 
But it doesn’t stop there.

John Thomasian, director of the Center 
for Best Practices, the nonprofi t consulting 
arm of the National Governors Associa-
tion (NGA), says one-third of governors are 
confronting organizational consolidation up 
and down the executive branch, realizing “if 
you can’t fi t your cabinet around a normal 
conference table, you probably should look 
at making it smaller.”

Unlike furloughs and layoff s, the results 
of these structural changes and the even-
tual (but perhaps not inevitable) attrition 
of head count in government won’t come 
overnight. Thomasian reminds governors, 
“Some of the big savings you will not reap 
quickly.” But, he adds, the nature of real 
leadership is to take the long view.

This month, Michigan unveils its most 
recent consolidated agency that combines 
technology, management and budget. The 
merger brings the number of Cabinet 
agencies to 15—down from the consti-
tutional cap of 20 but short of the target 
of eight. The key to Michigan’s Cabinet 
consolidation is a better understanding 
of what lies underneath: 6,000 state-

 B
utch Klaveano has a thing about 
weeds. The rancher and for-
mer commissioner of Garfi eld 
County, Wash., keeps vigilant 

watch for weeds in ditches and fi elds 
as he drives vast expanses of eastern 
Washington state.

It’s been that way for the 35 years he’s 
served on the state’s Noxious Weed Con-
trol Board, which was created in 1975 to 
protect what is now an $8 billion agricul-
ture industry from what Klaveano omi-
nously calls “new invaders.” As chair of the 
state board, it will fall to him to gavel the 
board’s business to a close, permanently.

The weed board is one of 153 boards 
and commissions targeted for elimination 
by Gov. Chris Gregoire as part of a larger 
reform eff ort. The 2010 Legislature has 
reinstated 40 boards on the list, but the 
weed board wasn’t among them.

Klaveano knows state policymakers 
must make tough choices and he “feels 
for them” wholeheartedly. But trying to 
balance the budget on the back of a volun-
teer board’s per diem and travel allowance 
“doesn’t make any sense at all.”

The board’s three-person staff  will be 
transferred to the Department of Agri-
culture, but the members will be cut 
loose. Klaveano compares the shift to an 
Olympia-staff ed operation to “letting the 
banker manage the ranch” at the cost of 
local knowledge and commitment.

managed programs, as well as their bud-
gets and personnel. 

The policy framework that makes 
the consolidation possible, along with a 
system informally called “the tool” that 
allows policymakers to explore scenar-
ios for eff ective combinations, could be 
remembered as an enduring part of Gov. 
Jennifer Granholm’s legacy—a legacy that 
pointed the way to a government that’s 
smaller, more focused and more aff ord-
able. That is, if the next administration 
uses it.

This reset in the states, as the NGA 
calls it, extends at least as far as Ore-
gon, Nevada, Louisiana, Iowa and New 
York. More will join their number as the 
election nears and states grind toward 
recovery with a combination of substan-
tive changes and the requisite amount of 
window dressing.

Back on the family farm, Klaveano 
wonders whether some of these new 
measures—and their eff ects, intended or 
not—might have something in common 
with new noxious weed varieties that 
end up being sold as potted plants at home 
improvement warehouses or on the Inter-
net. “They look really, really pretty—until 
they escape.”  G

E-mail ptaylor@governing.com

By Paul W. Taylor

Fewer Seats at the Table
States are beginning to shrink government, but in different ways.
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OBSERVER   By Josh Goodman

The Price of Moderation  
He pushed a tax increase on the oil and gas industries that 

angered business. He spent most of 2008 persuading business and 
labor groups to abandon ballot measures the other side despised, 
succeeding in the fi nal weeks of the campaign. He vetoed two 
more union bills last year, which, for a time, looked like the last 
straw between Ritter and labor.

Ultimately Ritter mostly maintained both sides’ respect. But 
he hasn’t earned a lot of devoted followers. Facing shaky approval 
numbers, Ritter announced that he wasn’t running for re-election 
this year, citing a desire to spend more time with his family. 

Ritter’s story isn’t unique. Many moderate governors have 
had a tough time, especially lately as politics has become more 
polarized. For example, while Republicans have disavowed Cali-
fornia Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger for supporting tax increases, 
he hasn’t won Democratic allies. “To be the middle person,” says 
Tom Clark, executive vice president of the Metro Denver Eco-
nomic Development Corp., “requires a hell of a lot of diplomatic 
skill and a hell of a lot of salesmanship.”  G 

   B
 ill Ritter became Colorado’s governor in 2007, prom-
ising to be a pragmatic, pro-business Democrat. That 
political niche seemed like a good fi t for a moderate 
state. Good fi t or not, though, it hasn’t been easy to gov-

ern from the center.
Ritter’s tenure has been punctuated by a series of confronta-

tions between business and labor where he’s stuck in the middle. 
The trouble began in the fi rst weeks of his governorship when he 
vetoed a bill that would have made it easier to require nonunion 
workers to pay union fees. Labor activists who’d helped elect Rit-
ter felt betrayed.

 Later in the year, he gave state workers more power to negoti-
ate with management, though he stopped short of giving them full 
collective bargaining rights. This olive branch to labor was seen 
as betrayal by some business backers. The Denver Post’s editorial 
board, which had endorsed Ritter the preceding year, compared 
him to Teamsters union President Jimmy Hoff a.

And all of that was just the start. 

Politics+Policy
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A look at the people, events and ideas that shape state and local government

Colorado Gov. Bill Ritter often 

has found himself caught in 

the middle of feuds between 

business interests and 

organized labor.
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   W
hen Alaska state Rep. Peggy 
Wilson wants to visit her 
constituents, she goes by 
boat. Wilson represents 

seven Alaska towns, most of which are on 
diff erent islands from one another. She 
gets around by ferry. One of the islands 
doesn’t even have ferry service though. To 
get there, she has to charter a fl ight.

Some Alaska legislators have it even 
tougher than Wilson. “We actually have a 
Senate district,” she says, “that’s almost as 
big as the state of Indiana.”

Unless something changes, Alaska’s 
rural districts are about to get even 
more unwieldy. High energy prices in 
the Bush—the parts of the state that lack 
interconnected roads—are accelerating a 
population shift away from rural Alaska. 
When the once-a-decade redistricting 
process takes place after this year’s cen-
sus, there will be fewer rural districts and 
each will have to cover a larger area.

Wilson, though, has an idea for doing 
something about it: expand the size of the 
Legislature. She has sponsored a constitu-
tional amendment that would give Alaska 
eight additional House members and four 
new senators. With a larger Legislature, 
each district’s needed population would 
be smaller. Rural districts could stay 
roughly the same size.

To lawmakers in the Lower 48, the sit-
uation in Alaska may seem exotic. But it’s 
only a more extreme case of a trend going 
on around the country. Population growth 
in the past decade has been concentrated 
in suburbs and exurbs. That means that 

  Philadelphia residents owe the city a backlog of more than $1 billion in unpaid 
taxes. Now a city offi  cial has found a strange place to recover some of the money: 
city workers’ paychecks.

City Controller Alan Butkovitz discovered that some city employees had neglected to 
pay their taxes. Butkovitz’s offi  ce also unearthed a state law from the 1930s that never had 
been enforced. The law said if Philadelphia employees owed unpaid taxes, the city could 
take the money straight out of their paychecks.

That’s exactly what Butkovitz is doing. His offi  ce compiled a list of more than 800 
workers who owed money, mainly for unpaid property taxes. Some workers negotiated 
payment plans and some were removed from the list after closer inspection. Ultimately 
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The More, The Merrier?  

Politics+Policy | OBSERVER

Withholding Brotherly Love

after redistricting, power will be shift-
ing away from rural lawmakers. Plus, the 
Alaska situation refl ects a universal ques-
tion: How big should a legislature be?

Over time, legislators around the coun-
try have been asked to represent more 
and more people. The nation has had 
roughly the same number of legislators for 
decades (currently 7,382), serving a larger 
and larger population. There’s a case to be 
made that, as a result, citizens have less 
access to their elected leaders.

 That dynamic might be expected to 
lead to more proposals like Wilson’s. On 
occasion, it has. Alaska isn’t the fi rst state 
to talk about a bigger legislature in the 
context of redistricting. A decade ago, for 
example, New York added an additional 
Senate seat to preserve upstate repre-
sentation—and to help Republicans keep 
their majority.

The dominant discussion, though, is 
actually in the opposite direction. States 

are talking about reducing the size of their 
legislatures. Going unicameral is becom-
ing a trendy idea. Maine, for example, 
seriously considered reducing the size 
of its Legislature last year. Ultimately 
the House wanted to abolish the Maine 
Senate, but the Senate rejected the idea.

These discussions are, to a large extent, 
about saving money. Every dollar that 
states save on paying salaries and benefi ts 
for legislators is another dollar that can be 
directed to schools, roads or tax cuts.

That’s why Wilson’s proposal faces an 
uncertain future in the Alaska Legislature. 
Some lawmakers, especially those from   
fast-growing parts of the state, have balked 
at the price tag. Nonetheless, Wilson 
hopes her colleagues will listen when she 
says that providing good representation is 
becoming more diffi  cult. “We can’t keep 
making our districts bigger and bigger,” 
she says. “It’s not fair to the constituents, 
and it’s not fair to the legislators.”  G
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 John Hoeven may be something close to the perfect candidate for the U.S. 
Senate. The Republican governor is North Dakota’s most popular politician 
and, perhaps, the most popular governor in the entire country. But as he pur-
sues a campaign for U.S. Senate this year, Hoeven has one potential liability: 

his popularity as governor.
Hoeven was elected to a third term as governor in November 2008, meaning his 

term doesn’t expire until December 2012. If North Dakotans want Hoeven in the 
Senate, they’ll have to give him up as governor.

Other states haven’t always taken kindly to governors asking to go to Wash-
ington, D.C., before fi nishing their terms back home. In 1994, William Weld was 
re-elected governor of Massachusetts with 71 percent of the vote, while Ben Nel-
son was re-elected governor 
of Nebraska governor with 73 
percent of the vote, each to 
new four-year terms. Two years 
later, both thought they could 
turn their popularity into win-
ning U.S. Senate campaigns. 
Months before the election, 
polls showed both candidates 
running strongly. Both ended up 
losing badly. The message from 
voters was clear: We like the job 
you’re doing as governor, and we 
want you to keep doing it.

North Dakota Democrats are 
hoping their state’s voters will 
send the same message this fall. 
As soon as Hoeven announced he was running in January, the party criticized him 
for changing his mind on wanting to serve as governor. Hoeven had won his new 
term just 14 months earlier.

This argument refl ected the history of Weld and Nelson, but it also refl ected the 
lack of alternative lines of criticism from Democrats. While the rest of the country 
has been awash in red ink and job losses, North Dakota has been gaining jobs, gain-
ing population and running budget surpluses. As a result, Hoeven has cut taxes and 
increased education spending dramatically. In 2008, Hoeven was re-elected with 
more than 74 percent of the vote, winning 52 of North Dakota’s 53 counties. “It’s hard 
to fi nd anyone to say a bad word about him around the state,” says Mark Jendrysik, a 
political scientist at the University of North Dakota. “The biggest debate in the state 
is whether he’ll shave off  his mustache.”

Hoeven also has the luxury of being a Republican running in a Republican state in 
what’s shaping up to be a Republican year. Nelson and Weld, despite their popularity, 
represented their state’s minority party. Hoeven announced his campaign days after 
longtime Democratic Sen. Byron Dorgan said he wouldn’t seek a new term. So far, 
the only Democratic candidate is a fi rst-term state senator. Add it all up and Hoeven 

is a strong favorite to win. But if somehow 
he doesn’t, Weld and Nelson can tell him 
why.—Josh Goodman

The Price of Popularity
Are North Dakotans willing to part with the governor they like?
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North Dakota’s John Hoeven may have the 

strongest approval ratings of any governor.

that left slightly more than 400 workers 
on the list.

The city is withholding between 5 and 
20 percent of these workers’ pay, depend-
ing on their income. Most of the employ-
ees fi t in the 10 to 15 percent range. “The 
surprise was that a disproportionate 
number of them were higher earners,” 
Butkovitz says. “The poorer city employ-
ees have a much better record of paying 
their taxes.”

As you’d expect, unions haven’t exactly 
been pleased by the concept. Cathy Scott, 
president of the American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees 
District Council 47, gives the Controller’s 
Offi  ce credit for being diligent in identify-
ing the right people. Still, she thinks the 
focus on city workers is misplaced. “It 
unfairly singles out a very small group of 
people,” Scott says, “who are in the grand 
scheme of things a very small problem.”

Butkovitz expects to collect $1.3 mil-
lion over fi ve years by withholding pay 
from workers. City residents owe a total 
of $1.3 billion in unpaid taxes. Scott thinks 
that a more equitable way to get at the 
unpaid tax bill would be to restore jobs 
that were cut from the city’s Department 
of Revenue, giving the city a larger force to 
go after tax scoffl  aws.

Philadelphia is trying to attack that 
larger tax bill, albeit with a more concil-
iatory approach. The city will off er an 
amnesty program later this year in which 
residents can settle their unpaid tax bills 
with reduced interest penalties.

Butkovitz makes no apologies for his 
aggressive approach to city workers; he 
thinks Philadelphia has been too lax in 
collecting taxes for years. He notes that 
when the IRS pursues tax cheats, the 
benefi t isn’t just the money it collects. 
The IRS also is sending the message to 
the general public that paying taxes isn’t 
optional. “When a government goes in 
the opposite direction and says you only 
have to pay taxes if you really want to,” 
Butkovitz says, “you’re going to get a lot 
of noncompliance.”   G

E-mail jgoodman@governing.com
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A Grand Swap Meet
Getting past the “lost decade” may require releasing some programs to control others.

By Peter Harkness

 E ven as the economy stabilizes, the fi scal news from 
states and localities could hardly be gloomier. What’s 
worse, it will be a long time before we return to any-
thing approaching normal. In fact, the terms you 

keep bumping into now among government leaders and in the 
media to describe what’s going on are the “new normal” and 
the “lost decade.”

Economically we’ve already experienced a lost decade, with 
no job creation, declines in real median income and household 
net worth, and investment skewed toward oversized houses in 
sprawling exurbs rather than in seeding future economic growth 
and jobs.

Now we face what Ray Scheppach, an economist and execu-
tive director of the National Governors Association, refers to as 
our next “lost decade,” meaning that “states will not fully recover 
from this recession until very late in this decade.” Revenues prob-
ably won’t recover until 2014, and will then take another two years 
or so to pay for deferred costs for public pensions, health benefi ts 
and the like.

The collapse in revenue is so severe that it 
likely will change the balance in our federal 
system, subduing any ambitions state and local 
governments might harbor to play a role in shaping 
national policy.

States already have had to close budget gaps 
of almost $186 billion, yet new shortfalls are 
appearing everywhere. And the pain has moved 
downhill fast to our cities and counties, though 
arguably they will start to bounce back faster since 
they aren’t burdened by surging Medicaid costs.

Stimulus funds from the federal government 
have helped soften the blow, but they will wind 
down as the year proceeds, and already reports of 
more layoff s and furloughs abound. Some govern-
ments are doing desperate things. Arizona is plan-
ning to sell and then lease back its state Capitol 
and other buildings. Miami-Dade County, Fla., has 
stopped paying for dialysis treatments for indigent 
patients with failing kidneys. 

So even as President Barack Obama is propos-
ing a freeze on discretionary spending, more gov-
ernors and mayors are calling for additional help. 
In January, the U.S. Conference of Mayors met in 
Washington, D.C., and called on the federal gov-
ernment for “another stimulus infusion,” as the 
mayor of Charleston, S.C., Joe Riley, put it. That 

probably was a poor choice of words because the idea of a sec-
ond “stimulus” isn’t popular in Congress, particularly in the cur-
rent political environment. Chances seem decent for passage of 
legislation intended to create jobs, with some additional aid for 
subgovernments.

Still, a little more help here or there doesn’t change the over-
all equation. In the face of such a severe recession that has so 
crippled our public sector—and promises to continue to do so 
for some time—the balance of infl uence between Washington, 
D.C., and the states and their localities has changed. Last year, for 
the fi rst time, federal grant money surpassed all other revenue 
sources—income, sales and property taxes—for states and locali-
ties. That trend is likely to continue.

Some in Washington argue that a dominant federal govern-
ment wouldn’t be so bad, that the nation needs more uniformity 
in its eff orts to educate children, provide health care and other 
social services, and combat pollution. But the direction of policy 
tends to tack back and forth in Washington depending on who’s 
in power. Most innovation and experimentation in recent decades 

iS
T

O
C

K
P

H
O

T
O

.C
O

M

Politics+Policy | POTOMAC CHRONICLE

GOVERNING |  March 201014

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



AT ISSUE: Animal Confi nement

has occurred at the state and local levels, 
rarely in the nation’s capital. And it’s the 
state and local work forces that admin-
ister most federal programs, so as layoff s 
and furloughs spread, those agencies are 
increasingly hard-pressed to keep up with 
the crush of unemployment compensation 
claims, food stamps and other stitches in 
the safety net.

What’s needed is a structural change 
in the federal system: either a new sorting 
out of who does what, or the institution of 
a federal grant program that automatically 
is triggered when economic conditions 
deteriorate. As intergovernmental expert 
Paul Posner has pointed out, the “United 
States is one of the only federal systems 
in the world without a general-purpose 
fi scal assistance program,” yet no one in 
Washington is likely to endorse it.

In his State of the Union address 
28 years ago, President Ronald Reagan 
proposed a grand swap with the states. 
The federal government would take over 
complete responsibility for the Medicaid 
program and hand off  all social welfare 
programs and food stamps to the states. 
At the time, Medicaid accounted for less 
than one-quarter of federal payments 
to state and local governments. Today, 
together with the State Children’s Health 
Insurance Program, it accounts for about 
45 percent of total federal payments.

It was a deal the states should have 
grabbed. But they didn’t. Now Marcia How-
ard, executive director of the Federal Funds 
Information for States service, points out 
that if the feds and the states could make 
a similar swap—Medicaid and children’s 
health care for education aid, transporta-
tion, housing and community development, 
and remaining human services programs—
it would come out about even. Not only 
that, but there would be signifi cant savings 
in bureaucratic overhead. “The current 
system of federal grants-in-aid is cumber-
some and expensive,” Howard argues. “But 
good policy is one thing and good politics 
is another. This may be one of those great 
ideas whose time will never come.”

Sadly that’s probably true.  G

E-mail pharkness@governing.com

By Tina Trenkner

Who’s On Board?  
Creating an Ohio livestock welfare board could change 
farm animal confi nement reform efforts sparked by 
California’s Proposition 2.

In 2008, almost two-thirds of California voters passed Proposition 2, the 

Standards for Confi ning Farm Animals initiative. 

This initiative—supported by animal advocates to phase out certain 

enclosures for veal calves, breeding sows and egg-laying hens so they have room 

to move—was expected to spark reforms in other states. And last year, it did: 

Maine, Michigan and Ohio took measures 

to address animal welfare, and what hap-

pened in Ohio made livestock producers 

elsewhere aware that they, too, could be 

proactive on this issue.

Almost two-thirds of Ohio voters 

approved a Legislature-referred consti-

tutional amendment, Issue 2, to create a 

state board for setting farm animal wel-

fare guidelines. Ohio’s proposed board 

would consist of farmers, veterinarians, 

consumers, a dean from a state agricul-

tural college and a county humane society 

representative.

The Humane Society of the United 

States (HSUS) lamented the measure 

because the group sees the board as an 

“empty” action. Other states that have 

tried to implement state standards (via 

their state departments of agriculture) 

ended up adopting standards that HSUS 

doesn’t support. This makes Paul Shapiro, senior director of the HSUS Fac-

tory Farming Campaign, skeptical that a state board can implement what his 

group considers humane reforms. “They give the appearance of regulation when 

in reality, they often amount to allowing the foxes to guard the henhouse,” 

says Shapiro. 

Livestock and poultry producers argue that animal welfare is an important 

issue to them—that their livelihood depends on taking care of their animals. The 

Ohio Farm Bureau Federation, however, thought there were multiple ways to 

arrive at animal care standards and wanted to include local farmers in that pro-

cess, says Joe Cornely, spokesman for the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation considers Ohio’s Issue 2 a model for 

the agriculture community in being proactive on animal welfare issues, and invited 

Ohio leaders to share their experiences at its recent annual conference. Ohio leg-

islators are currently drafting guidelines for the board, and lawmakers in Missouri 

are considering introducing legislation to create its own livestock board. While 

Ohio’s board may be a model, it’s still privy to HSUS infl uence: The group intends 

to gather signatures for a 2010 initiative requiring the board to adopt minimum 

standards for allowing certain animals the ability to move. 
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By Jessica B. Mulholland 

An Ill Wind Blows
With wind farms working to capture nature’s energy, nearby residents are suffering.   

 W
ind energy is blowing hot right now. Nation-
wide, wind farms are bringing renewable energy 
and jobs, such as in Montana, as detailed in 
Propelling Growth, p20. Overall, wind turbines 

in the United States generated 52 billion kilowatt hours in 2008, 
which is enough to serve 4.6 million households, according to the 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). And demand is growing: The 
number of wind turbines in the U.S. nearly doubled between 2006 
and 2008, according to the DOE.

But it isn’t all good, according to Dr. Nina Pierpont, who has 
studied families living near wind turbines. Pierpont found that 
there are enough negative eff ects to warrant calling them “Wind 
Turbine Syndrome,” because the symptoms form a consistent pat-
tern from person to person, she says. “A syndrome really means 
the description of signs and symptoms that occur together and 
are not yet tied together as a clear disease.”

One resident of Mars Hill, Maine, which has hosted a wind 
farm since 2007, wrote to Pierpont about her experience: “The 
noise created by the turbines can be unbearable at times,” says 
Wendy Todd. “It causes disruption to sleep patterns, stress and 
anxiety to most who live downwind of the project. For some it 
causes headaches, pressure or ringing in the ears, inability to 
concentrate, feelings of unease, and dizziness. … I am not talking 
about a simple nuisance, this is about life-altering changes to the 

environment that can literally make people sick and change the 
way you live in your home and use your land. A large number of 
the families aff ected have considered leaving their homes.”

In his testimony to the Michigan Public Service Commission 
in December 2009, Dr. Malcolm A. Swinbanks said low-frequency 
noise can induce feelings likened to seasickness. “Like seasick-
ness, the sensitivity of diff erent individuals varies enormously,” he 

says, “some being immediately sensitive, while others can barely 
detect anything.” Swinbanks says he stood beside two people 
in a place where low-frequency noise was present; one person 
couldn’t really hear anything, while the other felt ill and wanted 
to leave. 

Pierpont’s research also fi nds similar inconsistencies. Further, 
some of her subjects note that their symptoms come and go according
to the wind’s direction and strength, blade spinning speed, which 
way the turbines are facing and particular sounds coming from 
the turbines. Ultimately, Pierpont says, low-frequency noise 
or vibration tricks the body’s balance system into thinking it’s 
moving—like seasickness, as Swinbanks suggested.

Wind turbine companies have dismissed the problem, saying 
people are simply making the symptoms up because they just 
don’t like the turbines. According to a February 2009 article in 
Ontario, Canada’s The Windsor Star, Brian Howe, a consulting 
engineer in acoustics for HGC Engineering, said Ontario’s guide-
lines for turbine noise are adequate and consistent with Health 
Canada studies, and that most people near wind turbines aren’t 
complaining about the noise. 

But Tracy Whitworth, a teacher in Clear Creek, Ontario, has 
multiple complaints: Her home sits among 18 turbines, all within 
a 1.8-mile radius and the closest about one-quarter mile from her 
back door. “What most don’t understand is that it is the low fre-
quency waves you cannot hear that are so debilitating to one’s 
health,” she says. “I have developed tinnitus in my ears. I hear 
and feel the pulsating of the turbines and buzzing in my ears. I 
also feel the pulsating in my throat and chest. I have nausea, diz-
ziness, signifi cant hearing loss, itchy eyes … heart palpitations, 
achy joints, short-term memory loss, severe sleep deprivation on 
a regular basis.” 

The solution to the problem, say medical experts, isn’t to stop 
harnessing wind’s energy, but to place the turbines a certain dis-
tance away from where people live. In fl at terrain, the turbines 
should be placed at least 1.25 miles away from where people are 
located, according to Pierpont, and at least 2 miles away in moun-
tainous terrain, where the turbines are usually on ridges. 

This distance from wind farms that residents should maintain, 
Pierpont says, is probably the most important thing for people to 
know. “When the wind farms are coming to their communities, 
they need to know what kinds of distances to ask for,” she says. “I 
think government should be involved in having proper setbacks 
in place, because that’s always a governmental issue whether local 
or state, and in funding further research.”  G

 E-mail  jmulholland@governing.com
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By Elizabeth Daigneau

Smog Alert
Proposed EPA rules may throw rural counties into Clean Air Act violation overnight.

 T
hirty-one years ago this month, residents in Dauphin 
County, Pa., awoke to news that a reactor at the Three 
Mile Island nuclear plant was reportedly leaking. More 
than 140,000 people voluntarily evacuated the area amid 

fears that a radioactive cloud had been released into the environ-
ment. Today counties are confronting an “airborne toxic event” 
that’s subtler—but with bigger potential ramifi cations. Under new 

smog rules proposed by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), hundreds of once-compliant counties may fi nd themselves 
thrown into violation of the Clean Air Act overnight.

Cities are the largest emitters of ozone, the main ingredient 
in smog, and urban areas have been struggling to meet air qual-
ity standards while rural counties have generally remained below 
smog pollution limits. But under the new standard—which will 
set the allowable concentration of ground-level ozone between 
60 parts per billion and 70 parts per billion—rural counties in 
Oregon, the Dakotas, Idaho, Nevada, Kansas, Minnesota and Iowa 
will suddenly fi nd themselves forced to cut smog pollution for 
the fi rst time. For many of these counties, which have very few 
cars and little industry, the pollution in their backyards isn’t even 
theirs—it’s being blown in from hundreds of miles away.

This challenge comes as many counties are facing budget 
shortfalls. When the George W. Bush administration set the cur-
rent standard of 75 parts per billion in 2008, rural counties pre-
dicted that the limit would stunt economic development. “They 
worried the new standards would severely restrict their ability 

to attract new business,” says Julie Ufner, an associate legislative 
director for the National Association of Counties.

Though it’s too early to tell if those fears were warranted, the 
concerns haven’t changed in 2010. The EPA says the new stan-
dard could cost between $19 billion and $90 billion per year by 
2020. Failure to follow through on a smog reduction plan, how-
ever, could be costlier. Counties that fail to comply face fi nes, the 

loss of federal highway funding and additional environmental 
requirements on new building or expansion projects. For most 
of these rural counties, already struggling to attract growth, any 
added burden on development could be crushing.

To understand how strict these new proposals are, consider 
this: Under the current standard, 322 counties of the 675 that 
monitor ozone levels are out of compliance. If the 70-parts-
per-billion limit is adopted, 515 counties would be out of 
compliance, and only 15 counties would meet the 60-parts-
per-billion standard.

The EPA plans to select a specifi c fi gure by August, and rural 
counties have until then to voice their concerns. The one demand 
they’ll surely insist be met? That regulations be set in place to 
force corrective agreements between the counties producing the 
smog, and the counties downwind of the smog. Otherwise, come 
August, counties and states will have up to 20 years to meet the 
new limits.  G 

E-mail edaigneau@governing.com
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nologies that will not only clean up the 
environment, but also generate whole 
new businesses and industries that will 
renew the economy.

Over the past few decades, regulation 
has transformed the California economy in 
many ways, but it’s not always clear that the 
result has been positive. Restrictions on oil 
drilling, for example, have led to less drill-
ing and more environmentally responsible 
drilling when it occurs—but the reduction 
in oil production has contributed toward 
America’s ongoing dependence on foreign 
oil. A net plus? Maybe for somebody like 
me who lives near the beach, but not neces-
sarily for anybody who drives. 

Similarly air-pollution regulations have 
cleaned up the air—but they have done 
so partly by driving “dirty” industries to 
Arizona, Nevada and Mexico. The air’s 
cleaner here, but it’s not clear that this 
has had a net benefi t either to California’s 
economy or the world’s environment.

Yet you can’t dismiss regulation-
driven change as a way to stimulate a 
more innovative and greener economy. 
Although environmental protection is 
often airily advertised as a matter of mak-
ing diff erent personal choices or forcing 
corporations to be more responsible, the 
down-and-dirty fact is that it’s mostly a 
matter of capital investment. 

Removing pollutants from smokestacks 
means you must install scrubbers. Captur-
ing wind or solar energy means you to have 
to build and install turbines or solar panels. 
Reducing overall energy consumption means 
a whole variety of capital investments, rang-
ing from weatherization to replacing old 
HVAC systems. Reducing water use means 
installing drip irrigation—not too hard for 
the average homeowner, but an enormous 
cost for the average farmer. Reducing pol-
luted storm-water runoff  means building 
greener storm-water facilities—bioswales 
instead of culverts, for example.

Green Carrots and Sticks
Can California’s environmental regulations curb pollution and spur the economy?

H
ere in California, we are in the 
middle of not just a recession, 
but also one of the deepest 
and most disturbing crises 

in government fi nance since the Great 
Depression. Our state spending is chroni-
cally 20 percent above our state revenue. 
Government services up and down the 
state are disrupted on a regular basis, fol-
lowed quickly by a Keystone Cops eff ort 
to restore things. And it’s never clear from 
one week to the next whether Wall Street 
will buy our bonds.

Yet all through this crisis, one aspect of 
governmental life in California has moved 
forward unabated: We are constantly cre-
ating ever-more-rigorous environmental 
regulation. Right now, we are implement-
ing one of the world’s most aggressive 
climate change laws—an eff ort that could 
fundamentally alter the way we live our 
lives. We are ramping up our water-qual-

ity regulations in a way that will surely 
cost developers and cities a lot of money. 
And we continue to push forward on a 
variety of other fronts, from wetlands to 
endangered species to coastal protection.

The question that arises from all this 
is not about environmental protection or 
quality of life; it’s a question about eco-
nomic development. Is this kind of aggres-
sive regulation a drag on our economy? 
Or is it the basis for our emerging green 
economy—and hence the foundation of 
our future prosperity?

For decades, environmentalists and 
others on the left have argued that our 
heavy regulation has actually fueled eco-
nomic growth—and this argument has 
only gotten stronger in the last couple of 
years. Sometimes this has been known 
as “technology-forcing regulation”—
regulation that pressures the private 
economy to create new, cleaner tech-

By William Fulton
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If you happen to be in downtown Portland, Ore., don’t have any spare change 
and need to travel several blocks in a hurry, don’t worry: Just hop on one of the city’s 
light rail trains, because unless you plan to travel outside of the transit system’s “free 
rail zone,” the ride is free. Portland’s fare-free service is an apt analogy of where 
the free transit movement is today: alive, but limited by numerous constraints. Add 
in that Portland has recently reduced the service (buses are no longer part of the 
fare-free zone), and you can fi nish the analogy by calling the future of free transit 
somewhat uncertain.

Free transit is based on the idea that the single biggest barrier to getting people 
out of their cars and into buses, subways and light rail is the fare that must be paid for 
each ride. Take away this obstacle, and people will fl ock to public transit, reducing 
road congestion and air pollution, and making urban areas more dynamic as cars on 
the roads decrease while transit-riding pedestrians increase. The idea also has been 
aided by the concept of free as today’s 
new price tag, whether for some forms 
of music, information or, just possibly, 
public transit. What seemed like a far-
fetched idea has gained more propo-
nents in recent years, despite the fact 
that few transit agencies—and certainly 
no major ones—have wholeheartedly 
embraced the idea.

Fare-free transit got its biggest 
sound bite for attention in 2008 when 
New York City Mayor Michael Bloom-
berg proposed congestion pricing as a 
way to reduce gridlock in Manhattan’s 
busiest segments. A report published 
by lawyer Theodore Kheel and some 
transit-friendly organizations sug-
gested the city should double its pro-
posed congestion fee and, in return, 
drop fares on all forms of public transit, providing an even stronger incentive for 
drivers to leave their cars at home and ride the city’s bus and subway systems.

The idea went nowhere, as critics noted that hordes of new passengers would 
overwhelm the transit system, negating any benefi ts brought on by free fares. San 
Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom dismissed a free transit plan for his city for the 
same reason. In fact, the one attempt to run a fare-free transit system on a large scale 
was abandoned by Austin, Texas, in 1990—after just 15 months—in part because of 
overcrowding and rowdy passengers.

Some cities have tried Portland’s limited free-fare zones for downtowns with 
mixed success; others have experimented with fareless days to reduce ozone 
pollution or have made the system free to students for limited periods to encour-
age new ridership.

Ultimately advocates may have to adjust their goals as the costs and logistics of 
switching to fare-free transit remains a challenge, despite the argument that just 
collecting fares is a costly endeavor and a reason to toss out the fare box. And given 
the severe strain transit budgets are under in this economy, the idea of free transit 
will, for the most part, remain just that: an idea.  G

 E-mail tnewcombe@governing.com 

Inevitably many of these capital 
investments will be made over the course 
of time—smokestacks will be replaced, 
as will irrigation systems, storm-water 
systems and HVAC systems. The trick to 
environmental protection and prosper-
ity is to use both the sticks and carrots 
government has available to drive those 
capital investments in a certain direction 
on a certain timeline. 

A smokestack or an HVAC system will 
be replaced sooner or later—but if the 
private market is left to its own devices, 
these new capital investments may be no 
greener or effi  cient than the old ones. An 
aggressive regulation can force techno-
logical innovation by requiring that new 
capital investments, in fact, be greener 
than old ones. Oftentimes, however, that’s 
not enough because the payback period on 
green capital investments can be so long. 
Low-cost fi nancing programs—from the 
government or water purveyors or elec-
trical utilities—may also be necessary to 
bridge the gap.

That’s what’s happening in California 
with the energy effi  ciency fi nancing pro-
grams being created under a law known 
as AB 811. Under the provisions of AB 811, 
local governments can create assessment 
districts that will help provide low-cost, 
long-term fi nancing for homeowners 
who wish to green their homes, whether 
through solar panels or HVAC upgrades. 

The AB 811 program has been suc-
cessful and popular in places as diverse 
as Berkeley, where the climate is mod-
erate but the voters are not, and Palm 
Desert, where things are more or less the 
other way around. It wouldn’t work with-
out the government carrot of low-cost 
fi nancing (assuming anybody will buy the 
AB 811 bonds, but that’s another story)—
but it also wouldn’t be moving as fast if 
it weren’t for California’s climate change 
bill, which essentially forces reductions in 
energy consumption. Sometimes the car-
rots and sticks actually do help California 
through an economic transition—one that 
protects the environment and creates new 
economic opportunity in the process.  G

 E-mail bfulton@cp-dr.com  

By Tod Newcombe
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 Growth

 Traveling east along U.S. Highway 12 from Helena, 
Mont., it’s entirely possible to drive for an hour or 
more without seeing another human. Windswept 
plains dotted by curiously named hamlets wait for 

signs of life to come careening down the mostly empty road. 
Past Townsend, a small burg on the southern tip of Canyon 

Ferry Lake, the deer on the highway far outnumber vehicles; 
and when dusk settles in, they prove much more dangerous. But 
the farther east you travel, the more you notice one particular 
man-made structure—electric transmission towers. Specifi cally  
cross-like high-voltage direct current towers, which stand in stark 
contrast to the empty land that spreads in every direction. 

The towers eventually terminate in an area known as Judith 
Gap, notable for its name and not much else. That is, until recently, 
when from the waving grasses and grazing cattle rose 90 masts 
looming hundreds of feet in the air. But here there are no sails 
whipping, no ropes cracking; rather atop these mammoth masts 
sit wind turbines, each with three enormous blades that turn gen-
tly in Big Sky country. 

The wind farm at Judith Gap is one of many that have taken 
root in the vast expanse of central-eastern Montana. And the 
seeds are being sown for many more. Montana is part of a “wind 
belt” that envelopes Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico and north-
ern Texas. These states are in the midst of a wind rush that has 
driven Montana Gov. Brian Schweitzer and other governors to 
open their arms and off er incentives to businesses looking to har-
ness the wind, in turn creating jobs and delivering a new kind of 
green to feed the economy. 

In Montana, the abundance of both wind and state incentives 
have drawn investment from renewable energy companies like 
Chicago-based Invenergy and Spanish fi rm NaturEner. These 

Green technology is
new and exciting, but
can states expect it 
to have a big impact
on their economy?

By Chad Vander Veen

In October 2009, Spanish fi rm NaturEner 

opened a 210-megawatt windfarm in Glacier 

County, Mont.—the largest in the state.

P H O T O G R A P H Y  B Y  K L A U S  O B E L

C O V E R  S T O R Y

GOV03_20.indd   21GOV03_20.indd   21 2/22/10   10:22:22 AM2/22/10   10:22:22 AM

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



GOVERNING |  March 201022

and other companies say they fi nd the state an ideal place to 
do business. 

“What we fi nd in Montana is a very open environment for 
development, both socially and politically,” says Bill Alexander, 
chief development offi  cer for Invenergy. “That’s typical of a new 
market, an emerging market. But we found the legislative body 
in Montana has been very interested in helping to continue the 
incentives for development.”

In 2007, Montana passed HB 3, “Clean and Green” legisla-
tion aimed at attracting renewable energy businesses to the 
state. The bill created new tax classifi cations and new, lower 
property tax rates for renewable energy fi rms operating in 
Montana. There are also grants available for renewable energy 
research, and loan and bond programs. In all, companies will 
fi nd more than 30 additional state programs for renewable 
energy. For example, companies generating wind power would 
likely qualify for at least seven state tax incentives—not to men-
tion a host of federal renewable energy programs.

“Montana has, according to recent studies, the second-best wind 
energy resources in the country, some of the best on the planet,” says 
Schweitzer. “We have many energy resources that can be cleaner 
and greener. We’re excited about developing our wind.”

Schweitzer is among an emerging group of state leaders who 
are staking at least a piece of their futures on green technology. 
With states across the nation looking to kick-start their economic 
engines, green technology increasingly is viewed as, if not the 
engine, at least a piston helping drive it. 

That’s the case in Colorado, where Gov. Bill Ritter ordered 
his Energy Offi  ce, Economic Development Offi  ce and 
state CIO to collaborate on ways to nurture green tech-

nology start-ups and create demand among consumers for emerg-
ing—and typically more expensive—green products. 

Colorado is testing a new Discovery Grant Program designed 
to help early stage companies, which are often simply groups of 
researchers attempting to take an idea out of the lab and into the 
commercial market.

“At that point, there’s not a lot of available seed capital. So to 
give them some small grants at the very beginning really shows 
great support from the state,” says Matt Cheroutes, director of 
communications and external aff airs for the Colorado Governor’s 
Offi  ce of Economic Development and International Trade. 

Cheroutes, a founding member of the Colorado Cleantech 
Industry Association, says strong executive support for green 
technology in Colorado will lead to job growth and economic 
prosperity. But that won’t happen, he says, unless companies 
can deliver their products to a public that can aff ord them—a tall 
order in green tech markets that are often too immature to deliver 
at aff ordable economies of scale. 

Cheroutes says the state works closely with renewable energy 
fi rms to develop incentives for consumers. Take solar power, for 
example, where the cost of installing solar panels typically doesn’t 
pencil out for the average homeowner. 

“We’ve had a lot of people in our state say they want solar on 
their homes,” Cheroutes says. “But they simply can’t aff ord the 

initial investment to do it. We’ve seen estimates anywhere from 
$8,000 for a very small home to $15,000 for a medium-sized home. 
These days, not a lot of people have the ability to pay that.”

The state worked with two Colorado solar fi rms—SolarCity 
and SunRun—to develop a fi nancing model that makes solar 
installations more aff ordable. Instead of paying the full installa-
tion fee upfront, consumers instead put up a down payment that 
is a fraction of the total cost. Over the next three or four years, 
the energy savings the consumer realizes goes back to the solar 
company to pay the remaining balance. After the company is paid 
in full, the consumer’s energy bill decreases signifi cantly. 

The Obama administration expects green technology compa-
nies to become important players in the nation’s economy. The 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) estimates that the wind indus-
try alone will support a half million jobs in the nation by 2030. In 
the western United States, this activity also would boost annual 
property tax revenues by more than $1.5 billion and increase 
payments to rural landowners to more than $600 million over 
the same time period, according to the DOE’s 20% Wind by 
2030 report.

The report explores the challenges and implications of gen-
erating one-fi fth of the nation’s electricity needs through wind 
power. Under that scenario, Montana stands to benefi t hand-
somely from embracing wind power. Given the current and 
planned wind power capacity for the state, if 20 percent of the 
nation is in fact using wind power by 2030, Montana could expect 
2,875 long-term new jobs, 16,888 short-term jobs, a $78.2 mil-
lion increase in property tax revenue and a $230 million annual 
economic boost over the long term. In addition, data indicates 
a two-year wind farm construction phase could generate a 
$900 million short-term economic boost. 

 But not everyone buys into the rosy predictions. Numer-
ous industry analysts, economists and academics say the 
green technology sector is too small to drive economic 

recovery, or that the amount of government subsidies needed 
to make it successful would eff ectively cancel out any benefi ts. 
Observers also claim wind-power numbers, such as those in the 
DOE report, are wildly optimistic or simply made up. 

“Green jobs estimates include huge numbers of clerical, 
bureaucratic and administrative positions that do not produce 
goods and services for consumption,” according to the authors of 
Green Jobs Myths, a March 2009 University of Illinois Law and 
Economics research paper. Written by a group of business and 
economics professors, the paper also contends that, “Government 
interference—such as restricting successful technologies in favor 
of speculative technologies favored by special interests—will gen-
erate stagnation.”

One of the authors, Roger Meiners, a professor of economics 
at the University of Texas at Arlington, went into further detail 
on the VoiceAmerica Talk Radio Network’s Free Market program. 
“The numbers thrown around about the number of jobs that 
will be created by these alternative energy programs, primarily 
wind turbines and solar sources of energy, just range all over 
the place,” he says. “One group will say a million jobs, another 

P R O P E L L I N G  G R O W T H

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



The Money Tree Hugger.

fleet.toyota.com 1.800.732.2798

Options shown. 12010 EPA 51/48/50 city/highway/combined mpg estimates. Actual mileage will vary. 22009 IntelliChoice® Inc., www.IntelliChoice.com; Midsize. 
32009 IntelliChoice® Inc., www.IntelliChoice.com; Midsize Crossover. ©2009 Toyota Motor Sales, U.S.A., Inc.

GOV_Feb10.indd   1GOV_Feb10.indd   1 12/29/09   7:33:01 PM12/29/09   7:33:01 PM

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



GOVERNING |  March 201024

will say 3 million, and I think they’re really just pulling them out 
of the air because when you look for where they come up with 
these numbers, there’s nothing there; they just simply make the 
assertion that this many jobs will be created.” 

Green technology may indeed create jobs, but it’s worth ques-
tioning how much money will be spent upfront to create them, 
Meiners adds.

“If the administration pours tens of billions of dollars into this 
program as is built into the budget, then obviously there are going 
to be a lot of people put to work helping to build wind farms, a 
smart energy grid, expanded solar grids and so on. It could well 
be in the hundreds of thousands [of jobs created]. The question 
is, what’s the cost, what’s the benefi t?”

 Still, one California group says its research shows that 
green jobs are growing while the state’s economy suf-
fers. Next 10, a nonprofi t focused on building the green 

economy, found signifi cant expansion of California’s green econ-
omy in a report released in December 2009. From 1995 to 2008, 
the Sacramento area saw green tech jobs grow by 87 percent, 
followed by the San Diego region (57 percent), the Bay Area 
(51 percent), and Orange County and Inland Empire (50 percent). 

“Data shows that green-sector businesses are taking root 
across every region of California, generating jobs across a wide 
spectrum of skill levels and earnings potential,” says F. Noel Perry, 
founder of Next 10, following the release of the data. “While green 
jobs clearly cannot solve the state’s current unemployment chal-
lenges, over time these jobs could become a growing portion of 
total jobs in California.”

Others add that government agencies can nurture green job 
growth by being early customers for green technology products.

“Government is a big buyer of products and services,” says 
Gary Simon, co-chair of the Sacramento Area Regional Tech-
nology Alliance’s CleanTech program. “If one pays attention to 
buying the cleaner, greener products over the standard, that’s 
what we’re trying to show is available. Really you’re not paying 
that much more to be clean, green and sustainable. And if you 
look at the economics over time, it’s actually cheaper to be green 
and sustainable.”

But with the green technology industry still largely in its 
infancy, it can be diffi  cult to know where to look for, say, a thin-
fi lm solar vendor. It wouldn’t be surprising to fi nd the staff  of a 
green startup focused on simply trying to keep the lights on, to 
say nothing of navigating the treacherous waters of government 
procurement. But Simon says the companies are out there and 
that it may be on government to fi nd them. 

“[State and local governments] simply have to look a little bit 
harder. For everything they buy and use now, there’s going to be 
a clean, green, sustainable alternative,” he says. “Finding where 
those companies are now is a bit of a hunt because it’s a small part 
of the overall economy in the U.S. But they are there.” 

Job creation and income to rural landowners are touted 

as benefi ts of the switch to wind energy.
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 In Montana, Schweitzer follows what could be described as a 
“Field of Dreams” approach to developing the state’s green 
economy. In other words, build wind farms and companies that 

provide supporting technologies—and jobs—will come.
So far, Montana’s clean energy incentives appear to be work-

ing. NaturEner is spending billions to construct wind farms in the 
state. Last October, the company opened the state’s largest wind 
farm, a 210-megawatt facility in Glacier County. It’s also in plan-
ning stages to open a second, even larger 309-megawatt facility 
a few miles north of the Glacier farm. These wind farms have 
already created hundreds of temporary and full-time jobs. 

NaturEner’s wind farms dwarf even the massive Judith Gap 
wind farm built by Invenergy. That 135-megawatt facility began 
operation in 2005 and features more than 90 wind turbines. It 
also generated hundreds of construction jobs and about a dozen 
full-time jobs, fi lled primarily by residents of the nearby and 
remote town of Harlowton. 

“We took advantage of [an incentive] for new and emerging 
businesses for our fi rst two wind projects there in Toole County,” 
says NaturEner’s Alexander, adding that the incentive is why 
the company is developing a third wind farm in the state, called 
the Rim Rock project, which will contain 206 turbines generating 
309 megawatts. 

Schweitzer hopes this activity will spur technical break-
throughs that make clean power generation more practical. For 
instance, better storage technology would reduce the need for 
expensive transmission lines, a key concern for wind power and 
other renewable energy sources that generate electricity far from 
population centers.

“The most important technology of our time, and for the 
next decade, will be storage technology,” Schweitzer says. “If we 

could build a transmission system that had storage on the other 
end, so the consumer who had that battery in their car could be 
buying electricity or selling it back into the grid, we would need 
less transmission.”

These obstacles are exactly what Schweitzer is counting on 
to drive economic progress in Montana, as innovative companies 
spring up in the state to tackle such issues. If these plans seem 
overly optimistic, consider the fact that San Diego Gas & Electric, 
a Southern California utility serving more than 1 million people, 
is currently a customer of the Glacier Wind Farm. California has 
also set a goal for 33 percent of the state’s energy to come from 
renewable sources by 2020. That’s an enormous business oppor-
tunity for Montana, even using traditional transmission lines. 

To be eff ective, however, green incentives must be carefully 
designed to avoid unintended roadblocks. Many businesses, hav-
ing been promised grants or other fi nancial perks, have opened 
shop only to discover the disincentives of bureaucracy.  

“If I were governor, I would have a full analysis done of the 
state’s incentive programs, as well as certifi cation programs, and 
look for those things which do serve to support investment in 
infrastructure, but also identify those things that work against it, 
like zoning laws,” says K.C. Healy, director of Deloitte’s Energy 
& Resources practice. “There are various sorts of structural things 
governments can do to where they incent one side but then they 
make it extremely diffi  cult to carry it out on the ground.”

Invenergy’s Alexander said Montana is less “regulatory” than 
other states his company deals with. “The primary approach we 
get from Montana is how can the government help us expedite the 
permitting process, what do we need to help promote the proj-
ects?” he says. “In other areas, the fi rst approach is sometimes 
for us to disclose everything we want to do, and let them vet that 
internally so they can decide if we’re doing to right thing for the 
environment, if we’re doing the right thing for the cultural and 
historical sites within the area.”

 Besides executive leadership, grants, fi nancing packages 
and tax incentives, green technology’s success as an eco-
nomic engine may hinge on simple evolution. Despite 

the best eff orts of government, it may come down to whether 
society has reached the point where the traditional economy, 
driven by fossil fuels, is no longer acceptable. 

“The culture has changed in Colorado,” says Cheroutes. “It’s 
something that everyone in Colorado has sort of agreed to and 
bought in to. And whether that’s out of a desire to protect our 
mountains or to keep our kids from being sent halfway around 
the world to fi ght, or if it’s to keep kids who are home employed 
and working, it’s a cultural mind change, and sometimes those 
are the hardest things to deal with in the beginning. So if you have 
the will of the people, of industry and of political leaders, you can 
make anything happen.”

Of course, it doesn’t hurt to have government leadership 
shepherding that evolution.  G

E-mail: cvanderveen@govtech.com

Schweitzer’s search for investors in Montana’s future in 

wind energy took him to the top of a turbine in Germany.
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While no longer a top priority, 
blending IT with keeping 
government environmentally 
sound is still a winning strategy.

has been made in the past few years, as states have redoubled their 
eff orts to increase effi  ciency. Indiana, a leader in consolidation 
eff orts, has already reduced its data centers from seven sites to 
one. Michigan, another progressive state in this area, has con-
solidated some 4,000 servers scattered around the state into just 
three data centers, saving the state $19 million so far and freeing 
up 30,000 square feet of offi  ce space. Now the state is planning a 
single, massive “information and technology center.” The move 
will allow Michigan to deliver a broad scope of IT services to all 
its agencies, with a greatly reduced carbon footprint.

The majority of states are now following suit, according to 
NASCIO, which reports that most states are either implement-
ing consolidation eff orts or planning to do so. Massachusetts, for 
example, set a goal of consolidating 183 data centers into two, an 
eff ort the state hopes will be “substantially complete” by 2012. 
California hopes to help stem some of its massive budget defi cit 
by consolidating its 400 data facilities.

There’s another facet of consolidation, though, that has less 
to do with brick-and-mortar buildings. Sharing services across 
agency lines can reduce a state’s energy consumption. E-mail 
systems are usually one of the fi rst processes states turn to in an 
eff ort to share services. States such as Michigan, California and 
Indiana have streamlined their multiple, agency-specifi c e-mail 
units into statewide systems. In late 2007, Missouri completed its 
transition from 14 agency e-mail systems to just one, resulting in 

As the economic crisis deepens for states 
and localities, many governments are being forced to delay invest-
ment in new green IT products and initiatives. Thanks to the 
upfront costs associated with new technologies, energy effi  ciency 
has become a lower-priority issue for public-sector agencies over 
the past year. 

The number of IT professionals who identify energy effi  ciency 
as a “very important consideration when purchasing new equip-
ment” dropped from 34 percent in 2008 to 26 percent in 2009, 
according to a survey conducted last fall by technology and IT 
services vendor CDW-G. And in a November survey of state tech-
nology offi  cers by the National Association of State Chief Infor-
mation Offi  cers (NASCIO), “budget and cost control” rose to the 
top of the priority list for 2010. Green IT, which had ranked No. 7 
on the list the previous year, has now fallen out of the top 10.

While environmentalism may have ebbed as an IT prior-
ity, there’s still quite the green tint to state and local technol-
ogy operations right now. The focus is on fi nding effi  ciencies to 
save money, but many of those cost-saving initiatives also hap-
pen to be eco-friendly, says Paul Christman, director of state and 
local government sales for Quest software. “Right now, public-
sector CIOs joke that it’s not green because it’s environmentally 
friendly,” he says. “It’s green because it saves you money. If you 
can save money by decreasing your power costs and heating and 
cooling costs, great. All those things are good, and they can also 
be tagged as ‘green.’”

The push to consolidate multiple, energy-wasting 
data centers into fewer, more effi  cient facilities is something 
states have been talking about for decades. But some real progress 

By Zach Patton

Keeping 
Government 
Green
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an immediate savings or cost avoidance of more than $2 million, 
as well as a 70 percent reduction in the infrastructure required.

Consolidating data servers into a single location 
certainly is more effi  cient, but boosting the effi  ciency of the indi-
vidual servers themselves is really the key to reducing energy con-
sumption. That’s why so many states and localities have imple-
mented virtualization initiatives—allowing multiple operations to 
run on a single physical server. Virtualization is what has allowed 
Indiana to reduce the number of servers it uses by one-third. And 
it’s how the publicly owned Austin Energy in Texas uses only 150 
servers to run applications that otherwise would require 600 
servers. “Virtualization is the biggest issue, because it really hits 
the two components of cost savings and green IT,” says Bert Jar-
reau, CIO of the National Association of Counties. “It allows you 
to use 70 percent of one system versus 10 percent of 10 systems.”

Maximizing servers’ potential this way already has some states 
looking beyond virtualization to cloud computing, in which data 
may not be stored at state facilities at all. Multiple governments 
could share one cloud, or a government may store information in 
a private-sector cloud. The concept itself is no more novel than 
Web-based e-mail, in which data is stored on the Internet. “The 
technology of cloud computing has been around for a number 
of years,” says Christman. “But cheap storage, faster servers and 
higher-speed connection have all made it a real possibility now.” 
Christman adds that cloud storage is really nothing more than 
large-scale shared services via the Web.

Two of the nation’s most technologically progressive states—
Michigan and Utah—are moving forward with plans for devel-
oping their own clouds, which would host information for state 
agencies as well as cities, counties and education systems. Colo-
rado and New York also are looking at whether a private cloud—
with state agencies as the anchor tenants—would make sense. The 
great advantage of these state-run clouds is that they mitigate the 
privacy and cyber-security issues of turning public data over to 
a third-party company. “With cloud computing, there are lots of 
concerns about, ‘Where’s my data going to be residing?’” says 
Jarreau. “People are very, very concerned about it being hosted 
outside the state.”

Cloud storage and desktop virtualization don’t just 
reduce governments’ carbon footprint by reducing the need for 
energy-guzzling data centers. These technologies also help pave 
the way for another kind of green IT initiative: telecommuting. 
If employees could accomplish their jobs without needing to 
come into the offi  ce—or not as often—then governments’ overall 
environmental impact could be greatly reduced. Fewer in-offi  ce 
employees means lower energy use and more effi  cient use of 
space, as well as fewer cars on the road.

Critical to making telecommuting a truly viable option, 
though, is investing in high-speed broadband, says Seattle Chief 
Technology Offi  cer Bill Schrier, who has advocated broadband-
to-the-home implementation for years. “Many of us have a high-
defi nition television at home,” he said at a recent Governing con-
ference. “Well, slap a high-def camera on there, and what have 
you got? A two-way, high-def offi  ce environment. But you can’t 
do it without broadband. Broadband is the key.” Schrier says the 
city may begin implementing a fi ber plan—possibly funded in part 
by federal stimulus funds—later this year.

Similar to telecommuting, the notion of truncated workweeks 
seeks to reduce government energy use by shortening the amount 
of time an employee spends in the offi  ce. So far, the government 
that has most embraced this idea is Utah, which is now 18 months 
into its plan to close state government on Fridays, eliminating the 
need to heat or cool many state buildings one day a week. While 
fi rst-year savings fell far short of the anticipated $3 million, the state 
nonetheless reduced its energy consumption by 13 percent in the 
program’s fi rst year. Technology was a central part of Utah’s deci-
sion: Citizens can now access more than 850 state services online, 
making it much more palatable for agencies to close on Fridays.

Sometimes the best solutions are the most obvious ones. Some 
state and local governments are achieving tremendous reductions 
in their energy use simply by encouraging—or mandating—that 
employees turn off  their desktop computers at the end of the day. 
Minnesota, for example, launched an initiative to get employ-
ees to power down, with a predicted cost savings of $50 annu-
ally per computer. Other places have gone further. Seattle, for 
example, now utilizes software that reduces power to desktops 
when they’re not in use. Since putting the new software in place a 
couple of years ago, the city has reduced the energy consumption 
of its desktops by more than 35 percent. G
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Bill Schrier, Seattle’s chief 

technology offi cer, says 

investment in high-speed 

broadband is critical to 

making telecommuting a 

viable option for government.
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in the improvement of life-safety technologies and services. By choosing SimplexGrinnell, you 
will never be left to wonder who will service your system, if parts will be available, or how you 
can expand compatibly. We have over 1,800 NICET-certified employees, deliver 24/7 service, 
and maintain a robust R&D program. In short, we’re with you for the long haul.

© 2010 SimplexGrinnell LP.
All rights reserved. SimplexGrinnell, Be Safe, 
Simplex and Grinnell are trademarks of Tyco 
International Services AG or its affiliates or 
subsidiaries. License numbers available at 
www.simplexgrinnell.com or contact your 
local SimplexGrinnell office.

A Tyco International Company

800-746-7539
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GOING 
SOUTH
Washington state tries to tackle its looming 
aerospace challenges. By Blake Harris

When Boeing announced it had chosen North Charles-
ton, S.C., as the location for its second “fi nal assembly 
site” for the new 787 Dreamliner, Jim Albaugh, presi-
dent and CEO of the fi rm’s commercial airline division, 
used classic corporate-speak to describe it as a move 
that would build “synergies,” strengthen “competi-
tiveness” and add “sustainability” to one of the largest 
manufacturing fi rms in the country and leader in avia-
tion technology. Nothing was said about the millions of 
dollars in loans the company received from South Caro-
lina as part of the arrangement; the transfer of hundreds 
of jobs from a high-wage, union-friendly state to one 
where labor marches to a diff erent drummer; or the 

fact that two states were competing fi ercely for Boeing’s 
highly prized tech jobs. 

The latest move was simply an extension of the 
company’s apparent long-term strategy of migrating 
signifi cant portions of its core manufacturing away from 
Washington state. After all, Boeing Charleston already 
performed fabrication, assembly and systems installa-
tion for the new 787 aft fuselage sections. And across 
the street, Global Aeronautica, 50 percent  of which is 
owned by Boeing, was already joining and integrating 
aft fuselage sections of 787s from other structural part-
ners. And of course, the company’s corporate headquar-
ters is now located in Chicago.
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By Nov. 20, 2009, Boeing was already breaking ground on con-
struction for the second fi nal assembly at the Charleston facility. 
And it soon became apparent that there was more than simple 
synergy at work here. Early this year, South Carolina lawmakers 
approved more than $270 million in state bonds to lend to Boe-
ing so it could fi nance building the new assembly line in North 
Charleston. This was reportedly the most the state has ever bor-
rowed for an industrial prospect, but was necessary to move the 
Palmetto State out of recession, according to Senate Finance 
Committee Chairman Hugh Leatherman, who argues that the 
state needed to make this kind of investment to attract “world-
class blue-chip companies like Boeing” that could then create 
much-needed jobs: the kind of high-skilled assembly work that 
has been a stronghold in Washington, until recently.

State legislators in Washington are certainly not taking lightly 
what some might regard as “incentive warfare” among states 
to attract big business activities. In mid-January, in what some 
regarded as a relatively lame measure, lawmakers introduced 
HB 2833, which sought to require any fi rm that received aero-
space tax incentives (read: Boeing) to periodically reaffi  rm their 
commitment to the economic well-being of Washington. 

At the same time, the state tried to downplay the latest migra-
tion of aviation jobs. Rogers Weed, director of Washington’s 
Department of Commerce, described the 800 jobs that will move 
to South Carolina as insignifi cant when compared to the 70,000 
aerospace employees who are still employed in Washington. “I 
think people who say the sky is falling 
and Washington state is going to be out 
of the aerospace business anytime soon 
are overstating the situation,” he said. 
But Weed, the state Legislature and 
the governor recognize that the latest 
Boeing decision indicates change for 
the state’s aerospace industry. And the 
small size of the move doesn’t mitigate 
that state competition for jobs and eco-
nomic development is fi erce as ever.

Last year, Wyoming Gov. Dave Freu-
denthal reminded lawmakers attend-
ing an energy symposium in Jackson, 
Wyo., that cooperation among states 
is a far lower priority than competi-
tion. According to an Associated Press 
account of his remarks, Freudenthal 
declared, “Cooperation is contradic-
tory to the fundamental way we relate 
to each other. As states, we compete.”

The governor’s frank statement 
sums up why the economic wars for 
good-paying jobs in innovative indus-
tries will continue. Meanwhile, Wash-
ington, with two of the most high-
tech and innovative companies in the 
country—Boeing and Microsoft—is not 
about to surrender.

 T
he stakes are high in Washington because the aviation 
industry has been so dominant in terms of good-pay-
ing jobs. A state-commissioned study by McKinsey & 
Company found that the aerospace industry, directly 

and indirectly, still accounted for 28 percent of the state’s overall 
job growth from 2004 to 2008. Moreover, McKinsey said, much of 
this growth was still, in fact, attributable to Boeing, especially as a 
result of its 787 Dreamliner and 747-8 jumbo jet programs.

But the glory days of growth are numbered. In January, the 
Department of Commerce’s Washington Council on Aerospace 
published a troubling report that found the state has not been 
competitive for several recent high-profi le aerospace initiatives, 
including the Honda Jet program (North Carolina), the Bombar-
dier C-Series (Quebec), a Rolls-Royce engine plant (Virginia), 
a new Spirit Aerosystems facility (North Carolina), the Global 
Aeronautica joint venture (South Carolina), and most recently, 
the second line for the 787. Putting the situation in blunt terms, 
the report laments that, “Against our competitor states and prov-
inces, we are at a disadvantage in areas of incentives off ered, R&D 
expenditures, and labor costs. Our aerospace labor force is aging, 
and our education and training system is not meeting current and 
future industry needs.”

In essence, Washington’s competitive advantage in aerospace 
had weakened signifi cantly. Meanwhile, the aerospace industry 
itself has been changing in fundamental ways. Globalization and 
the move away from original equipment manufacturers toward a 
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systems integration model were clearly beyond the infl uence of 
Washington state policy. Indicative of how far-reaching and deep 
the challenges facing the state are now seen to be, the report off ers 
no easy fi x that lawmakers could simply legislate into existence. 
Instead it exhorted Washington to focus on work force training, 
research and economic development.

 T
he aerospace industry has been a crucial pillar of Wash-
ington’s economy for more than a century—about 160 
companies in the state specialize exclusively in aero-
space, and another 500 provide manufacturing, main-

tenance and engineering services to the industry. But Boeing 
dominates, employing more than 75,000 workers there. Factor 
in the multiplier eff ects, and Boeing’s total impact on the state 
is roughly 285,000 jobs, according to estimates from the Wash-
ington Alliance for a Competitive Economy. So when the state’s 
biggest private-sector employer starts leaking jobs to non-union 
states, lots of people start to worry.

But can it be done in an age where supply chains are global, 
especially in aviation? The 787 Dreamliner exemplifi es this shift. 
For this new plane, the majority of component design, manufac-
turing and sub-tier supply management has been done by fi rms 
located outside Washington. And the recent announcement of a 
second 787 assembly line in North Charleston was the fi nal straw, 
prompting the state’s Department of Commerce to seek a multi-
faceted attempt to re-establish its competitiveness. 

But making the state’s aviation industry economically com-
petitive with South Carolina—or China, for that matter—won’t be 
easy. The state’s work force is highly educated and experienced, 
but that translates into much higher labor costs compared to 
competing states. Labor disputes between management and the 
unions, which lead to work stoppages including an eight-week 
strike in 2008, have not helped. 

In addition, the work force is aging rapidly, and the current 
training system for aerospace workers is considered fragmented. 
More than half of the state’s aerospace workers are over age 45. 
Should these workers lose their jobs in the next few years, they 
won’t be easy to retrain. Developing countries such as China and 
Brazil are building up sizable aerospace industries of their own, 
while Canada, Germany and France continue to compete at the 
highest levels for bigger portions of the aerospace industry pie. 
The Council on Aerospace found that in the last fi ve major com-
petitions for attracting new aerospace companies, Washington 
was not considered due to unattractive economic factors, such as 
cost of living, wage rates and expensive infrastructure.

 S
ome states probably wish they had Washington’s 
dilemma of protecting its turf of knowledge-sector 
jobs. Besides aerospace, the state is home to the world’s 
largest software fi rm: Microsoft. In addition to the thou-

sands of IT workers based in the Seattle suburb of Redmond, tens 
of thousands more support the digital business. But the state feels 
it can’t aff ord to rely on two industries that are the poster boys of 
today’s globalized economy, in which jobs can move quickly from 
one location to the next.

In January, just as the state Legislature was drafting its wrist-
slapping legislation known as HB 2833, Gov. Chris Gregoire 
addressed an economic conference in Seattle and unveiled a 10-
point plan to create as many as 40,000 jobs in the state over the 
next three years. The aerospace industry wasn’t specifi cally men-
tioned. Instead, she focused on the next generation of economic 
development for the state. “The President’s Council of Economic 
Advisors said there are two fi elds in particular that are going to 
drive the economy by 2016. Both of these, we are very engaged 
in,” Gregoire explained. “One is in health care and we have our 
initiatives we’ve begun there. And the other is in clean technology 
and clean energy, and we obviously have our leadership role we 
are playing there.”

Gregoire referred to these two areas as the sweet spot for job 
growth, pointing out that Washington has more than 400 clean 
technology businesses operating in the state and 47,000 workers 
employed in the sector, surpassing the state’s own target of 25,000 
clean tech jobs by 2020.

From his perspective in the state’s Department of Commerce, 
Weed says the Pacifi c Rim is where the world’s gross domestic 
product (GDP) growth will occur. “The Asia Pacifi c region has 
obviously dramatically increased its share of world GDP in the 
last 10 years,” he says. “So I think one of the long-term trends that 
can really power our state’s economy is the growing infl uence of 
that part of the world and our gateway position to it.”

But Washington, even with its geographic location on the edge 
of where the world’s economic activity is poised to grow, and with 
its well trained, highly educated work force, can’t rest easily. South 
Carolina and other states are also looking at the same scenario and 
are willing to compete aggressively for the businesses that thrive 
in clean energy, health care, software and, yes, aviation. “There 
are great economic opportunities for us down the road,” Gregoire 
says of the future. “The trouble is, we aren’t there yet.”  G
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M
anhattan Institute scholar Fred Siegel has spent much 
of his career studying the decline of American cities. 
What he sees in New York now is, he says, “Madison’s 
nightmare, government by a single faction.” That fac-

tion, in Siegel’s opinion, is the state’s public-sector unions.
“Legislative government in New York is broken down,” says 

Siegel bluntly. He marvels at the way in which union represen-
tatives openly huddled with legislative leaders to kill a plan to 
expand charter schools in the last legislative session. “The Leg-
islature has come to be understood as an extension of the public-
sector unions on anything that matters to it.” The result of this 
virtual takeover, he says, has been a surge in unsustainable spend-
ing—and not just in New York.

“Illinois is insolvent, New Jersey is virtually insolvent, and 
we all know about California,” Siegel says. “This is not a local 

problem. The question of the power of public-sector unions is 
not going to go away.”

Siegel isn’t an isolated critic. Barry Bluestone, the dean of North-
eastern University’s public policy school, grew up in a union family. 
His father was the right-hand man of legendary United Auto Work-
ers (UAW) leader Walter Reuther, and Bluestone worked summers 
on a UAW assembly line. Yet he worries about the impression that 
unions today exist only to benefi t their members.

“I think that change from solidarity with everyone to just soli-
darity with their own members is leading to a precarious position 
for public employee unions in many states throughout the coun-
try,” says Bluestone. 

State and local government offi  cials who once deferred to 
politically powerful unions are increasingly taking note—and tak-
ing aim at traditional union benefi ts. Last summer, Illinois Gov. 
Pat Quinn threatened the state’s largest public-sector union with 
the prospect of 2,600 layoff s unless it acceded to new demands 
for cost savings. In New Jersey, newly elected Gov. Chris Chris-
tie has come out swinging, with blistering attacks on the state’s 
dominant teacher union. Moral outrage has played an important 

role in this process. Boston-area newspapers reveled in the story 
of a fi refi ghter who, just weeks after being declared “totally and 
permanently disabled,” placed eighth in a men’s bodybuilding 
contest. Californians have been treated to lists of California Pub-
lic Employees’ Retirement System “$100,000 Club,” a group that, 
according to investigative journalist Ed Mendel, includes 6,133 
people. 

With both fi scal necessity and moral indignation fi lling their 
sails, conservatives have seized the moment to argue that radical 
changes in state and local governments’ relationships with public-
sector unions are overdue. A recent article in The Economist cap-
tured the emerging conventional wisdom: “Public-sector workers 
are spoiled rotten,” wrote the anonymous correspondent, citing 
their overly generous wages and excessively generous compensa-
tion packages. The prescription was straightforward: Cut wages 

and benefi ts, and most importantly, move away from generous 
“defi ned benefi t” pension plans and toward “defi ned contribu-
tion” plans that now dominate the private sector. 

Not surprisingly, unions strongly disagree with such cri-
tiques. “Our members are certainly not coddled,” says Kerry 
Korpi, director of the Research and Collective Bargaining 
Department for the American Federation of State, County 
and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), the country’s largest 
public-sector union. Korpi makes no apologies for the fact that 
most AFSCME members who spend their careers working for 
state and local governments have health insurance and a pen-
sion—typically in the low $20,000 per year range. “If that’s the 
defi nition of ‘spoiled rotten’ in our culture, then more people 
ought to be spoiled rotten.”

Certain facts are indisputable. Unionized workers now account 
for 40 percent of state and local government’s work force—as 
opposed to a mere 7.2 percent of the private-sector work force. As 
a result, cutting personnel costs at the state and local government 
levels means taking on unions. That doesn’t mean it’s time for the 
public sector to follow the lead of the private sector. In fact, the 

March 2010 |  GOVERNING 35

CRITICS SAY IT’S TIME FOR CITIES AND STATES TO 

GET TOUGH WITH PUBLIC-SECTOR UNIONS. THEY 

MAY BE RIGHT—FOR ALL THE WRONG REASONS.

By John Buntin

E

D
A

V
ID

 K
ID

D

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



prescriptions being peddled to public-sector leaders would come 
with some dangerous side eff ects. 

T
he fi rst item on the brief against public-sector unions 
is that they’re overpaid. According to the U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, public-sector employees earn 
$908 a week on average—22 percent more than their 

private-sector counterparts, who bring in a mere $710 a week. 
As a result, some union critics believe there are opportunities for 
governments to squeeze the wages of unionized workers.

But such straightforward comparisons are misleading. “Part 
of the problem is you have to compare like with like,” notes 
Trinity University labor economist David Macpherson. Public-
sector workers, says Macpherson, “tend to be more educated than 
private-sector workers.” Most are teachers, a group for whom 
it is diffi  cult to construct an appropriate comparison group. 
(While there are, of course, private-school teachers, their num-
bers are small, and working conditions don’t often match up.) 
When economists take education and other variables such as 
location into account, the pay discrepancy largely vanishes, at 
least for state and local government employees. Low-skilled 
workers may earn more than their private-sector counterparts, 
but high-skilled public-sector employees probably earn less. 

Of course, wages make up only part of an employee’s total 
compensation. Benefi ts are also important, and the benefi ts 
of many public-sector unions are famously generous. That’s 
because when unions fi rst started to organize the public work 
force nearly fi ve decades ago, many chose to avoid the more vis-
ible and controversial issue of wages in favor of the promise of 
more generous treatment in the future. As a result of this strat-
egy, most public-sector workers—84 percent—still enjoy tradi-
tional, defi ned benefi t pensions that, after their retirement, pay 
them a fi xed amount every month. In comparison, 81 percent 

of private-sector employees now rely on defi ned contribution 
plans such as 401(k)s, where workers save a portion of their 
earnings (which may or may not be matched by their employ-
ers) and then upon retiring, receive a lump sum payment. 

From an employer’s perspective, defi ned contribution plans 
have real advantages over defi ned benefi t plans. They move the 
investment risk—the possibility that investment returns may 
fall short of expectations—from the employer to the employee. 
There are benefi ts for employees too. 401(k)s are portable. Sav-
ings can easily be taken to another job. In contrast, most defi ned 
benefi t plans reward employees for their longevity: Benefi ts 
typically accrue at a higher rate after a decade of service. Yet 
despite these advantages, only a handful of states—Michigan, 
Alaska and Georgia among them—have moved toward creating 
defi ned contribution plans for new employees. 

Is this an oversight that budget cutters should now address? 
The answer is less obvious than it appears. Consider the case 
of Michigan. 

In 1997, Michigan became the fi rst big state to switch all new 
state employees to a defi ned contribution plan. Previously state 
employees contributed nothing to their pension plans while the 
state took responsibility for delivering a stream of benefi ts (based 
on employees’ earnings) for the remainder of that employee’s life. 
Post-reform, the state agreed to contribute 4 percent of employees’ 
wages to each employee’s plan and to match employee donations 
up to another 3 percent. The state incurred some additional up-
front costs (the 4 to 7 percent contributions) but obtained a very 
signifi cant benefi t as well: It was no longer responsible for support-
ing state workers after they retired. 

F
rom a purely bottom-line perspective, this was prob-
ably a good deal for state taxpayers. But switching from 
a defi ned benefi t plan to a defi ned contribution plan 
doesn’t always pay off . Lawmakers recently asked the 

House Fiscal Agency, Michigan’s nonpartisan legislative analysis 
offi  ce, to consider the impact of shifting the state’s 465,000 teachers 
and retired teachers (and spouses) into a defi ned contribution plan. 
Unlike state employees, Michigan teachers have long contributed 
a signifi cant portion of their salaries (between 5 and 7 percent) to 
their pension plan. State analysts noted that diverting contributions 
from new teachers to a diff erent plan would open up a funding 
shortfall that the state would have to fi ll—a shortfall that would 
amount to roughly $250 million in the fi rst year alone. Not until 
15 to 20 years from now would the state see any savings. The 
conclusion, says Mitch Bean, the director of the Michigan House 
Fiscal Agency, is clear: “It really depends on contribution to see if 
[a switchover] makes sense.”

There’s another consideration too, says Phil Stoddard, who 
runs the Michigan Offi  ce of Retirement Services, which covers 
state employees and the Public School Employees Retirement 
System: the impact of pension reform on the state’s communities 
as a whole. 

When the Michigan retirement system switched over to a 
defi ned contribution plan 13 years ago, it made a major eff ort 
to educate employees about how much they needed to enjoy a 
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secure retirement. Despite these eff orts, Stoddard says that most 
of the 24,000 state employees enrolled in the defi ned contribution 
plan aren’t saving nearly enough. While the state diverts 4 percent 
of employee salaries into retirement accounts, 30 percent of state 
employees are not contributing to the defi ned contribution plan 
at all, thus forgoing a generous “match” from the state and a great 
opportunity to substantially bolster their retirement accounts.  

“That’s the biggest problem,” Stoddard says, “the problem of 
adequacy.” He worries that while the state may have succeeded in 
capping its costs, it may be replacing current retirees who, thanks 
to the defi ned benefi ts plan, are secure in their retirements and able 
to sustain their local communities with a new generation of retirees 
with inadequate savings that are at the mercy of the market. 

“There is going to have to be more of a commitment from 
employees who will benefi t,” says Stoddard, but “on the practical 
side, it’s diffi  cult for me to see how we’re not creating a new set 
of problems.”

Some states have attempted to address the problem of 
uncapped liabilities on the one hand and insuffi  cient savings on 
the other with a so-called hybrid pension. The most recent state 
to move in this direction was Georgia.

G
eorgia’s motivation wasn’t cost cutting, says Sen. 
Bill Heath, who chairs the Senate Retirement Com-
mittee. It was competing with the private sector. 
According to a state study, public-sector salaries 

amounted to only 84 percent of the salaries of their private-sector 
counterparts. The state’s generous benefi ts package made overall 
compensation comparable, but many younger employees simply 
didn’t value the state’s generous pension plan. So two years ago, 
Heath spearheaded an eff ort to create a hybrid pension plan for 
new retirees. It off ers a defi ned benefi t “core” that is only half as 
generous as the previous defi ned benefi t plan. However, it com-
pensates for that by adding a defi ned contribution component 
whereby the state matches employees, fi rst 1 percent contribution 
dollar-for-dollar and then provides a half-match to contributions 
from the 1 to 4 percent. 

So far, the take up has been slow (largely because Georgia has a 
hiring freeze). However, Heath hopes the new hybrid will eventu-
ally attract new employees. Health also hopes the hybrid plan will 
address one of the biggest problems with current defi ned benefi t 
plans—state legislatures.

“The problem with defi ned benefi ts plans is not the defi ned 
benefi t—that’s great,” Heath says. “The problem with defi ned 
benefi t plans is that you can’t keep legislatures’ hands off  of 
them.” When the economy booms, legislators are tempted to buy 
union support with enhanced benefi ts and reduced contributions. 
When the crash comes, many plans are underfunded. By vest-
ing assets with employees, Heath hopes his plan will remove the 
temptation that too many defi ned benefi t plans have, while also 
giving younger employees what they want. In that, he may suc-
ceed. What seems less likely is that such plans will provide the 
necessary funds for retirement. Only 6 percent of the enrollees 
in Georgia’s new hybrid plan are participating at the maximum 
matching rate of 5 percent. Those 6 percent will probably do bet-

ter under the new system than they would have under the old. 
Everyone else probably won’t.

C
hanging public pension arrangements is diffi  cult. 
Many enjoy statutory, constitutional and collective 
bargaining protections. Most are fi ercely guarded by 
public-sector unions. Given the analysis presented 

here, it would be easy to conclude that it’s not worth the trouble. 
In fact, some states have done just that. Take New York. Albany 
faces a probable defi cit of $9 billion this year. When the fi nal 
federal stimulus dollars are spent, that number could swell to 
$19 billion the following year. Yet Gov. David Paterson’s recent 
budget proposal proposed a 0.9 percent spending increase and 
virtually no layoff s for this year. 

Such non-responses are simply not sustainable. State and local 
governments with underfunded pension plans are going to have 
to fi nd a way to scale back benefi ts and increase employees’ con-
tributions. Government offi  cials also need to get a much better 
handle on retiree health benefi ts. During the boom years of the 
1990s, many state and local governments signifi cantly expanded 
retiree health benefi ts such that the number of Medicare-eligible 
employees receiving retiree health benefi ts rose from 69 percent 
in 1997 to 86 percent by 2002. Not surprisingly, costs rose too. 
In California, for instance, health and dental benefi ts more than 
tripled between 1988 and 1999 and 2006 and 2007, rising at fi ve 
times the rate of overall state spending. According to the General 
Accounting Offi  ce, the price tag for retiree health now exceeds 
$530 billion—and that’s just states and three dozen-odd cities. 
There are no numbers on what the retiree health benefi ts of this 
country’s cities and towns might be. 

Yet so far, most states have made only modest eff orts to contain 
these costs, typically by creating things like disease management 
and wellness programs. Most cities, counties and school districts 
have done nothing to rein in retirement health benefi ts at all. The 
result is a looming chasm of unfunded liabilities.  

For states such as New Jersey and Connecticut, curtailing 
public-sector benefi ts will be very important—and no doubt very 
challenging.  G
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Tour, part of the largest civic outreach and awareness campaign 

in U.S. history,  participants can contribute their stories and 

photos to the Portrait of America project. 
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I
f you receive a water bill in Phoenix, you’ll get a note about the 
census. If you spend time in a classroom, you’re likely to hear 
a lesson about the census. If you’re called for jury duty, you’ll 
see a video about the census. And if you see a garbage truck, 

you’ll see a message about the census.
Phoenix isn’t alone. Even though the nation’s constitutionally 

mandated decennial population count is a federal responsibility, 
municipalities across the country are distributing census litera-
ture, organizing speeches on the census and, yes, adorning their 
garbage trucks with messages about the census.

These eff orts refl ect a major shift. Just two decades ago, state 
and local governments’ role in the census was small. Today not 
only are they critical public relations partners, but they are also 
heavily engaged in updating the massive address fi le on which the 
U.S. Census Bureau depends.

Localities have embraced this expanded role for one simple 
reason: money.

Population, of course, plays a key role in federal funding for-
mulas. The federal government doles out more than $400 billion 
per year based on population. That means every additional person 
that the census counts in a particular jurisdiction results in hun-
dreds of dollars in additional funding.

Take Cincinnati, for example. Mayor Mark Mallory esti-
mates that an undercount from 2000 has cost his city more than 
$100 million over the last decade. Now he’s obsessed with proving 
that his city has the 378,259 people that a nonprofi t group reported, 
not the 333,336 people in the bureau’s current estimate. “There’s no 
such thing,” Mallory says, “as too much talk about the census.”

This year, getting an accurate count won’t come easily for 
Cincinnati, Phoenix or anywhere else. Tension over immigra-
tion raids, rising mistrust of government and the epidemic of 
foreclosures have combined to make Americans more diffi  cult 
to be found and less willing to be counted. The Census Bureau 
believes municipal governments, with their local knowledge, can 
help overcome these challenges. With tens of millions of census 
forms headed to the public later this month, we’re about to fi nd 
out whether they’re right.

G
iven how much states and localities have riding on 
the census, it’s surprising how recently they had little 
to do with it. Besides the billions of dollars at stake, 
states are fi ghting for Electoral College votes and con-

gressional seats. State legislative district lines are drawn based on 
the numbers. The economic prospects of a city, as well as its own 
sense of self-regard, hinge on whether it’s growing or shrinking. 
“When CVS is trying to fi gure out where to build their next store,” 
Mallory says, “they’re looking at census data.”

For a long time, though, local governments didn’t need to 
have much of a role. The census was a relatively simple process. 
A census employee visited every American household. Most were 
amenable to providing information.

With population growth and longer census questionnaires, 
that process gradually became less accurate and more expensive. 
The bureau began mailing questionnaires in 1960. It began allow-
ing them to be mailed back in 1970. Today only people who fail 
to return their forms receive a personal visit from an “enumera-
tor”—a census employee responsible for population counting.

But lots of people are getting those personal visits. Mail 
response rates were only 65 percent in 1990. Increasing that 
rate is one of the bureau’s key goals. With that in mind, two key 
changes occurred between 1990 and 2000.

One was that the bureau became more aggressive with its 
outreach eff orts, which included involving state and local gov-
ernments in supplementing the bureau’s own work. The bureau 
pushed to expand local Complete Count Committees. Thousands 
of localities formed their own committees, building a national 
network of census public relations shops.

The other change was that, with the passage of a new fed-
eral law in 1994, the census began allowing states and localities 
to access its closely guarded Master Address File—the database 
that aspires to list the address of every American. “It is a liv-
ing, breathing gargantuan database that you can’t even get near DRUM

Local governments want an accurate 
census count, but it’s going to cost 
them money to make that happen.

By Josh Goodman
To increase mail response 

rates in the 2010 census, 

the U.S. Census Bureau is 

involving state and local

governments in outreach 

efforts. 

P
H

O
T

O
S

 C
O

U
R

T
E

S
Y

: 
U

.S
. 

C
E

N
S

U
S

 B
U

R
E

A
U

, 
P

U
B

L
IC

 I
N

F
O

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 O
F

F
IC

E

39

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



without giving blood samples,” says Thomas Ginsberg, a 
researcher with the Pew Charitable Trusts who has studied the 
census. “This is the heart and soul of the census.”

Involving state and localities seems to have worked. In 2000, 
the mail response rate ticked up slightly. The increase was a sur-
prise, given that most anything that shows up in the mail is treated 
as junk these days.

W
hether it will work again, however, is an open 
question. There’s plenty of cause for pessimism. 
Foreclosures have thrown people out of their 
homes and into a variety of temporary living 

arrangements. That will make them harder to count. The fed-
eral government’s vigorous immigration enforcement has illegal 
immigrants wary of providing information to authorities. Unlike 
in 2000, the feds aren’t pausing immigration raids while the cen-
sus is conducted. More broadly, mistrust of government appears 
to be rising. Some conservative politicians have raised objections 
to the census, saying the questions the bureau asks go beyond its 
constitutional mandate.

As they try to overcome those obstacles, local governments 
will have little to spend on outreach. In a report issued last fall, 
Ginsberg examined 11 major cities and found that they had less 
money and fewer staff  dedicated to the census as compared to 
2000. The cutbacks suggest a troubling possibility: Cities may be 

saving hundreds of thousands of dollars by reducing census out-
reach now, only to cost themselves millions of dollars over the 
next decade due to incomplete counts.

Phoenix has lots of immigrants. It has lots of foreclosures too. 
Faced with steep budget cuts, the city has only been able to dedicate 
about $40,000 in general fund money to promoting the census. “We 
don’t have any money,” says Tammy Perkins, who oversees Phoenix’s 
census outreach from the City Manager’s Offi  ce. Yet if there’s a 
strategy to promote the census, it’s probably being tried in Phoenix.

One reason for that: Phoenix decided that every manager in 
city government would be evaluated on how they promoted the 
census. To do that without spending money, the departments 

incorporated the census into their existing work. Jurors already 
must watch an orientation video. The municipal court added a 
video produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. Public Works added 
signs in English and Spanish to its garbage trucks. Human Ser-
vices included census information in its dial-a-ride vans.

Even with this sort of creativity, $40,000 would only go so far. 
So Phoenix has looked for help wherever it can fi nd it. The city 
worked with the Maricopa Association of Governments, which 
also has been active in prepping for the census, to repurpose 
$200,000 in federal money to help pay for a $400,000 countywide 
ad campaign through TV, radio and print.

Phoenix also recruited 160 community leaders to serve on its 
Complete Count Committee, which was divided into fi ve sub-
committees: faith, business, minority outreach, media, and com-
munity and schools.

Though they received guidance and encouragement from the 
city, these groups were given free rein to devise their strategies, 
usually using their own money or no money at all. The faith com-
mittee organized a Census Awareness Worship Week for religious 
leaders to preach on the count’s importance. The community and 
schools committee arranged lesson plans to spread the word from 
children to their parents. “In families where the adults may have 
a language barrier or a cultural barrier, the kids are the bridge,” 
Perkins says. “They’re the family’s translator. They’re the family’s 
business manager.”

GOVERNING |  March 201040

Left to right: Census workers used GPS technology to reduce the amount of time spent locating addresses, which helped the address 

canvassing operation fi nish ahead of schedule. U.S. Rep. William Lacy Clay talks with students at St. Louis’ Gateway Math and Science 

Elementary School during the city’s launch of the 2010 Census in Schools Program, designed for K-12 students. 

The 12 Portrait of America Road Tour vehicles will tour 

the country promoting participation in the 2010 census 

through April.
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results are as critical in public education as they are in government. A 
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Visit our web site or email governing@broadcenter.org to learn more.

Academy graduates have filled 156 school district leadership 
positions and are raising student achievement nationwide.

www.broadacademy.org

Phoenix’s eff orts illustrate why the Census Bureau turned to 
cities in the fi rst place. The federal government isn’t the most 
trusted source of information right now. Local governments are 
somewhat more popular and, even more importantly, they tend 
to know how to mobilize people who are trusted locally—whether 
they’re community activists, religious leaders or celebrities. 
The bureau is engaged in its own massive public relations cam-
paign, but the success or failure of the census likely will hinge on 
whether localities succeeded in spreading the word.

T
hat said, all of this outreach can only do so 
much. If the Census Bureau doesn’t have a 
person’s address in its records, he or she won’t 
get a form and likely won’t be counted.

Keeping this address list current is a massive multi-
year process that has just come to a close. The bureau 
melds postal records with older versions of its address 
fi le to get updates. It also sends 140,000 canvassers into 
the fi eld to check addresses.

But local governments can provide information that 
the bureau doesn’t have. After all, they’re the ones that 
know who’s paying water bills and property taxes. As a 
result, they usually know where people live.

Or at least they should. The truth is that some govern-
ments aggressively update the bureau’s list and some don’t. 
Some localities comb through detailed records or use GIS 
to verify the lists. Others do as little as having the state check 
the addresses of colleges, prisons and nursing homes.

There’s a good case that, especially in places with large 
hard-to-count populations, if localities invested a little 
more money in maintaining their address lists, those eff orts 
would pay for themselves through a more complete cen-
sus count. Getting the address list right isn’t just a matter of 
money, though. It’s also about early preparation.

Not surprisingly, no place is better at that than New 
York City, which has eight employees in its Population 
Division, headed by veteran demographer Joseph Salvo. 
These employees are constantly tracking how many 
residents New York City has and where they’re living. 
By monitoring the number of housing units in the city 
and their vacancy rates, they routinely challenge the 
Census Bureau’s mid-decade population estimates.

All this work throughout the decade proves invalu-
able when, on rushed deadlines, New York City offi  -
cials—like their counterparts around the country—must 
double check the bureau’s address list. With the help of 
records from the city’s Finance Department, they know 
when a new apartment building goes up, when a base-
ment is converted to a new residence or when a vacant 
building is reoccupied.

In the address check leading up to this year’s count, 
Salvo and his colleagues found 127,000 households that 
the bureau had missed. Those households likely have 
around 300,000 people, which would translate into 
tens of millions of dollars in additional funding over 

March 2010  |  GOVERNING 41

the course of the decade. With those additions, Salvo says the 
bureau’s fi le for the city has enough addresses to support his cur-
rent population estimate of around 8.4 million people.

But he’s still nervous about what will happen when census 
questionnaires start arriving in mailboxes later this month. “I 
can give you an estimate of the population of the city,” Salvo says. 
“None of that matters unless people answer these questions. In 
the end, it comes down to whether people mail the forms back.”  G

E-mail  jgoodman@governing.com
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C
all it the great intergov-
ernmental camera caper. 
Although it might not have 
involved millions of dollars in 

spending, it did illustrate the sometimes 
absurd consequences of narrow categori-
cal federal grant making, say those who 
got caught up in the swirl of the contro-
versy: About 10 years ago, the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
Inspector General’s Offi  ce took the Mas-
sachusetts Department of Environmen-
tal Protection to task for using a camera 
paid for by funds from its air pollution 
program to document noncompliance 
problems related to water pollution.

Silly, perhaps, but the dustup was sym-
bolic of a much deeper problem between 
states and the EPA at the time: When it 
came to measuring performance, states 
weren’t being held accountable for a 
cleaner environment, they were being 
held accountable for whether federal 
dollars they received were being properly 

spent according to category: air, water, 
hazardous waste and so forth.

Shortly after that, the EPA did some-
thing very sensible, says Jonathan Breul, 
then-senior adviser to the deputy direc-
tor for management at the U.S. Offi  ce of 
Management and Budget (OMB). Rather 
than dinging states for not following proper 
spending procedures, the EPA—with the 
OMB’s encouragement—formed “perfor-
mance partnerships” with states based on an 
agreed-upon set of environmental outcomes 
that states wished to achieve with federal 
help. Additionally the EPA and OMB asked 
for and received congressional authority 
that allowed states to consolidate EPA fund-
ing streams into a single block grant.

It all sounds simple and logical enough. 
But that was 10 years ago, and since then, 
progress toward a more performance-
and-results-informed approach to inter-
governmental programs, policies and, 
most important, spending more broadly, 
has progressed erratically, if at all.

In fact, it’s no exaggeration to say that 
the most recent signifi cant eff ort to pur-
sue performance-based federalism is fad-
ing away with barely a whimper. 

The much vaunted No Child Left 
Behind Act, which was meant to kick-
start a huge and productive experiment in 
using educational metrics to support and 
highlight educational best practice across 
the nation—while spurring students and 
schools onto new heights of educational 
excellence in the process—instead quickly 
deteriorated into a running squabble over 
jurisdiction, the accuracy and usefulness 
of data, cause, eff ect and accountability. 
Worse, the No Child Left Behind Act 
actually inspired some school systems to 
dumb down scholastic achievement tests 
to boost their numbers on educational 
“achievement.” “If No Child Left Behind 
wasn’t dead on arrival, after fi ve years, it’s 
pretty much exhausted itself,” says Paul 
Posner, former head of the Government 
Accountability Offi  ce’s intergovernmen-

Using Performance to Deliver Promises

Problem Solver
Real-world solutions and ideas for government managers
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art?

Can the feds and 
states fi nd an effective 
way to achieve the 
results everyone 
wants to see?

By Jonathan Walters
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tal section and now a professor of public 
policy at George Mason University. (Sup-
porters of the Obama administration’s 
new Race to the Top educational grants, 
by contrast, argue that the new grant pro-
gram is an approach to intergovernmental 
education funding that will hold schools 
and teachers to high standards of perfor-
mance and results.)

T
he reasons for the lack of prog-
ress in the whole area of perfor-
mance-informed intergovern-
mental relations are manifold 

and familiar, but two in particular tend 
to dominate: States don’t want to be held 
accountable for results that they often 
argue they have no control over. Mean-
while, they’re perennially afraid of being 
rated against one another, arguing that 
they’re way too diff erent to accommodate 
fair comparison.

Congress, for its part, continues to 
evince a signifi cant lack of literacy or 
interest when it comes to looking at data 
on performance and results as it relates to 
intergovernmental policy and spending. 
Congressional overseers seem to prefer 
gauging the performance of their sub-
partners in governance by whether fed-
eral dollars are properly spent, and not by 
whether those dollars purchased things 
like improved socio-economic well-being.

That’s a point of long-running stale-
mate, however, that some now think has 
the potential to break loose—or at least 
move. Two recent developments have 
some of the longest suff ering advocates of 
performance-informed federalism think-
ing that there’s something in the wind in 
Washington that portends a shift.

The fi rst development is at the federal 
OMB, which under the Obama adminis-
tration has added a key responsibility to 
the job of deputy director for manage-
ment: chief performance offi  cer.

Immediately dubbed the federal “per-
formance czar,” OMB Deputy Director 
Jeff rey Zients has, in turn, made key high-
level appointments at the OMB that are 
encouraging to those who have for years 

advocated a shift to a more cooperative, 
enlightened and results-based approach 
to intergovernmental relations.

The addition, for example, of Shelley 
Metzenbaum to the OMB management 
and performance team is a clear signal 
that the OMB wants to change its rela-
tionship with states and localities, thinks 
Breul, now executive director of the IBM 
Center for the Business of Government. 
In fact, it was Metzenbaum—who most 
recently was director of a performance-
focused management center at the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, Boston—who 
led the successful eff ort to create the per-
formance partnership between states and 
the EPA, while serving as the EPA’s head 
of intergovernmental relations during the 
Bill Clinton administration.

The second development—at the 
eastern end of Pennsylvania Avenue—
was the announcement in October 2009 
that the Senate Budget Committee was 
forming a bipartisan Task Force on 
Government Performance, co-chaired 
by Sens. Mark Warner, D-Va., and Judd 
Gregg, R-N.H. According to the budget 
committee’s Web site, the task force was 
created to “examine the federal govern-
ment’s management framework and 
identify opportunities to improve the 
effi  ciency and eff ectiveness of federal 
programs and services.”

If that still sounds a bit fed-centric, 
those who’ve been toiling in the trenches 
to improve intergovernmental relations 
by focusing on performance make one 
very simple and straightforward point: 
The federal government’s “eff ectiveness 
and effi  ciency” is vastly dependent on 
the performance of states and localities, 
which are the levels of government that 
are actually responsible for delivering a 
huge hunk of the results that Congress 
says it wants to achieve through the leg-
islation it passes.

In areas of environmental protection, 
education, transportation, economic devel-
opment, health and homeland security, 
it’s state and local governments that are 
responsible for delivering the goods. “It is 

important to understand how dependent 
the federal government really is on states 
and localities for delivering actual results,” 
says Posner.

And, in fact, Warner says he gets that 
completely. “If there’s any value that I 
bring to the task force,” Warner says, “it’s 
that as a governor, I’ve lived the intercon-
nection between the federal government 
as the check writer and state and local 
government as implementer.”

T
he problem, says Breul, is that 
Warner is an outlier on Capitol 
Hill when it comes to under-
standing that relationship, some-

thing that he fi nds especially discouraging 
given recent congressional action. “If the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
wasn’t a wake-up call to Congress that the 
federal government is essentially an ATM 
to states, I don’t know what would be,” 
Breul says. “And guess who will be sub-
stantially responsible for delivering on 
health-care reform: governors.”

The fact that the feds are so dependent 
on their colleagues at the state and local 
levels for delivering on huge promises 
made in Washington, D.C., ought to be 
inspiration enough to swing Congress onto 
a new course of policy and grant making, 
argue people like Posner and Breul. But 
creating mechanisms that actually refl ect 
that reality has been another major rub. In 
the past, the feds have whipsawed between 
open-ended block grants to states and 
localities that carry few or no strings at all, 
including requirements on documenting 

If No Child Left 

Behind wasn’t dead 

on arrival, after fi ve 

years, it’s pretty much 

exhausted itself.
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results, versus brutally categorical grants 
that “carve out separate funding streams 
for the disabled, the cross-eyed and the 
left-handed,” says Breul.

T
he basic model that most advo-
cates of performance-informed 
federalism promote is, in fact, 
the performance partnership 

concept Breul supported at the OMB, and 
that Metzenbaum helped create while at 

the EPA. And there are good examples—
besides the EPA—where such partner-
ships, formal and informal, are in place 
and working well.

One of Metzenbaum’s favorite exam-
ples is the National Highway Traffi  c Safety 
Administration. It has a long history of 
gathering very detailed information from 
states on highway fatalities, analyzing that 
information, and then feeding it back to 
states in a way that allows state transpor-

tation offi  cials to compare themselves to 
one another and also learn interstate les-
sons through the Fatality Analysis Report-
ing System (FARS).

Examples abound about FARS’ suc-
cess. For instance, states have reduced 
fatal accidents by following the leader on 
new asphalt compositions and better road 
designs—never mind the more widely 
publicized fi ndings that seat belts and 
motorcycle helmets dramatically reduce 
highway fatalities. 

It’s a type of intergovernmental per-
formance reporting that not only spot-
lights data on state performance but, even 
more important, also allows state offi  cials 
to change key policies and practices to 
improve results, says Metzenbaum. And 
that should be a fundamental role of the 
federal government, she argues: collecting, 
analyzing and disseminating information 
on results and best practices that states 

and localities can then use to improve 
performance. It’s a dual payoff , she says: 
These arrangements allow the federal 
government to gauge whether federal 
dollars are being spent wisely, and they 
position the feds as an important institu-
tion of learning and teaching.

The problem is that virtually every 
example of a federal agency working 
closely and eff ectively with state and local 
partners represents an executive-level 
initiative and not a congressional directive. 
So one of the big questions for Warner’s 
task force is what the Senate Budget Com-
mittee can do to infl uence its own.

That presents two challenges, says 
Warner. First, Capitol Hill tends to 
be overly focused on waste, fraud and 
abuse when it comes to assessing how 
well states and localities handle federal 
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money. “It’s not, ‘Did you achieve the 
policy goals we were after?’” says Warner. 
“It’s, ‘Did the wrong people pocket some 
of the money?’”

That will be a tough hurdle to over-
come, says John Kamensky, also an ex-
OMB offi  cial now with the IBM Cen-
ter for the Business of Government. 
Kamensky notes that in recent hearings 
before Missouri Democrat Sen. Claire 
McCaskill’s Subcommittee on Contract-
ing Oversight in the Homeland Security 
and Governmental Aff airs Committee, 
the senator wanted to talk to the new 
federal performance czar Zients about 
plans to reduce waste and improve 
accountability in federal contracting, 
and not about ways to gauge whether 
the money handed over to contractors is 
actually buying intended results.

T
he second hurdle for the War-
ner task force: Capitol Hill is 
a brutally fragmented place, 
which means getting lawmak-

ers to coalesce around an issue and to 
actually focus on clear, sensible out-
comes will be tough to do. “As governor 
I used to complain about lack of coher-
ence coming out of Washington,” War-
ner says. “It wasn’t until I got here that 
I realized what the root problem was: 
fragmentation on the Hill.”

Warner’s plan is to tackle both prob-
lems—a seriously siloed oversight environ-
ment, and an obsession with tracking dollars 
versus results—by choosing carefully what 
the task force will address. One issue for 
investigation, he says, will be how the fed-
eral government goes about purchasing IT 
as a way to look at procurement effi  ciency 
across agencies. On the policy side, he thinks 
focusing on a broad, cross-cutting issue like 
food safety might be the ticket because it 
falls under the jurisdiction of multiple con-
gressional committees, federal agencies, 

states and localities; and it is of clear concern 
to citizens and of clear interest to the media. 
“It’s an issue where you have policy goals 
that are managed at the state and local level, 
and which the federal government oversees 
through more than a dozen programs and 
secretariats,” says Warner.

 Which leads to the fi nal large ques-
tion: Will states and localities—which 
often complain bitterly about irrational, 
overbearing and misplaced federal over-
sight—be ready and willing to embrace 
partnerships based on performance?

That’s a question with at least 50 
answers at the state level and hundreds 

at the local level. But one local and state 
veteran of the performance measurement 
debates thinks it’s worth a shot: “When 
you look at the federal government’s rela-
tionship to states and states’ relationship 
to localities, these are large and complex 
systems,” says Maryland Gov. Martin 
O’Malley, who took the CitiStat system 
he created as mayor of Baltimore and 
adapted it to state government. “So if we 
really want them to work well together, 
then we all have to have the guts to mea-
sure and publicly report outcomes. If we 
do that, then I think we create much more 
fl exible and dynamic systems, and we 
could get a lot accomplished.”  G
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org. Baker Center for Graduate Studies’ MBA program is also accredited by the 
International Assembly of Collegiate Business Education (IACBE).

As governor I used to complain about 

lack of coherence coming out of Washington. 

It wasn’t until I got here that I realized what the 

root problem was: fragmentation on the Hill.

 “

This article is part of an ongoing series on 
public performance measurement and citizen 
engagement, for which support is provided 
by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. The Sloan 
Foundation may assist some of the programs 
mentioned in the Citizens & Performance 
series, but the foundation has no control or 
influence over the editorial content of the 
articles. All of the reporting and editing was 
done independently by Governing staff.
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 L
et’s say we told you we could 
save you hundreds of dollars on 
your utility bills, and that we’d be 
willing to do this for free. All we 

want is to take a percentage of the savings 
at year’s end. Pretty attractive, right? 

Well, this is precisely the kind of 
arrangement that over the years, numer-
ous cities, counties and states have 
entered into with companies that have 
specialized skills and the appropriate 
technology to fi nd additional revenues 
or savings for government. Called con-
tingency fee contracts, they’ve been used 
for various purposes: to bring in more tax 
dollars, maximize federal payments, go 
after Medicaid overpayments, launch 
litigation, fi nd energy savings and more. 

Stockton, Calif., for example, has suc-
cessfully used contractors to identify 
businesses in which property tax has 
been misallocated to the county rather 
than the city. When the contractor fi nds 
a company that’s been incorrectly identi-
fi ed as outside city limits, Stockton gets 
the new revenue, and the company gets 
a take of that—in the neighborhood of 
15 percent for the following eight quarters. 

Similarly a utility audit in Raleigh, 
N.C., done on a contingency fee basis, 
netted the city savings of about $200,000 
over 20 months after the contractor took 
its 15 percent. In 2010, internal auditors 
will negotiate another contingency fee 
contract to look for new revenue avail-
able from the state’s so-called privilege 
tax, which is paid directly by loggers, 
miners, sawmills and others in lieu of 
a traditional sales tax on some of the 
equipment they buy.

We feel rather confi dent that contin-
gency fee contracts are going to become 
even more prevalent in coming months, 
as the public sector continues to eagerly 
grasp for any additional dollars it can 
fi nd—particularly if there’s no dollar 

and Human Services’ Inspector General’s 
Offi  ce looked into these contingency fee 
contracts, it uncovered problems like New 
Jersey’s decision to submit for more than 
$200 million in questionable funds based 
on a consultant’s advice. The state claimed 
some things twice and asked for money 
back on some items that aren’t allowable 
under Medicaid guidelines, like costs for 
care to state prisoners. Since then, the 
Inspector General’s Offi  ce has continued 
to explore the area and has about 10 ongo-
ing audits in a half a dozen states. It will 
publish them in the coming year.

It’s no surprise that contractors’ 
eff orts to market themselves to states 
may result in exaggerated claims for 
potential returns. This isn’t just a prob-
lem for the contractor. While it may 
appear that contingency fee contracts 
cost nothing, they can still consume a 
fair amount of staff  time processing the 
contract and internal legwork to assist 
the contractor. What’s more, entities that 
use them most eff ectively provide inter-
nal oversight over the way the contract 

By Katherine Barrett and Richard Greene

New Revenue, New Concerns
Contingency fee contracts are becoming hot, but have their limits. 
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investment necessary. When we asked 
Gary VanLandingham, director of the 
Offi  ce of Program Policy Analysis and 
Government Accountability in Florida, 
about this, he agreed: “Upfront money 
right now is very limited,” he said. “I 
wouldn’t be surprised if this surfaces in 
a number of states.”

Assuming we’re right and that neo-
phyte governments enter into this fi eld, it 
feels more than worthwhile to point out 
some of the pitfalls here. Since a govern-
ment doesn’t need to provide any upfront 
money, contingency fee contracts can 
escape all kinds of oversight layers that 
would apply to any process that actually 
requires cash being spent. 

For example, particularly zealous con-
tractors can make mistakes, leaving the 
government on the hook to repay funds 
they have happily collected. Many states 
use contingency fee contracts in their 
Medicaid programs to ferret out third par-
ties who may be responsible for the pay-
ments currently being made by Medicaid. 
But when the U.S. Department of Health 
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is implemented, even if they don’t do the 
kind of analysis that would be performed 
if the government were spending upfront 
money. What’s more, these contracts can 
easily raise the hackles of the people or 
organizations accused of underpaying 
the state or receiving overpayments from 
the state—even when the dollars involved 
can seem trivial. 

Back in Stockton, auditors found 
that a contingency fee arrangement to 
uncover overpayments in its $20 million 
self-insured employee health benefi t plan 
ended up delivering a somewhat smaller 
return than forecasted. Initially the con-
tractor said it believed its work would 
net $400,000 due to overpayment errors 
involving dependents who weren’t eligible 
for coverage. In fact, the actual overpay-
ments uncovered in this part of the audit 
amounted to $61,000. Of these, the city’s 
HR staff  had already identifi ed and started 
to recover the majority of the money before 
the claims investigation began. 

Craig Kinton, Dallas city auditor, 
wanted advice about how to best work 
with contingency fee contracts; he sent 
out a query on the Association of Local 
Government Auditors electronic mailing 
list. He was kind enough to share some 
of the best advice he got, which we’ll 
pass along:

It’s important to know what the 
limits on recoveries will be and 
whether there is a “go-forward” 
period in which the contractor will 
also expect to get a percentage of the 
proceeds.
Clearly defi ne what revenues or 
savings the fees will be based on.
Set minimums so that a lot of time 
isn’t spent going after pennies. 

Rich Oksol, lead internal auditor in 
Sioux Falls, S.D., also had a suggestion: 
“Make sure that there is wording such 
that the contractor/consultant is working 
exclusively for the benefi t of your organiza-
tion.” Alternatively contractors can exploit 
the intelligence they’ve gathered about the 
government to help other organizations 
play the same game—in reverse.  G

E-mail greenebarrett@gmail.com
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By Elizabeth Daigneau and Tina Trenkner

Deputy Swap 
If you’ve ever seen Wife Swap, the reality TV show where two wildly different 

women swap families for two weeks, then you’ll have an idea what New York 

City Mayor Michael Bloomberg is up to with his “First Deputy Exchange” initia-

tive. Over two three-week stretches in January and February, a top deputy in 

each city agency swapped jobs with another deputy in an attempt to improve 

management practices throughout city government. The deputies focused on 

customer service, staff communication, interagency collaboration and innova-

tion during their stints at different agencies. At the end of the management exer-

cise, modeled after a program Bloomberg introduced at his fi nancial services 

fi rm, deputies reported directly to the mayor in recommending any changes or 

new ideas. Each assignment was made with a specifi c operational goal in mind. 

For example, the fi rst deputy commissioners from the Department of Consumer 

Affairs and the Department of Housing Preservation and Development traded 

places to strengthen foreclosure prevention efforts. Other agencies participating 

in the exercise included the fi re department, police department and the Offi ce of 

Emergency Management. 

| IDEA CENTER

Cross-Checking for Sales Tax  
County leaders in Georgia are concerned that not all businesses are submitting 

sales taxes. In these tough economic times, counties need all the revenues they 

can collect to help balance budgets. To determine where there may be missing 

funds, four counties participated in a pilot that cross-checked county lists of 

business licenses with the state Department of Revenue’s list of businesses that 

have sales tax accounts. In Hall County, almost 1,000 businesses were not pres-

ent on the Department of Revenue’s list, The Gainesville Times reported, suggest-

ing there are businesses not submitting sales tax to the state. House Democratic 

Leader DuBose Porter estimates that the amount of sales tax missing could 

equate to $250 million, The Atlanta Journal-Constitution reported. Hall County 

offi cials are using some of the fi ndings in the 

pilot to encourage local sales tax collecting 

(since the state currently collects taxes). 

Find more ideas for
creative programs at
governing.com/ideas
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By Steve Towns

A Secure Loan
To cut costs, Michigan borrows a federal cyber-security tool. 

Problem Solver | TECH TALK

DHS. Federal executive branch agencies 
already use the system, and the 12-month 
Michigan pilot marks the fi rst attempt to 
extend the system to state government.

Michigan CIO Ken Theis says sharing 
resources like Einstein 1 could help cut 
the cost of protecting sensitive govern-
ment information. “They’re extending 
this technology out to us. So rather than 
us needing to make these investments, 
we’re leveraging the investment they’ve 
already made,” he says. “That allows 
us to continue to increase our security 
capabilities.” 

Michigan is no slouch when it comes 
to data protection. It added extensive 
security measures during an initiative to 
consolidate state government technology
systems. But the Einstein experiment 
gives the state access to global cyber-
security analysis conducted by the 
US-CERT. The feds benefi t, too, by get-
ting a more complete picture of potential
threats hitting government computers.
“It’s a win-win,” says Theis. “To me, there’s 
not a greater example of collaboration and 
shared services.”

 P
rotecting the information stored 
in government computer sys-
tems is one of the tougher chal-
lenges facing state and local 

agencies. Cyber-criminals grow more 
sophisticated by the day, and your defense 
against cyber-attack is only as good as 
your weakest link. Add the fact that IT 
security spending has stagnated in many 
jurisdictions thanks to the recession, and 
you have a recipe for potential disaster.

All of that is what makes an experi-
mental partnership between Michigan 
and the U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) so intriguing. In Decem-
ber, Michigan IT offi  cials announced they 
began using the federal government’s 
Einstein 1 network monitoring system to 
watch for suspicious activity in executive 
branch computer networks.

Einstein 1 looks at where network 
traffi  c comes from, where it’s going and 
what kind of traffi  c it is—and collects that 
information for analysis by the United 
States Computer Emergency Readiness 
Team (US-CERT), a public-private group 
of cyber-security experts operated by the 

But just because sharing security 
resources makes sense doesn’t mean it’s 
easy. Michigan’s Department of Informa-
tion Technology spent more than a year 
hammering out details with the DHS. 
Among the sticking points: reconciling 

state and federal laws on data security 
and privacy, determining what types of 
information can be shared between the 
state and DHS, and fi guring out how 
to handle Freedom of Information Act 
requirements.

The DHS will evaluate the project 
after 12 months and assess its future, and 
is careful to point out that Einstein 1 does 
not read the content of e-mail and other 
messages traveling through Michigan 
computer networks. Instead, the system 
examines “network fl ow records” that 
merely show peripheral data about traffi  c 
entering and leaving state computers.

Theis acknowledges that if the pro-
gram were to expand, giving the feds 
access to state computer systems could 
cause heartburn in some statehouses and 
among privacy advocates. “They [DHS] 
are trying to keep this a security issue, not 
a political issue,” he says.

But if the experiment succeeds, it could 
pave the way for greater sharing of cyber-
security resources among state, local and 
federal government—and give better pro-
tection against increasingly sophisticated 
cyber-criminals.   G

E-mail stowns@govtech.com
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By John Petersen

I
nside a sales brochure for an invest-
ment fund, you’ll see a phrase like: 
“Current performance may be lower 
or higher than past performance, 

which cannot guarantee future results.” 
Individual investors know there’s an ele-
ment of gambling in making investments, 
and that the higher the returns are on 
today’s investment, the likelier they’ll fall 
in the future. 

Long-term investing is an ongoing 
challenge for state and local pension 
systems. Investment return rates are the 
major factor in deciding how much to set 
aside to meet future pension promises: 
The higher that rate is assumed to be, the 
less money must be contributed today. 
Government employers want to earn high 
returns on their investments, and that 
mandate to increase earnings can lead to 
many problems. 

The level of annual contributions from 
employees and employers is now around 
$110 billion; benefi t payments to retirees 
is $175 billion. More than 19 million work-
ers and 8 million retirees belong to the 
public systems. And the number of retir-
ees is growing fi ve times faster than the 
number of working members, according 
to the U.S. Census Bureau. 

The past decade hasn’t been good for 
pension systems. Total returns on equi-
ties, according to the Standard and Poor 
Index, were a bit below zero from the end 
of 1999 through 2009. During the 2008-
2009 fi nancial crisis, the market value of 
investments held by pension funds fell by 
an estimated $1 trillion—about 30 percent, 
according to Federal Reserve data. At the 
end of 2009, public funds held an esti-
mated $2.7 trillion in assets—well below 
the $3.2 trillion held at 2007’s end. 

Most public employee funds assume 
unrealistic investment return rates, which 
has led many to invest in riskier vehicles 
and projects. Take the $5 billion real estate 

project in New York City—it wiped out 
billions of dollars in equity, including 
$850 million in write-off s for state public 
pension systems.

Public pensions are fi xed benefi t plans 
that accumulate funds to pay future ben-
efi ts. With aggressive return rate assump-
tions averaging 8 to 9.5 percent, pension 
systems accumulate added liability for 
future payments. When this happens, the 
system must save a fraction of each dollar 
to, after adding future earnings, make the 
stipulated pension payments. 

The math is complex, but the concept 
isn’t: If equities (stock) earn 11 percent 
and debt (bonds) 5 percent, then an 8 per-
cent return rate is expected of a portfolio 
equally weighted with equity and debt. 
When looking at long-term return rates 
(1920s to early 2000s), retirement sys-
tems averaged returns on equities at about 
11 percent and bonds at 5 percent. 

But things have changed, and return 
rates, especially on stocks, have gyrated 
wildly. Long stretches of time (1930s, 1970s 
to mid-1980s and the 2000s) have shown 
there may be little or no return on equities. 

A recent survey reported in The Wall 
Street Journal said individual investors 
hoped to earn about 14 percent on equity 
investments over the next 10 years, but 
after infl ation and cost of transactions, the 
next generation’s net return might be more 
like 4 to 6 percent—a big diff erence. 

Believing a fairy tale about earnings has 
led too many people into saving too little, 
and governments to set aside too little 
to meet their pension funds obligations. 
But over-optimism’s political rewards are 
great. Higher returns allow for smaller 
asset accumulation, lower contributions 
and lower taxes to pay the employers’ 
share. So there are political benefi ts in 
trying too hard.

Had public pension systems assumed 
a 6 percent return instead of 8 percent, 

the funds they’d have to set aside to reach 
a target level of funding after 15 years 
(the average years remaining for workers 
before retirement) would be about one-
third greater—roughly $35 billion addi-
tional future annual contributions. Given 
many systems’ current underfunded con-
dition, billions more would be needed to 
make up for the underfunded legacy. 

The solution? Terminate fi xed-benefi t 
programs. Freeze the promised benefi ts as 
of a certain date, and convert future accu-
mulations into defi ned contribution plans 
where employees bear the risk. Though 
unpleasant for public workers, it’s pref-
erable to the unsustainable arrangement 
in which governments default on pen-
sion payments. While drastic, it brings 
decision-making into the bright light of the 
tough choices in an aging, slow-growth, 
high-risk economy. 

The day is over when the slack in 
public savings could be picked up by 
bubble-induced growth in asset prices. 
Public employees, whose pensions have 
been insulated from the working class’ 
new austerity, will share in the national 
uncertainty.  G

E-mail jep@gmu.edu

Fairy Tale Pension Projections
Assumptions about return rates and risky investments foreshadow big problems.

Problem Solver | PUBLIC MONEY

Government 

employers want to earn 

high returns on their 

investments, and that 

mandate to increase 

earnings can lead to 

many problems. 

 “

GOVERNING |  March 201050

GOV03_50.indd   50GOV03_50.indd   50 2/19/10   11:01:31 AM2/19/10   11:01:31 AM

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



GOVERNING | April  20092

@Register for GOVERNING’s free e-mail newsletters and receive essential

news and information delivered directly to your inbox.

GOVERNING.com Daily
Provides a quick scan of the day’s headlines of special interest to the state and local

community, as well as links to updated features on GOVERNING.com

PLUS . . . targeted verticals that align with your area of expertise:

Management • Technology • Human Services

Finance • Public Workforce • Effi ciency • Tax and Revenue

Visit GOVERNING.com/email
to sign up for your

FREE subscriptions today!

Get connected. Get e-mail newsletters.

DON’T MISS A HEADLINE

GOV_Feb10.indd   16GOV_Feb10.indd   16 1/19/10   2:52:08 PM1/19/10   2:52:08 PM

 Designer Creative Dir.

 Editorial Prepress

 Other OK to go

100 Blue Ravine Road
Folsom, CA 95630

916-932-1300

PAGE



52

Player

B
oston Mayor Thomas Menino is an urban leg-

end—the closest thing the East Coast has to 

Chicago Mayor Richard Daley. So when Menino 

stood for a fi fth term last year, most observers 

saw his re-election as a foregone conclusion. Instead, the 

mayor attracted a passel of charismatic challengers who 

claimed that the old-school mayor had exercised power 

for long enough, and that “The Hub” needed someone 

who was younger and, well, hipper.

Come primary and election day, Menino handily 

dispatched his challengers. But the recent appointment 

of 33-year-old Mitchell Weiss as his chief of staff 

shows that the mayor took at least some of 

their message to heart.

Weiss is a Chicago native who’s 

drawn more to the intricacies of 

behavioral economics than 

the fi ne-grained tribal dis-

tinctions that have long 

characterized Boston 

politics. For the past 

four years, he’s worked 

as the executive direc-

tor of the Tobin Project, 

a Cambridge-based 

think tank devoted to 

bringing academic 

insights to public 

policy problems. 

But in his new role, 

Weiss will be tak-

ing on a very South 

Boston project: 

shaping Southie’s 

1,000-acre Seaport 

District into a true 

24/7 mixed-use 

neighborhood.

—John Bunti n

52

Mitchell Weiss
Position: Chief of Staff, Mayor Thomas Menino 

 Age: 33 

  Previous position: Executive Director, 

The Tobin Project 
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