Smaller Board vs. Larger Board
G.S. 160A-101(5) permits a city to have a governing board comprising anywhere from three to twelve members.  In the following discussion, a board of 3, 4, or 5 members is considered small, while one of 8 members or more is considered large; a 6- or 7-member board might be considered as part of either group.
Possible effects of choosing a smaller or larger board
Board operations
	Smaller boards may operate more efficiently at meetings.  There are fewer members who might wish to debate matters, and it may be easier to reach consensus among a smaller number of people than a larger number.
	It may be easier for administrators to keep in touch with individual members of a smaller board than with members of a larger board, simply because of the number of contacts the larger board would require.

Board diversity
       	A smaller number of governing board positions may make it more difficult to achieve racial, ethnic, or geographic diversity on the governing board.  As a result, some citizens may feel unrepresented in municipalities with small boards.
Possible fiscal effects
There is small amount of research that suggests that having a smaller board is correlated with lower levels of spending by the local government:
· Bradbury and Stephenson (2003) test the “Law of 1/n” which measures the number of seats in a representative legislature and the amount of spending.  They use 159 counties in Georgia and find that larger board size translates to an increase in expenditures.  “The counties employing single-member county commission spend an average $659 per capita, while counties with 7, 8, or 9 member commissions spend $1,450 per capita on average… Except for highway expenditures, county government expenditures in counties with the highest commission size spend at least twice the level of the counties that utilize a sole commissioner in total and in all budget categories.  In the case of welfare, hospitals, and health expenditures, spending is four times greater with the highest level of commission size than in the sole commissioner system…At the average level of spending, adding an extra commissioner leads to a 4.4 percent increase in total expenditures per capita and a 5 percent increase in net expenditures per capita.  In dollar terms, adding an additional commissioner yields an extra $41.23 per capita of total expenditures and $43.39 of net expenditures.”
· Langbein, Crewson, and Brasher (1996) studied data from a 1981 ICMA survey and selected 192 council-manager cities where the mayor is elected by the board.  They found: “…larger councils spend significantly more than councils with fewer members, the composition of expenditures in our sample appears to be comprised largely of ‘pork.’  Of course, other factors affect per capita spending.  Poor cities spend more per capita, while cities with high minority concentrations spend less…For this study, the most important finding is that even when these variable are held constant, cities with more councilpersons spend more per capita than cities with fewer councilpersons.”
· Baqir (2002) found in his study of 1990 and 1992 data that larger councils were associated with an increased in city government expenditures:  “An addition of one council member, then, to an average city council (of seven members) would be associated with a 1.6 percent  (≈ 0.11 x 1/7) increase in per capita city government expenditures.  Given average per capita city spending of $792, this amounts to an increase of $12 per capita.  In aggregate terms, these coefficients imply that for an average city of 58,000 people, an addition of one political district in the city would be associated with an increase of $0.72 million (≈0.016 x 792 x 58,000) in the city budget.”
Some academic research has suggested that a larger board may be more likely to conduct businesses through committees, and this in turn may increase the amount of intergovernmental aid a city receives.  For example, Johnson (2007) uses data from a 1986 form of government survey to study the relationship between the size of the governing board, the existence of committees and the amount of intergovernmental aid that a city receives.  Her findings suggest that as council size increases, cities are more likely to conduct business through committees.  “Interestingly, the point at which the chances of conducting most business 	in committees begins to increase dramatically is at about nine members, which is at approximately the same point that public good provision increases.”  She finds, though, that “Cities with smaller city councils (three or four members) secure higher levels of the 	public good—intergovernmental aid—than medium-sized city councils (between five and seven members).” She concludes: “Controlling for smaller city councils, as well as for a variety of city and state-level factors, a city with a powerful committee structure receives more than $25 more in per capita aid than other cities do…For the average city, which receives $67 per capita in general purpose aid, a well-organized city council would 	appear to be able to boost aid receipts by 38%.”  
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