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Balancing Local and Regional Interests
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This chapter is about the space state governments create for cooperation 
among general-purpose local governments, and how the individuals 
working in local governments make decisions within that space. We will 

refer to the relationships among two or more local governments—the cities, 
towns, counties, and similar units that serve a broad, general purpose spanning 
many policy areas—as interlocal relations in the rest of this chapter. Local gov-
ernments often work together to efficiently or effectively deliver public services 
or to solve complex policy problems. For example, several neighboring commu-
nities can adopt a joint strategy for attracting economic development to their 
region.1 A large city might provide water treatment to several suburbs.2 A group 
of coastal communities might work together to promote disaster resilience.3

While the focus throughout much of this book is on relationships among 
governments, these relationships must be formed and maintained by people. 
In other words, intergovernmental relations are human relations.4 To help us 
understand these human relations in the interlocal context, we will be using a 
series of simple questions that we should use whenever we are trying to under-
stand why cooperation occurs. Some of these questions will explore the attri-
butes, preferences, and behaviors of the administrative staff and elected officials 
responsible for shaping intergovernmental relationships. Others will target the 
decision-making context in which they function.

The goal of the chapter is to use these questions and illustrative examples 
to develop a simple framework for making sense of cooperation among local 
governments. You should come away from reading it with two key insights, 
which we will revisit in the conclusion. The first is that the state plays a domi-
nant role through its ability to define the limits of what local governments can 
and cannot do with regard to other local governments. If we want to under-
stand the possibility for interlocal cooperation, we must first look to what state 
governments have said about these actions through provisions in state constitu-
tions and state statutes. The second is that cooperation, to the extent a state has 
left that option open as a voluntary action by local governments, is never thor-
oughly predictable. For example, even if a state allows interlocal cooperation, 

21_0123_Hanson.indb   257 3/9/21   10:42 AM



258 Thomas Skuzinski

and even if it seems like a sensible choice given the actors involved and the 
context in which they are making decisions, we still might find that it does not 
occur. If you work in or with local governments in your career, you are likely 
to encounter examples of cooperation flourishing among governments despite 
numerous obstacles, or failing despite seeming like an obvious and easy option. 
Because interlocal relations are human relations, they can often be messy and 
inexplicable. But the framework in this chapter should equip you with the tools 
and knowledge to make sense of most situations.

The chapter is organized around three big questions. First, we will ask, 
What does state law say about interlocal relations? We will look at how states 
can expressly enable cooperation, and how they can indirectly increase or 
decrease its potential. Second, we will consider, What are some of the contexts 
in which cooperation tends to happen? We will be thinking through the socio-
economic, institutional, and organizational settings that tend to be favorable. 
Third, we will explore, What are the characteristics of the individuals who tend 
to support cooperation?, with primary attention given to distinctions between 
elected officials and administrative staff. In each section, we will walk through 
illustrative examples.

A note before moving forward: local governments also compete with one 
another. This is not surprising if we think about the nature of local govern-
ment boundaries. These boundaries define where local governments have policy 
authority—that is, where the laws they adopt and implement can operate on 
individuals, households, and businesses—and also limit the people, land, and 
goods from which a local government can collect taxes and fees to fulfill its 
many public responsibilities. A common strategy for a local government is to 
try to compete successfully against other local governments for new households 
moving into the region, or for businesses shopping for a new location. Some-
times this takes the form of highly visible competition for international corpo-
rate activity, as was evident in the recent contest over the location of Amazon’s 
HQ2.5 A more commonplace example, though, is the decision to adopt zoning 
regulations that favor large, single-family homes over multifamily apartment 
complexes targeting middle- or lower-income households.6 Local governments 
can also engage in what is commonly known as yardstick competition, in which 
they use peer local governments as comparisons—or “yardsticks”—against 
which to measure their tax rates and fees and the bundle of public goods and 
services they offer. Despite the commonness of competition as a strategy, you 
should not think of cooperation as exceptional. A recent study of more than 
1,500 municipalities found that the average one provides about thirty-six ser-
vices, and that about eight of these are provided through cooperation.7 We sin-
gle out cooperation in this chapter both because it is common and because it 
requires an intentional shift away from the default position in which local gov-
ernments exist.
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What Does State  
Law Say about Interlocal Relations?

Each state uses its laws to define the types of local government (e.g., cities, 
towns, boroughs, villages), how they form, and how much power they have in 
various policy domains. These laws are not static: they change over time, and 
so too can the behavior of local governments in response to such changes. A 
2010 study found that, on average, 20 percent of all state legislation concerned 
the form or function of local governments,8 and that these vary in the extent to 
which they are empowering or restricting.9 While no study has directly explored 
the share of this state activity targeted at influencing interlocal relations specifi-
cally, it is likely that much of it at least indirectly does by shaping the resources 
and autonomy with which decision makers can work. State laws can motivate 
cooperative interlocal relations in three ways: (1) by creating conditions in 
which a local government is responsible for producing or providing a service 
but may lack the fiscal capacity to do so effectively (at a high enough level of 
quality) or efficiently (at a low enough unit cost) on its own, (2) by limiting the 
ability of a local government to increase its territorial footprint to meet its pol-
icy goals, or (3) by expressly enabling interlocal cooperation.

State governments articulate through laws the service responsibilities 
of local governments and the revenue streams these governments can poten-
tially access to pay for these services. When resources are scarce, the capacity 
to directly produce and provide services may be constrained. There are many 
possible responses to this. If a local government opts to continue with direct 
production and provision, it may have to strategically reduce expenditures by 
lowering the quantity or quality of a service or increase the revenues flowing 
from that service by raising taxes or fees. But a local government might find 
that contracting with another entity is more efficient, whether that entity is a 
private contractor or another government. Cooperation is, therefore, one of a 
suite of responses to resource scarcity.10

A local government that is constrained from growing its territorial foot-
print (i.e., from expanding its boundaries to encompass more land) might also 
be more likely to cooperate with neighboring local governments to meet pol-
icy goals, though no research has been undertaken to support this reasoning. 
Consistent with this logic, though, some researchers have found that having 
more neighboring local governments—those with adjacent boundaries—can 
increase the likelihood of cooperation. Such territorial shifts can occur through 
the process of annexation or—less commonly—through the merger or consol-
idation of two or more units of government.11 The processes through which 
these structural changes occur are defined by the state and can vary quite a bit. 
Under the most lenient form, a local government can unilaterally take unincor-
porated land—that which is not part of an incorporated municipality already—
with minimal state involvement. Under more restrictive forms, the government 
acquiring new land and the one giving it must mutually agree to the transfer, 
and the state must approve of it under stringent requirements. In North Caro-
lina, local governments had for decades the ability to easily annex land outside 
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their current boundaries, and they still retain much of this ability. Charlotte 
grew in size from about 19 square miles (50 square kilometers) in 1940 to 140 
square miles (362 square kilometers) in 1980, to nearly 298 square miles (about 
770 square kilometers) in 2010.12 The increase in size means an increase in pop-
ulation and an increase in both the service responsibilities and the revenue-gen-
erating potential of the city. In the 1990s, 53 percent of Charlotte’s population 
growth—in one of the fastest-growing cities in the United States—came through 
annexation of 68 square miles of land (176 square kilometers).13

Lastly, state legislative bodies can pass laws that speak directly about coop-
eration. For example, in 2003 Michigan adopted the Joint Municipal Planning 
Act (JMPA), which allowed all general-purpose local governments in the state—
counties, cities, townships, and villages—to work together formally to adopt 
joint comprehensive plans and zoning codes. Together, these plans and codes 
form the legal foundation for how a local government controls the use of land 
within its boundaries.14 If two or more governments chose to cooperate under 
the JMPA, each would ratify an agreement specifying the terms of its involve-
ment, such as representation on any joint bodies and the imposition of any 
penalties for exit. With the coordination of land use, several local governments 
could more effectively leverage the economic and social benefits flowing from a 
shared natural resource (e.g., a lake, a watershed, a forest), or direct where new 
commercial or industrial growth occurs, or better match the locations of jobs 
to housing in an economic region. Interestingly, the local governments in Mich-
igan already had, at least implicitly, the legal ability to cooperate with regard 
to their planning and zoning activities. In general, most local governments in 
Michigan have broad powers under the state’s home-rule grant. The JMPA, 
however, provided a clearer signal about the legality of land use cooperation 
that had not previously existed. Such legal signals about cooperation—or about 
any powers— can be especially important in states in which the powers of local 
government are not certain due to the combination of unclear or ambiguous 
enabling legislation and the use of Dillon’s Rule by state courts in interpreting 
such laws.15 We will revisit the JMPA at the start of the next section to learn 
how local government leaders responded to it.

Why Does Cooperation Only Sometimes Happen?
Even if a state empowers local governments to cooperate, such behavior 
remains voluntary. It may be incentivized or encouraged, but it is not mandated. 
Although the state of Michigan anticipated cooperative land use planning and 
regulation would occur among many of the state’s nearly two thousand cit-
ies, townships, and villages in the wake of the passage of the JMPA in 2003 
(described in the previous section), such activity was exceedingly rare. What 
this section, and the next, will help us think through is why. What were the 
characteristics of the targeted policy domain (land use planning and regula-
tion), of the local governments in Michigan, and of the local elected officials 
and administrative staff negotiating cooperation that made its adoption and 
endurance so uncommon?
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We can begin by considering two conceptual lenses that have dominated 
the study of variation in interlocal cooperation in recent decades. One is the 
logic of collective action.16 In its simplest terms, the most important component 
of the logic of collective action is that working together will be more likely 
where that effort can secure joint gains or benefits that could not otherwise 
be realized. More plainly, the whole must be greater than the sum of its parts. 
Beyond the joint gains, selective gains—those that flow to each participant in 
a cooperative endeavor—would also make collective action more likely. In the 
case of the JMPA, every story of cooperation began with a well-defined problem 
that could only be solved through joint work.

In Grand Traverse County, in the far north of Michigan’s lower peninsula, 
land slated for large-scale redevelopment—and positioned to provide economic 
benefit to the region—was located in both Traverse City and Garfield Township, 
on the site of a former state hospital.17 In the city of Marshall and Marshall 
Township in the south central part of the state, a new expressway interchange 
likely to draw intensive commercial development similarly straddled land in 
two neighboring communities. In the southwestern communities of Washtenaw 
County, several townships and a city were facing how best to absorb growth 
spreading outward from Detroit and Ann Arbor suburbs while still preserving 
open space and leveraging existing infrastructure assets.18 Each of these three 
situations presented the potential for joint gains by ensuring a comprehensive 
and orderly approach to development and growth management that would 
likely be more successful than a haphazard one. However, the possibility of 
selective benefits—those that would flow directly to each participant local gov-
ernment—was unclear since revenues from property taxes and fees would only 
flow to one of the participant communities. No ready mechanism for revenue 
sharing existed. Moreover, many communities throughout the state were facing 
similar problems and opportunities as those just described but opted not to 
cooperate. While the potential for joint gains seemed to be a necessary precur-
sor to cooperation, the geography of cooperation suggests these gains were not 
sufficient alone to make it happen.

The logic of collective action helps us start to understand the story of inter-
local relations, but we also need to think about the actual act of negotiating 
a cooperative endeavor. This brings us to a second conceptual lens through 
which interlocal relations are examined: transaction cost economics.19 We can 
think about economics as being broadly concerned with the act of exchange, or 
transaction, between producers and consumers. Transaction cost economics is 
concerned with the costs of such transaction, and with how economic activity 
is organized in response to variation in these costs. It originally focused on busi-
nesses, or firms, and whether they would seek a good or service from another 
firm in a marketplace of them or simply bring that activity “in house,” and the 
interaction of firms provides a useful metaphor for understanding how trans-
action costs work among local governments considering cooperation. General 
Motors, a major automotive manufacturer, needs a variety of parts in the man-
ufacturing process. It could bring the production of any given part within its 
own corporate organization or seek that part in the marketplace of automotive 

21_0123_Hanson.indb   261 3/9/21   10:42 AM



262 Thomas Skuzinski

suppliers. Each part would have a cost associated with it—reflected either in the 
price available on the market or in the marginal in-house production cost. But 
there is also a cost to the market transaction itself—the real and opportunity 
costs of negotiating, maintaining, and enforcing a contract with an automo-
tive supplier. When the marketplace transaction costs plus the product cost of a 
given part outweigh the in-house production costs for it, we would expect Gen-
eral Motors to choose in-house production. Otherwise, it should enter the mar-
ketplace and contract with an outside supplier. The decision by General Motors 
about how to organize its economic activity should be similar to the decision by 
a local government to pursue interlocal cooperation.

Transaction cost logic asks us to consider how the parties to interlocal 
cooperation and the environment in which it happens can make the bargaining 
process easier. As one might intuitively suspect, cooperation tends to be more 
likely where positive norms of reciprocity—the idea of “tit-for-tat” exchange—
and trust exist from a history of successful cooperation between two local 
governments or the officials representing them. Reciprocity can diminish oppor-
tunism and foster cooperation through predictability and repeated exchanges, 
and trust can help diminish perceptions of risk.20 The treatment of interlocal 
agreements through a social network metaphor is reflective of the importance 
of relationships in understanding patterns of cooperation.21

Cooperation also seems to be more likely when the local governments con-
sidering undertaking it are very similar demographically, socioeconomically, 
fiscally, or even politically.22 The size of the pool of potential partners could 
conceivably affect information gathering, bargaining over the division of gains, 
and monitoring or enforcing behavior, although having more available partners 
has been viewed as both an aid23 and a challenge24 to interlocal cooperation. 
And, lastly, some goods and services are more likely targets of cooperation, and 
this can also be explained through transaction cost logic. For example, if a ser-
vice is highly meterable—that is, its fixed and variable costs are well known, as 
is true for many local services like solid waste management25—then we expect 
negotiation over its contract price and subsequent monitoring to be easier.26

What we can glean from this discussion of transaction costs is that even 
when interlocal cooperation is made explicitly legal by a state and may hold the 
promise of joint gains, it still might not happen. Again returning to the example 
of the Joint Municipal Planning Act, we can use transaction cost logic to explain 
why cooperative planning and zoning were so rare immediately following the 
law’s passage and why they continue to be exceptional. Land use as a public 
good or service is not highly meterable, and the bargaining process, revolving 
not around finding an optimal contract price but rather around defining shared 
goals and objectives, can be notoriously difficult. Even if one community has 
more fiscal and infrastructural capacity to handle new land development while 
another is less able to accommodate such activity, disagreement may exist over 
the extent to which growth should be directed to one community—especially if 
it creates a windfall for it.

While many communities in Michigan had a history of working together, 
these relationships typically extended through municipal managers and their 
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staff as they negotiated basic service maintenance functions—functions that 
would not translate easily into land use policymaking. Land use planning and 
zoning processes would often involve commentary from neighboring communi-
ties, but the notion of jointly crafting a comprehensive plan or allowing a joint 
board of zoning appeals to make important decisions was a step well beyond 
this. It required not merely welcoming feedback, which could be easily and 
lawfully ignored, but rather allowing actors from another local government to 
have potential veto power over important decisions. The reciprocity and trust 
regarded as key to lowering transaction costs—and that are intrinsic to the 
notion of intergovernmental relations as human relations mentioned at the start 
of this chapter—could not be developed incrementally. Not surprisingly, most 
of the agreements under the JMPA were facilitated by a preexisting regional 
body, such as a council of governments, with assistance from an outside entity 
providing funding and expertise.27

One could also see in land use a tension between joint gains and homo-
geneity. The two key benefits of collective action in planning and zoning are 
cost savings (e.g., the savings from preparing one comprehensive plan, draft-
ing one zoning ordinance, and sharing administrative staff) and, over the lon-
ger term, a growing tax base from increased property values. These benefits 
would be most likely and most attractive for struggling communities—those 
that have historically lost out in the competition for growth (described briefly 
in the introductory section)—who would seek out more prosperous and fiscally 
stable neighboring communities. But communities that are already faring well 
would have little reason to find cooperation desirable. Why give up autonomy 
and independence in a policy domain being managed successfully already in 
exchange for benefits that are either small or uncertain? The resistance to a loss 
of autonomy is shown well in attempts at joint municipal planning and zoning 
in Michigan: only in one were the original local planning and zoning bodies 
and regulations dissolved and replaced completely by their joint counterparts.28 
All others were merely advisory or coordinative.

The problems with land use as a target of cooperation are simply not pres-
ent for solid waste management, wastewater treatment, snow plowing, and 
other functions. Some of the goods and services local governments provide, 
therefore, are much more susceptible to cooperation.29 The key takeaway from 
the preceding discussion is that a state can ensure that cooperation is a legal 
option among local governments, but it is likely only to flourish for some goods 
and services in some decision-making contexts. What we have not discussed 
directly yet are the decision makers who come to the cooperative bargaining 
table. We consider them in the next section.

What Are the Characteristics of the  
Individuals Who Tend to Support Cooperation?

The individual already made a minor appearance in the last section, as one node 
in the interpersonal relationships that may carry the trust needed to motivate 
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and sustain cooperation. The individual can also matter, though, because of their 
own attributes—the interests they have because of the position they occupy in 
local government, as well as their own political and cultural preferences.

An extension of the collective action and transaction costs logic outlined 
above is the model of the individual as a rational economic actor, and this model 
can provide us some insights into why some people are more inclined to coop-
eration than others. Rational action is simply selection by actors among alter-
native courses of action in accordance with the maximization of self-interested, 
material utility. Material utility could be financial—that is, monetary gain—but 
it could also come in the form of reputation, reelection, or career advancement. 
The general proposition—to return to the logic of collective action described 
earlier—is that selective benefits matter: the larger the political incentives and 
career incentives from favoring cooperation, the greater the likelihood of coop-
eration. Whereas we focused earlier at the local government level on the treat-
ment of joint and selective benefits, here we are concerned with the economic, 
political, and other gains of the individual. In other words, we must distinguish 
between benefits that are public and private.30

Interlocal cooperation can flow through individuals who are elected—such 
as mayors, county sheriffs, city commissions, and town council members31—as 
well as administrative staff such as city managers and town planners. Typically, 
we regard the primary private benefits for public elected officials as the interest 
in political power and reelection, and for administrative employees the corre-
sponding interests are in job security and decision-making autonomy.32 These 
individual costs and benefits that accrue to individuals and groups are often 
more able than collective costs and benefits (such as efficiency or scale econo-
mies) to explain interlocal cooperation.

One obvious way that the desire for reelection would manifest is in acting 
in a way viewed as responsive to the local voting public’s needs and desires. 
What makes the local government setting unique is that relatively few local 
elected officials outside of those from large cities are career politicians who are 
actively seeking promotion to higher offices at the state or federal level. Many 
have long tenures and are often from small communities where incurring the 
wrath of even a few voters may be enough to lose their position on a city coun-
cil or township board, or simply make their social interactions in the commu-
nity less pleasant. The small size of local governments in the United States is 
often overlooked due to the high profile of larger cities. In Michigan, only thirty 
of the state’s nearly two thousand local governments meet a population thresh-
old of fifty thousand. Set the threshold at twenty thousand, and the number 
of included localities only grows to about one hundred. The same is true for 
most states. Less than 4 percent of New York’s local governments have fifty 
thousand people. In Missouri, the figure is only about 1 percent. In Florida, the 
number pushes up to about 15 percent. Even in highly urbanized California, 
the corresponding figure is just over one-third. Interlocal cooperation in pol-
icy areas requiring adjacency and contiguity (as most do) would by necessity 
engage “small town” political actors.
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The potential for a strong social mechanism in small towns may even make 
up for the lack of monetary reward from interest groups and low electoral turn-
out.33 Of course, a more politically active public may have little opinion anyway 
about interlocal cooperation, which is not typically a hot-button issue (except, 
perhaps, when it targets land use planning and regulation) and may not even 
be on the political radars of constituents. A study of Michigan local elected 
officials found, in part, that officials reported receiving no public input about 
more than two-fifths of the projects subject to interlocal service arrangements.34 
About a third of the efforts received positive feedback, and another quarter 
received negative feedback.35 While this general apathy about governance may 
suggest that local elected officials perceive an opportunity to exercise their own 
discretion, nevertheless the risk of reprisal at the voting booth by even a small 
but motivated group could be problematic. But even if regional benefits from 
cooperation do occur, they may not allow for credit claiming, the mechanism 
that leads elected officials to prefer projects that have visible benefits directed 
at the short-term interests of their general constituency or a specific interest 
group.36 Another possibility is that policies might be decided according to parti-
sanship—that local elected officials will choose the alternative most in line with 
what they think is the prevailing political ideology of constituents. A recent 
study found that variation in city policies tends to align with the variation in 
policy conservatism among residents of the cities.37 But the partisan lines on 
interlocal cooperation generally are not well understood.38

The administrative employee is generally thought to have a longer time 
horizon than the elected official, and to find more career value in regionaliz-
ing activity such as interlocal cooperation. These actors also tend to exist in 
well-connected networks with one another across local boundaries, creating the 
opportunity for administrative conjunctions to form along which information 
and trust can flow, or even simply imparting professional ideals consistent with 
the pursuit of interlocal cooperation.39 Administrative actors also tend to have 
a strong public-service ethos, perhaps making them more open to searching for 
alternative modes of service delivery in the pursuit of efficiency or effectiveness. 
We tend to think, based on all of the above reasons, that the council–manager 
form of government is more hospitable to cooperative endeavors.40

A final consideration with regard to any actor—whether political or admin-
istrative—involved in decision making about cooperation is whether that actor 
might simply be predisposed to working together with others. For example, 
some might have a cultural worldview that consistently suggests cooperation is 
a good idea—irrespective of whether it affords clear joint or selective benefits 
to them as individuals or to their communities.41 Recent studies of interlocal 
cooperation have increasingly noted the possibility of behaviors that are not 
motivated by self-interest, such as a simple interest in helping a neighboring 
community.42 The difficulty with cultural worldviews, though, is that they are 
very hard to discern and do not even consistently travel with outward signals 
such as partisan identity.

Returning a final time to the example of joint land use planning and regu-
lation in Michigan, we can use this section to glean some final insights about its 
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lack of uptake by local governments. Whereas most targets of cooperation are 
apolitical, land use can be a notoriously political battleground. But this battle-
ground tends to be over what happens within local boundaries in the placement 
of unwanted or undesirable land uses. With regard to the cooperative, regional 
pursuit of land use planning, the evidence is decidedly mixed.43 The outcomes 
in Michigan, though, suggest that land use cooperation either carried no polit-
ical reward or that at least some members of the voting public were concerned 
about any loss of independence and autonomy in making land use decisions. 
While administrative staff may have been attracted by the efficiency gains from 
working together and by the appeal of claiming career credit for a successful 
regional comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance, many communities in Mich-
igan have high turnover in their planning and zoning units or do not have full-
time planning staff and instead rely on outside consultants for these needs.

Conclusion
In this chapter, we have explored the legal spaces that states create for interlo-
cal cooperation among counties, cities, towns, and other general-purpose local 
governments. We discussed how state governments can and do use legislation to 
expressly enable cooperation in a wide array of policy domains—from waste-
water treatment and snow plowing to land use and economic development. We 
also reviewed how states can indirectly influence the likelihood of cooperation 
versus competition by shaping the service responsibilities of local governments, 
the revenues available to them, and their ability to extend their boundaries 
through annexation. After explaining the cooperative space that states shape, 
we spent some time thinking through how the environment within which deci-
sion making about cooperation happens, and the decision makers working in 
it, can influence whether cooperation actually does happen or not. We looked 
at the importance of joint and selective gains from cooperation, and treated at 
length how the costs of the cooperative transaction balance against these. We 
finished by thinking about the material incentives of decision makers, whether 
political, careerist, or cultural.

The three questions that motivated this chapter—What does state law say 
about interlocal relations? What are some of the contexts in which cooperation 
tends to happen? What are the characteristics of the individuals who tend to 
support cooperation?—can be viewed as basic guideposts for you in a profes-
sional career. If you work in local government, you are now aware that cooper-
ation is often a very real possibility, and you can be thoughtful about who you 
target as a potential partner or collaborator and how you can construct a space 
that is more amenable to cooperation. For example, you might work to create 
interlocal interpersonal relationships that allow the development of norms of 
reciprocity and trust, starting with smaller and less risky cooperative efforts 
before tackling more difficult ones. Or you might make an effort to persuade 
the public of the advantages of cooperation, if these do exist, to ensure they 
are politically supportive of it when needed. These are not panaceas that will 
guarantee cooperation flourishes, but evidence suggests they will be helpful. If 
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you work in state government, you will also be more aware now of how laws 
can influence the competitive and cooperative impulses of local governments 
and that simply enabling cooperation is likely not enough to secure it as an 
outcome. Incentives may be needed in the short term to serve as a clear selective 
gain for governments participating in cooperation, or educational efforts may 
need to be undertaken.

Discussion Questions
1. Think about the laws in your home state and about the county, city, or 

other local government in which you live. Is your community able to coop-
erate with its neighbors? Which policy areas can this happen in? You may 
need to explore your state’s compiled laws to find the answer.

2. Assume your home community can cooperate in any policy area in which 
they already have the authority to act. Think of one or two policy areas—
land use, economic development, affordable housing, storm water man-
agement, road maintenance, or any other—in which cooperation would be 
beneficial. Articulate what both the joint gains (those that arise from work-
ing together) and the selective benefits (those that flow to your community 
and to the individuals working in it) would be.

3. Imagine you are able to structure the cooperative decision-making process 
for question 2, from the actors involved to the nature of meetings, voting, 
and the like. What would it look like and why?
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