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Channels for Change

v 1 . One would use regional arrange-
ments 1o al swide concerns and fo equalize the lax

burden and delivery of services. The other would decen-
tralize the decision-making process of government to allow
cllizen Input Inle decisions that affect them and lo bring
services and government closer to the people
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pation? What kinds of obstacles are there to regional ap-
proaches? to community control? Can we find accommoda-
tions in exkst institutions and governmaental forces? Wi
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Does “New" Equal “Good"?

new party, a new mayor, a new political ligure some-
to make a reputa
out wholesale e ciliz
d take a hard look at whether
is simply change for chang: 3
act It out of hand simply because it is new. He
of course, look at not only savings in mon
that may result but akso the pos costs.
not always aml‘-e Thera are many instances
changes whose resulls were not y as loresean.
Sometimes they were made with very good motivations
for elficiency, tax savings, or making a task sasier
For exampie, in our cities the police sguad car has re
2 patrolman on the beal. Two po-
argued, could cover more than
respond o
travel over an a wore often
the rclm.on hip between citizen and police suffer from
sion of personal contact? from the policeman’s not being
familiar with the pes f ake t an area?
aced to the ad-
have now put

two patroln

personnel back on foot patrol, using them
with squad cars. But it may be dilficult
ence on both sides.
the building and proliferating of freeways and
s, we are learning that In solving some prob-
lems we have created others. As we have tried to alleviate
5 through more and belter fresways and muitilan
portened the time from home to jot
thus encouraging people to Hve farther from Iheir work
Soon the new roads, too, have become overcrowded and
traffic jams restored. And why? Because we have nat leoke;
at the problem of transportation in its total perspective. We
have not tried other lutions In tandem—belter mass
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. hor example—io decrease the accelerating demand
tor roads and bridges. We ara beginning 1o develop
spaecial lanes for buses and bicycle paths to courage tk
one-perso -a-car ftraffic. Moreover, we have not always
considered whal & road does as it d aces people, divides

approaches, Good communication with other groups—a
wide variaty of other groups whose members express a
whaole range of opinion—is an assei. Coalition around an
issue. working to get something of commaon concern done,
is a beginning. Il the coalition works well, olher broad ar-

a community, or créales a ghetto. The sually
goes through a low-income section of a city, uses land that
might better be set aside for open or park space, Increases
air and noise pollution

In short, we have not always weighed side effects and
peripharal social costs against immediate gains. Expars
scientists, too, can have tunnel vision. |deas from citizen
with & varisty of backgrounds and experiences are e
The problems affect them. They have a personal as well asa
community stake in the solut

society. we recognized that some probl were national in
scope. some stalewide, some local. As we have become &
largely urban, technological, mobile society, our problems
and their solutions have not fallen so easily into neat three-
tevel governmental classifications

Infortunately, even though problems may be foreseen,

o often we begin trying 1o solve them after the fact. We
then make crisis decisions, irying to Keep up rather than
look ahead,

Some accelerating problems are reco. d as having
nationwide implications that require federal assistance (e.g..
discrimination against minorities, transportation, housing
supply). Others need regional attention; still others local or
neighborhood solutlons. Even with the best will and elfort
possibie, & single community or local government doesn
have the resources to cope with problems in pa orated
elsewhere, or whose lack of solution may alfect a very broad
arga. But removal of decision-making farther from citizens
can have side effects, can Increase feelings of isolation from
government. Citizen input can and must be bulll into re-
glonal arrangements.

One community’s efforts in cleaning up the air may be
lutile—the problem is not confined to the city limi Yot
what each cilizen and each local governmental unit doas can
ameliorate or Intensily it. Secial as well as physical prob-
lems also spread beyond boundaries; health, land use, rec-
reational, welfare, and educational problems cannot be
solved by one governmental unit. Lack of adequale re-
sources in one city for attacks on social lils creates a spill-
over atfecting other communities. Often the result is repres-
sion, wall-building, isclation—destructive reaction rather
than structive reglonal or

There is no overall blueprint that will fit every region, or
every problem. Local structures and traditions vary. Perhaps
the best way to decide which problems best lend them-
selves to regional solution (or to decentralization or uon-
to Iinvolve government officials and employees, and a i
range of citizens and citizen organizations, in all areas that
will be affected,

Any group, aven a small one, can develop Ideas. What are
the protlems? Which can be best approached on an area-
wide basis? by the local government? by a combination?
Other grou in other ways, may be working on similar
4

ants may follow
Some ragional arrangements will be available only
tion or state con: ional change takes place. |f such
ne =1 then exploratory meetings  will
nly undaerstanding of the need for such
changes but a nucleus of people who will work 1o get them
rmine which regional approach is best for a par-
munity, it might be useful to look at some of the
arrangemaents that already exist,

City-County Consolidation

Unigov

An example of a recent, partial city-county
is Indianapolis-Marion Couni
bagan January 1, 1870
county and city had be g
trating 1o the citizen. Indianapolis, the central city, county
seal, and state capital, has a population of aboul one-hall
million, and outside it in the county aver & guarter million

live. The county con 5, 20 towns, & town-
. @ variety of spcual distric
<long state law established Unigov pro-
vides that the mayor be the chief executive of the o
county government. Tha new ity bound extend to the
county ling. 5. all answerable
to the mayor: g ative, parks and recreation, public
works, metropolitan devélopmaent, public safety, and trans-
portation.

Th ¥ of Indianapolis is about 25% black, the area cov-
ared by Unigov about 17% black—an apparent dilution. Ac-
cording lo Mayor Lugar, In an interview reported in Nation's
Citles, Movember 1989, the black community was sharply
divided on es!

commissioners, operal ng untll November 187 1. 2 were
black. In Unigov there are now 29 o 25 elected
from single-member districts, 4 at-large the November
1871 slaction 4 blacks were elected from disiricts and one
at-large—35 out of 28 members. Mayor Ligar made Unigov
a campaign issue and won handily with nearly 68% of the
wvoles

Some problems were astepped: school districts are
not affected be e school consolidation was a highly
controversial issue; some counly offices required by state
constitution remaln; 3 small communities. from 10-15,000
in population®, are excluded because they did not favor
Unigov, although their citizens are eligible to vote for Mayor,
4 at-large and 1 district counciiman; police and fire services
have nol been extended to all arsas in order to minimize the
tax Impact of these services on suburbs and to avoid ol-
fending the county sherifi and volunteer firemen
The law permits exclusion of communities of over 5,000
population, except lirst-class cities (a state classification
that includes only Indianapaolis). One other community has
now annexed enough area to quality.

Unigov came about by state legisiation, not referendum
A large task force of citizens and businessmen, the lﬁ!saue-
of Women Voters of Indianapolis, and lawye

services in the unincorporated areas—for example in the
1940s it turned its city hospital ow county. A
kind of fed. of local g ants, sofidation

proposals. and lobbied for the ol 2
The bill with some legislative changes was signed into law
in March 1969, In the 1971 legisiature, a 3/4 vote of the
council to transter funds from one budgeted area to ancther
was changed to 23, weakening a kind ol velo power & mi-
nority political party might be able to use.

After two years ol operation, certain trends are emarging:
modernization of personnel service and a management
training program; ins n of a telephone complaint sys-
tem; decrease in the 1971 budget {(and in property taxes)® "

dation of city-county legal =ervices with subsequent
2 imp and expans in park
However, a large number of taxing units still remain as a
layer outside Unigov functions.

MNashville-Davidson County
ashville-Davidson County, Tennesses, required first a
tutional allowing of city-
county programs, then legisiation in 1957 to implement it
In 1862, the volers approved a charter. Part of the push for
consolidation came from a county judge, now Mayor Briley,
who saw in the court structure problems of authority and
jurisdiction between county and city. After his slection as
mayor, he spearheaded merger afforts
Davidson, unlike M , now has
a police chief and consolidated schools. Mayor Brilay leels
that people consider improved schools the greatest benefit
He also reports that the property taxes are lower; however,
users pay service charges lor new water mains and sewer
lines. The city-county has developed a number of area parks,
possibie because of one county-wide legislative body and
planning stail.

As in i the black was divided, the
majority in opposition. After the 1871 council election, § of
the 45 members are black. The 1870 census figures indicate
that the population of Nashville-Davidson is 17+4% black, A
proportional representation would be 7 or B black council
members.

Urban County

Metropalitan Dade County, Florida, includes Miami and
28 other municipalities, and a large unincorporated area in
which 600,000 people live. A home rule charter for the

was adopted in 1953, The welected commission
appoints the county manager and county atiorney, director
and anorney for the alrport, and approves appointments of
heads reci nded by the manager. Some
services are consolidated under Metro Dade and others
operated by the 27 individual municipalities. Most of them
maint@in their own fire and police services, for exampie
There is a minimum standard for a variety of services. If the
municipality does not meet it, the county can provide the
service, but has rarely used this power

of city ty government, resulted

Metropolitan Council of the
Twin Cities Area, Minnesota

In 1967, the Minnesota State Legisiature created a re
gional agency for a seven-county area with over 300 local
units of o , Including polis and S5t Paul
Two features of the Metropolitan Council are unusual, One
Is that. although the governor appaints the 14 council mam-
bers and the chairman, representation is on a one man, one
vole basis. coma from legislalive districts in the
seven-county area

The secaond Is the council’s function-by-function approach
to areawide services, In the enablin 4 o i eoun-
cil’s charge was to pi wvelopment of the area
with some specific assignments: sewers, solid waste dis-
posal, highway planning, parks and open spaces, and
others.

The councill’s answer was o determing where (here
was agreement on which area problems. Then, came deci-
sions on how to carry out the areawide functions.

The council is funded by federal planning grants, grants
for spacific contracts and a $.7-mill tax on property in the
metropolitan area. The Metro Council reports 1o the legisia-
ture every two years; from its report, legislative proposals
arige.

The council reviews and can suspend all long-term plans
of gle-purp reviews planning
and zoning changes and can su.::enﬁ action for 60 days-
but the municipality may proceed after the review and
hearing period. Like many areawide agencies, it reviews
applications of area government agencies for federal funds.

in July 1871, the Minnesota legislature enacted a unigue
pigce of legisiation. It provides for a metro-areawide pool-
ing of some of the growth in the commercial and industrial
property tax base.

Forty per cent ol the nel growth in industrial and com-
mercial property values will ba pooled in a single seven-
county pool. Each local government. including school dis-
tricts, will share In this revenue according to need-—com
puted by per capita assessed valuation for each local gov-
arnmental unit. The lowest per caj valuation will receive
the highest portion of the pool base and the highest per
capita valuation, the lowest portion, In 1872, this shared
“growth” base iz expected to represent aboul 2 parcent of
the area’s total tax base, bul because it is computed on
commercial and industrial growth, it is expected to rise to
25 per cent by 1985

This legi permits land. i on
tions other than need for local revenue, since the entire area
will have a share in lax proceeds of any indusirial or com-
mercial growth potential.

Part of the problem that led to the creation of M P
tan Dade County was that Miami did not wish to provide

**Industries in Marion County have been persuaded to pay
a surtax on sewage to help finance pollution control.

This M jpofitan Council is a rather unique approach
to regionalism. It does not consolidate the governments in
the area into one nor operate as a federation. |ts respon-
sibility is redated fto regional planning. it receives its man-
date from the state legistature, and its members are ap-
pointed rather than electad.




Council of Governments (COGs)

The Maticnal Service to Regional Councils reports more
than 600 regional councils of one kind or another. Their
tunding is derived from federal, local, and state sources, the
federal government overall the largest contributor, Of the
regional councils, from 300 to 350 are Councils of (local)
Governments (COGS) ficials elected to serve in focal gov-
ernmants—mayors, councilmen, etc—represent their gov-
aemments; that is, voters do not elect their representatives
specifically to serve on COG's. For this reason, it is difficult
o make local officlals accountable for their actions on
COG's; they really are nol elected or defeated on the basis
of their COG performance, Voting in the Councll may be
proportional, based on populations of the component gov-
ermments, or one vote per local uni

COG's vary bly in their purposes, g ly Serv-
ing as forums to discuss common problems, agree on poli-
cies lor sol ng, Implement these decislons through the
local governments, and coordinate federal, state, and local
programs. Thay lack power to tax, legislate, or administer.

Because certain applications for federal funds must be
approved by areawide planning units, COG’s often perform
this function. In fact, many of them came into axistence as
a result of such grant requirements, Most have small pro-
fessional si, and are funded lrom federal andior state
grants and contributions from the ile g 5,
amounts determined by population or formulas including
other factors

Other Cooperalive Systems

Many other arrangements for coordinating services have
developad—contracting between local governments lor ser-
vices, sharing of equipmant and facilities, joint action and
funding—especially in such areas as waler and air pollution
problems, library and park services. In Virginia, overlapping
of functions is avoided by “independent’” cities, which pro-
vide both city and county services and to which the coun-
ties have no responsibility

Transfer of linancing from a lower 1o a higher govern-
maental level—trom local school district to the state, for
axample, or from city county or multicounty arrange-
ments for library services—does not and should not fore.
close community input. Decisions on how the local school
or the library services best meet the needs of the commmu-
nity or neighborhood should and can be Influenced by the
citizens served

What is good for one community may nol be appropriate,
workable, or politically feasible for another. As awareness
increases for the nead for regional approaches to problems
that either cannot be solved by municip: lone or re-
quire coordination on & broader base, other regional s
tions may well develop.

Action for neighbornood control more often generates
around an Immediate issue: an urban renewal plan s going
to displace homes, decenl low-income housing s not avail-
able, police-community relations are poor. Al first it may be
an unorganized, or at most an ad hoc, group but it may

L]

develep into an ongoing neighborhood organization, Decen-
tralizing decision-making powers do not often come from
those already in power; [l comes as & response (o some
kind of pressure from citizens.

Decentralization has two major purposes: one, to achieve
citizen control over, or Input into, governmental activities
that affect them; two, to bring government and services
closer 1o the people so that citizens with problems can get
help more sasily. Either or both may be the goal

School Decentralization

Several cities have experimented with decentralization of
schools, The New York state legisiature enacted a law that
provides for dividing the New York City school system into
30 to 33 local community school districts. The community
school boards can hire and establish the salary of a district
superintendent, recommend school sites, select fextbooks
from prepared lsts. contract for repairs and maintenance
up to a prescribed limit,

The National Education Association identifies at least 29
city school systems with decentralization and community
involvement in decision-making

The Woodlawn Organization In Chicago is an example,
Part of the Chicage public schools, it has within ils juris-
diction two elementary schools, an upper grade center, and
a high school. The school population is almo: ntirely black.
The focal board provides for maximum citizen participation
at the poficy-making level and can hire and fire personnsl
and initiate, recommend and review school projects. It s
currently made up of 10 representatives Irom the Woodlawn
Organization, 4 from the University ol Chicago, and 7 from
the Chicago Board of Education.

In June 1971 the Los Angeles Board of Education com-
pleted action on school decentralization proposal
dating school-community advisory councils. New cound
cannot be whelly appointed and must include all segments
of the community, including high school students
school systems have initialed similar approaches.

Neighborhood Designs

In 1963, the Los Angeles City Charter Commi n pro-
posed a new design for city government. Los Angeles covers
464 square miles—il’s a long way to city hail in many cities
in terms of alienation, but in LA it's a long way in b
of geography| The commission proposed allowing for
of “neighborhoods” via initiative petition, which would de-
line the boundaries (population parameters to be 5.000 o
30,000), and be signed by af least 5 percent of the regis
tared voters thers. Then an election would be held. It 30
percent of the registered voters participated and a majority
of the vote was in favor, a neighborhood could be estab-
lished. The slected board would be advisory and could ap-
point one full-time neighborman. His salary, clerical staff,
and office expenses would be funded from the city’s general
fund. Institutional ships between neigl and
city hall were unspecitied to allow for flexibility

However, this proposal, not popular with city officlals.
who felt too much power would go to neighborhoods, nor
with community organizations that wanted more powes
lacked encugh support to incorporate it in the charter
proposal.

Branch City Halls

Los Angeles. however, has had branch city halls since the
18205 for putting regular city services in field offices. Cur-
rently it has eleven with over one thousand full-time civil
service employees. Services include bullding and safety.
stroel maintenance, sanitation, planning. Six of the 15 Los
Angeles city councilmen have offices in branch city halls.

In some cities, a certain amount of authority is invested
in the “lttle city hall"—it can make decisions about public
works programs or deployment of work crews to suit its
particular neighborhood.

Multiservice Centers

Multiservice Centers emphasize h N rESOUTCES pro
gramming and have developed largely through Cifice of Equal
Opportunity grants. The Chicago Multiservice Centers

lude & large Urban Progress Center, six Outposts, and
five small Centers. Since their beginning In 1985, these
centers have serviced several million cases, coordinating or
pertform actual services; leeding poor people; providing
employment services: handling complaints; helping in legal
aid, vocational training, Head Start, youth, health programs
through information or referrals.

Meighborhood City Halls
These are combination multiservice and branch city hall

governing body can even set up procedures for their alection
fram In some areas, especially
those with relatively homogeneous populalions, such ad-
visory bodies have been used for a long time and have often
worked well

The reasons lor their creation vary. A mayor or council
may want to creale an impression of seeking citizen views,
aither by appointing a body to propose what the mayor or
council wants or to defuse cilizen concern or pressures. On
the other hand, the ideas of citizens representative of the
community may really be wan

How effective an advisory body is in tarms of its influence
on policy, however, does not necessarily depend on the pur-
pose for which it was created. With good leadership, an ad
visory commission can not only reflect the community’s
wishes but can also build widespread support and thus make
ignoring its recommendations difficult, even if its appoint-
mant in the first place was to delay or forestall change

However, an advisory commission by ts very name has
no cantrol per se.

D
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We are witnessing the growth of many kinds of groups
that want a piece of the action. Black, chic ian,
women's liberation, young people, wellare rights, anti-war

centors. The is is on praving L In-
creasing effectiveness of services, and reducing neighbor-
nood tensions. Generally they are low-budget operations.
Houston, for example, uses three mobiie trailers. Atianta,
with good rapport with its Community Action Program
{CAP}, for its four centers uses one-room offices |n three
CAP buildings and in the model cities headquarters. How-
ever, the city govarnment feels that it thus loses soma of its

Boston has 14 (ittle city halis,

7,000 requests—ecomplaints and questions for information
come in each week (9.000 during voter registration periods)
On the basis of the requests, so procedural chal
government servicas have been made.

Most of these patterns, excepl in the decentralization of
schools, do not involve citizens in direct decision-making
except through the channel of slecling city councils and
mayors. Often, howaver, the needs identilied through com-
plaints do make some impact on future decisions

Citizens Advisory Commissions

Mayors, city councils, or other local governmental bodies
may set up citizens advisory commissions or councils, usu-
ally for specific problem areas like planning, police” or fire
services, health or recreation programs. Some of these can
be so appointed or selected as to represent various seg-
ments of the community or specific groups—young people;
minorities—or, according 1o the purposes of commissions,
interest groups—environmentalisis. business. labor. eto. The

* Advisory Commissions or citizen review boards have besn
the major avenues to creating better police-community

In addition, and other pressures have
resulted in efforts to recrull more personnel from minority
groups.

movements are well known. Growing visibility ‘and ac-

#m are ihe othnic groups—the Poles, lalians. Puerio

icans

Muost of such groups coalesced around feslings of dis
content, of powerlesspess, of loss of identity—an inability
to affect decisions. These movemants have value for |denti-
fying and defining issues, giving them visibility, and in somea
cases bringing about concern for problems and even suc-
cessful solutions

jon that grew from a hot issue
is the three-year-old Pennsport Civic Assochation. It began
in southeast Philadelphia near the walerfront, in a neighbor-
hood with no historical identity, unlike most other areas in
the city. 1t is a working class neighborhood. largely Irish but
with some other ethnic groups. Its coordinaling efforts,
aided by a settlement house, arose from opposition 10 ex-
pansion ol a house oper The i
wanied to get rid of it entirely—and did

Opposition to a new expressway provided the next co-
hesive ingredient. PCA is now recognized as an organiz
tion, operales with federal funds under an urban renewal
project, has paid stafl from the neighborhood (except the
local area coordinator)

PCA® had & hard time getling recognition. 1t was shunled
from one official to ancther, from agency to agency. Bul |t
has arrived as a viable entily.

Somstimes neighborhood groups form to preserve, rather
than to change, the of a . Neig - 5
Inc., Is such an organization in Washington, D.C. Il has
tried to keep whites from moving out of the area as blacks
began to move in. lts purpose is not to discourage or im-
pede the maoving In of blacks but to develop and preserve a
truly integrated neighborhood

*The neighborhood had lo chocse & name for itseli—and
chose to recognize William Penn in lis name because he
fanded there.




Transfer of Power and Accountability
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ABOUT THE CONFERENCE . . .[(m

In 1972, the League of Women Voters Education Fund embarked on
its Metropolitan Project, an exploration of ways (o improve govern-
ment in urban areas. The Council of Metropolitan Area Leagues

AL) was one of 27 Leagues that conducted surveys in their com-

The ides for this conference grew out of our survey, which showed
the need for more conversation and better understanding among the
people in our seven county CMAL decided to provide a neatral
forum where the innovations in government that have been proposed
and realized in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area could be praised or
eriticised - or even damned - and perhaps understood.

To assure far reaching dis ion, CMAL invited people of diverse
backgrounds, interests and responsibilities: state legislators, members
of the Metropolitan Council, county and local officlals, members from
a wide range of citizen groups, representatives from the nows media,
and plain, ordinary, non-affiliated citizens.

This booklet is an attempt to distill the essence of the day-long
discussions into a few short pages. Because certain points and counter-
points emerged and kept recurring, they are grouped according to subject
matter and are soldom in chronological order. Speakers are identifiod
when possible. Since there were four concurrent workshops with similar
subjects di d in each, g lly the idoas expressed in the work-
shops have been summarized.

SETTING THE THEME .. . "l
Ann Thomas, Chairman, Council of Metropolitan Area Leagues

Democracy is not a spectator sport. The need for a planning soci-
ely is based on frecdom of choice that requires widespread involvement
and maximum knowledge and unde rstanding. People needaccess to infor-
mation to determine which of the possible *lutures™ i 5
them, todevise plans, to set goals and priorities and from them be able to
dorive programs of action.

There has beon some suspicion of planning, due partly to the fact that
we have not done well in understanding alternatives and that we lached
concepls, methods and tools to do an adequate job. This is rapidly
changing, and goal setting will probably be carried out on a basis of
participatory democracy - open o various shades of opinion, lo dissent,
to ereativity

It will require means for continuous feedback 1o enable testing and
evaluation. The most important means of involving citizens will be the
establishment of active and dynamic goal-setting programs,
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Citizen involvement is nooded so politics will serve the public inter-
esl.  This is not to suggest that the volunteer is-a romantic alternative
to the elected politicis g riment. In a vigorous society
they are complementary, like left and right hands. If individuals care,
then political leaders and government eventually begin to care,

Sell government has survived and prospered for nearly two centuries
in America because individual citizens had confidence in their own
judgment and in their own ability to advance the public interest.

LOCAL Vis-A-VIs METRO. . . Ol
Nan Waterman, League of Women Voters National Board

In the summer of 1972 Leagues of Women Voters In 27 metropolitan
areas asked citizens about the structure of their governments and
sought their opinions about trends toward further decentralization of
government, or, conversely, more regional government

The results of that survey led us to believe that all citizens wanted

ty services, Many people also care very much about the organi-
zation of their governments. They too want quality services, But given
the choice between good service from a regional government or poor
service from a village government, they would vote for the latter.

spite this strong attachment to small government we have to face
pable fact the e5 must be carried out and some
activities regulaied on a regional basis

Dr. Arthur Naftalin, University of Minnesota

I'm an unmitigated, unreconstrocted, all-out supporter of the metro-
politan approach to our problems. [ take this position against my own
personal experience in having served at the state level, and having seen
the problems that the state has in dealing with local problems. | take
this stand also against the background of my having served for eight
years as mayor of Minneapolis. When | was mayor the problems we as
a city faced were no longer susceptible to municipal control or munici-
pal decision. The people who came to city hall and to my office day after
day wanted things that | had nothing to do with as mayor.

The environmental problem, the energy problem, theairport problem,
the solid waste problem, the transportation problem, whatever you care
to mention. These are problems that are not exclusive or remote or
isolated to the individual municipalities. The only way we can deal with
them is on some kind of coherent, rational, sensible regional basis,

We live in a society in which an individual has a relationship to the
extent that he brings to that society some degree of specialization, and
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this is the whole meaning of modern times. This means that we've got
to find some way o overcome the increasing fr

the bottom of our problems in this country. Frag

metropolitan region - our municipalitics constitute

power. There is no way to arrive at public policy which will be con-
sistent and rational unless we &g ite again the power which is now
5o highly diffused

Dr. John Borchert, University of Minnesota

The topic | been asked to address seems to imply that there
might be a problem in preserving
within a metropoli
palities and towns, e cannot possibly be al™ in
any procise use of the language. Hennepin County has more people than
ninety per cent of the metropolitan areas of the United
the municipalitics have fewer people than any
hoods in Minneapolis or Paul. So, if Colunbi
government, Minneapolis surely is not: if Minneapolis is, then Columbia
Heights is redundant.

Integrity of these units, [ take it, is the outward, observable coherence
and strength with which they appear to operale organizations or insti
tutions. If the measure is growth of buildings, equipment or bureau-
oeracy, we can count more than 220 units with more than 50,000 em-
ployees, Thus local government appears to be thriving in this metro-
politan setting. The concern that might be more important is pre-
serving the integrity of governmental functions al some scale other
than “local.”

There are two levels at which government cannot now casily respond
W real needs as they are understood by substantial numbers of citizens,
One is the local community or neighborhood - areas with local spirit
and cohesiveness thal comprise only a small fraction of the population
and a of their local government

The other is the scale at which a number of important public ser-
vices cross local government boundaries: transportation, health, wel-
fare, education, employment and manpower services, power, waler
supply, law enforcement and pollution abatement. These services are
required by clients or vehicles which move freely all over the metro-
politan area; deal with criminals who do likewis criss-cross the
region with pipes, wires and roads: or draw upon streams and air
which transcends the local dominions.

Even at these “non-local’ levels, the Twin Cities record to date
is not bad, There Is a high level of part ation in public affairs,
vigorous downtowns, comparatively low crime rate, amenity living,
a relatively high level of maintenance, successful and continuing
efforts to bring jobs and opportuni to the surrounding rural region,
a comparatively high level of public services, and a median income
level that ranks very high among the nation’s metropolitan areas

5




We could all be 1 fortable if we understood why the metro-
olis has those ch i by sse then we could be more certain
of what we have to do o keep them. How do we go about managing the
metropolitan community? For | think it is from such an examination
thut it becomes clear what the role of a regional council must be in
this matrix of existing, functioning, thriving local governments.

THE TROUBLE WITH METRO . . . D.

Wheelock Whitney, businessman, former Mayor of Wayzata

My assignment was to discuss what might be done W keep the com
munications pipeline open in metropolitan government. | don't want to
Tet it go at that. yr what is clogging the communications pipeline is
not the problem - it's merely a symptom

Six years ago, in 1987, when the Metro Council was established, 1
along with many others was delighted by this concepl of me ropolitan
government, and it seemed to me, at least on paper, (o be an excellent
problem solver. However, as [ look back over the six years [am
extremely disappointed in what's resulted.

The Metropolitan Council is not working. The Council seems to be
increasingly aw of its role as an experiment in the
nation's planners, and has been incr ngly up-tight in i
woward eriticism. The result is a tendency toward preoccupation with
technical aspe of its programs, but with insufficient effort spent
selling its programs io the people it is meant o serve

The Council does nol maintain close enosgh contact with local units
of government on the overall plans for the physi al development of the
metropolitan area and the means of implementing those plans, | be-
lieve that one he reasons for the communications problem between the
Council and local government ean be traced to an *identity eri ¥,

governments are relectant, and afrald of losing their individual
identity

In addition, there is a lack of understanding nod only of the Council’s
goals, objectives and priorities, bat of its responsibiliti d authority
a5 well, The best communications system in the world won't solve the
task at hand if you don’t have clear objectives, fised responsibilities
and the ability to make decisions.

I've been disappointed for a number of reasons. One is that the
legislature seems to feel threatened by a metropolitan level of govern-
ment and isn't willing 1o fix responsibility and give the necessary
authority to the Metro Council for f of losing its own power

A second reason is the frustrating detay in decision making - citi

zens expect the Council to make difficult decisions and thus salve prob-
lems faster. You all know the old management axion that says *‘no de
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cision is really a decision.’”” And the reason it is a decision s that
there are consequences for delay - for not taking action, just as there
are consequences when action is taken,

A third reason is that the Council is diverting from its original game
plan, and its priorities have become distorted

FROM THE WORKSHOPS

The Metro Council has be criticised for acting too
too much, too little. It is a dictator; it is incffective. Many eri
are generalizations which can take cither point of view. Some com-
ments

@ People are suspicious of government generally and are particularly
50 of a level as remote as the Metro Council has been

@ Many of the concerns which take much time at all levels of govern-
ment doa't reflect real needs of the people.

@ Conflict in setting priorities has led to differen in approaches
to problems, Is the Council's concern malnly people and social prob-
lems or the physical features of the metro T Should it meet social
needs or guide physical development?

@ The Council kas made many decisions before proper guidelines were
set. Though an effort has been made to complete an overall Guide
Plan, pressures from the federal government, the state legislature and
local eitizenry have forced the Council into 2 it was reluctant o
enter.

® The amount of material coming from the Council is of such magni-
tude that local officials can't keep pace. Many decisions are made with-
oat proper input from the local level

®- “‘Identity” is another problem. The local official has little prob-
lem identifying his constituency - not true on the metro level. Should
the Council member represent the best interest of all the people in the
metro area, or should he represent the municipal and county officials,
or should he respond to the legislature, or to the people who live in
his district? To whom s he accountabl To whom should he listen
before making decisions? To whom is he responsible? Would an
elected Council help resolve this ambiguity™

® The Council has the added problem of a constituency that does not
identify with it. Each person views the Council from his own point of
view - his prejudices. his economic interest, his base of power. How
can the Metro Council respond to an electorate that does not identify
with the Council as a vital source of governmental power?

@ The metro level is a superfluous layer of government that can pro-
vide services no better than the existing ones; it is too detached from
the average citizen. As one workshop participant put it “'Melro
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approach is an alien amiiude. Locals will solve local problem: Big
government Is not good governmont It is unconstitutional and a
tool through which the fede government is attempling to dictate to
the people - by federal dispersal of funds through regions and metro.
Local control is peeded in a complex world. The welfare stale is a
real threat, People will lose out if we have government by professional
staff at the metro level. People lose responsibil for government
and pass it to an elk nd we lose checks and balances."

YES, BUT ... lo
Dennis Dunne, Meiro Council member

The push into new areas comes from federal and state. Metro is
forced to assume responsibility for decisions it is not prepared to
make - health, for example. 1t should set guidelines before being
forced to act. The work load is too much. The Metro Council was not
meant to be a maxi city councll making day to day decisions.

Joan Growe, State Representative

The appointed Metro Council can make unpopular decisions that the
local official avoids.

David Graven, Council member

It's not that the Metro Council hasn't done anything. We have made
decisions about alrport siting, aboul sewers, and soon. IU's just that
the decisions arc unpopular. The basic problems of this area are not
partisan but geographical

Todd Lefko, zens League

We are also seeing a reflection of the process of evolution. At the
beginning there were all those problems tobe solved, and a lot of people
with the zeal for wanting them solvedat the Metro level. We heard a lot
from them. Now what they wanted is somewhat accomplished, and we
are starting to hear the detractors, who disagree with the unpopular as-
peets of the decisions.

Arthur Naftalin

There is one thing that keeps escaping us, that the Citizens League
has emphasized again and again and that needs to be stated over and
over: The Metropolitan Council is essentially a policy making body.
It does not displace any of the seven counti it does not displace any
local government It does not displace the Metropolitan Airports
Commission or the Metropolitan Transit Commission. The effort to
bring them under the control here is o gel some kind of unified policy
direction, some measure of coherence
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Donald Dayton, Council member

The Metro Council bill wasn't perfect, but if you look back and think
what a unique idea in the country il was at the time, you can't be un-
happy that the legislature was unable to define metro impact, In the
future the legislature will probably begin to define what is of metro
impact and the Council will continue to turn down what it feels is not.

WELL WHAT'S WRONG WITH LOCAL . . p

Wheelock Whitney, former Mayor of Wayzata

1 believe that one of the reasons for the breakdown of communications
between local government and the Metropolitan Council is certainly not
the fault of the Council. It can be traced lo an identity crisis. Local
governments are af id - of losing their individual
identity. How wel d . when 1 proposed that we have a merger
of 4 municipalities - Wayzata, Orono, Long Lake and Minnetonka Beach,
1 was Mayor of Wayza ﬂn- time. Everybody said, **My, what a won-
derful idea’. There were editorials, people called and wrote, Every-
body thought it was a good idea, that is everybody except the people who
lived in Wayzata, Orono, Long Lake and Minnetonka Beach. They
thought it was the worst idea they everheard. | went around and | tried
to talk to esch individual community. And I heard it again and again,
“We'll lose our identity

I used to stand up there and say, *'Let me ask you some questions.
Where's Navarre? How about Crystal Bay? How about Minnetonka
Mills? How about Kenwood? How about Hamel? Do you know where
those places are?’ Everybody knew where those places were, abso-
lutely 100% of the people. | would then say, “There isn’'t one of those
places that a municipality. Hamel is in Medina. The Kenwood area
is in Minneapolis, Navarre is part of Orono. Minnetonka Mills is in
Minnetonka Village. You are not going to lose your individual identity.""

1 would tell them over and over again, but that fear has been what pre-

vented this kind of consolidation frem oceurring

It didn't make any difference about the logic, about having four police
chiefs, four fire departments, four lawyers, four planning commissions,
four councils. 1 would point out to them that every city would benefit
from getting better service, but they would not think about anything
except that maybe it was a big power play, or that they would lose their
identity. All of them would have benefitted financially excepl Wayzata,

I don't think identity should be tied to incorporation, geographic
boundaries or governmental units, either. It's a kind of a feeling,
identity is - the feeling of belonging with a group.

But people need services, and they need the kind of services that can
best be provided by a metropolitan or an area-wide level. It didn't take
me long when | was Mayor of Wayzata to learn that there are problems
that just ean‘t be solved at the local level. Transit, sewage, parks, air-
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ports, mosquito control, these are a few. We all know them

My biggest problem came about Lake Minnetonki. Everybody was up
in arms about the pollu ““What are we going to de out it? Well,
let's all get ather and talk about it. That's a good starting point'',
they said. Well, there are thirteen municipalities, roughly. that have
property on Lake Minnetonka. So we ail got together and for the first
hall hour e body was saying what an awful thing it is that this
beautiful lake is being polluted. And the second thing was that we had
to do something about it and we all agreed on that. So we said let's
ive our ideas about what we're going (o do about it

The head of our sewerage plant gave a great rundown on the
sewage treatment in Wayzata, how good it was and how we weren'l
polluting the lake at all. Then the man from Excelsior did the same
thing. Then someone from Mound stood up, and pretly soon the peaple

Listen, if you think you are going lo force us to get a

And we got nowhere in terms of solving the

I remember saying that night, “*All right, someone has to

come in and tell us what todoand when to do it by, and then maybe we'll

gel the job done.” Happily, the Metropolitan Sewer Board- -the Metro

politan Council--a larger wnit, did come in and solve our problem and

everybody fecls ohay about it, We just couldn’t do it ourselves. And

had we tried to go it alone 1 think to this day nothing would have been

done.  And it is for these reasons, that in order to solve the problems

before us, that local governments must find a way (o cooperate with
each other.

Ron Kaliszewski, Assistant Director, State Planning Agency

Many times there is a psychological balance in a guestion that goes
behond mere logic, such as a village police department in Shoreview,
when it was cheaper and more efficient to have Ramsey County perform
the function, Some people want o be free to let dogs run or burn their
leaves.

Todd Lefko, Citizens League

Is the question delivering services or local control? Power to go
broke is not power. We are wed (o amachronisms of illogical bound-
arfes. Changing relationships ignore artificial boundaries. Where

does the citizen and his needs fit in? s an arbitrary local unit neces-
sary without the ability to meet need Power is nol tradition, but
reality. What should the relationship be at the various levels?

Dr. Arthur Naftalin, Professor of Public Affairs . . . ..

We tend to think that if the village hall is near where we live, that we
are going to get better service, or more for our tax dollar. The truth
is that by and large the small units of government are not as responsive
as the larger ones, because the smaller units can't do very much

Dr. John Borche e

We are meeting the local problems by pushing them up to a higher
level and then saying that this is what we don't want to do. We pass the
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ouck up to solve local problems and we want o keep government
control at the local level. We should redistribute somehow, but how?

Nan Waterman, National Director. League of Women Volers

In the urban communities of today there are numerous mini-com-
tied together because of cthnie background, customs and
plor, life styles and other factors. | predict that
s will exist in the future. . .these are the dynamic
force which makes the metropolis function.

One of the difficulties of our time is that these sub-secieties which
add so much vitality to the metropolitan area have been institutional-
tzed governmentally, through the creation of tiny villages, townships
and municipalities. There are values, of course, in small government.
Citizens who live in small municipalities believe they have direct and
casy access to the officials who administer their government. They
believe, and probably with justification, that they can influence public
decisions. However, an overemphasis on the local unit tends to oblit-
erate the broader view, and tends to inhibit the development of a sense
of metropolitan community. One of the greatest challenges facing poli-
ticians and citizens to is to develop a system which strikes a bal-
ance between the best of local and the best of regional government.

Many remedies have been prescribed, such as dividing cities o
neighborhoods, creating one big ¢ o govern the entire metropolitan
area, combining the two remedies of regionalism and decentralization
into one happy mix which would solve all the problems and silence all
the criticism. The point 1 want o str is that textbook solutions do
nol meet the needs of real people, in real situations, in real metro-
politan arcas

The problems of how best o govern urban areas promise to be with
us for some time to come, unfortunately, and the dimensions of the
tash will grow larger
FROM THE WORKSHOPS

There are some local conflicts and forces which are adding to the
difficulties of a metropolitan approach to solving problems:

1} ‘The battle for the tax dollar. The need for municipaliti
be econom| Iy solvent, regardless of their tax base has ma
economic interest the prime factor, rather than meeting local needs.
2} This same cconomlc battle has led to polarization of suburb
versus city, each atlempting to preserve its interests but not its re-

SOUTCOS.

4) Prejudice and lack of a feeling of responsibility has left many
social problems unsolved.

4) There s lack of effort by local units to present a unified view
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to the Council. Local officials lack willingness to cooperate even if
cooperation would provide better service to the community.

5) The local official refuses to abdicate any power regardless of
the consequences

6) Local officials fi there are needs which can be uniquely local.

WHAT TO DO ABOUT IT? Mo

Arthur Naftalin . . . . .

I must make my theme against a national background, It is implicit
that this e area’s relationships must be understood ina
national context. We have at least five tiers of action in this nation.
We are not going to solve our problems except as we are prepared
as a nation to make major commitments of resources and financing

We cannot solve the problems we face if what we have is a national
government in retreat, state governments which are pretty much hob-
bled by lack of ressurces in their competitive relationships, and |
governmenis which are pretty much paralyzed in dealing with their
critical problems,

The national government must require, under the states, that it
undertake o reconstruct local on a viable, I
basis. This is where we come to sub-state regionalism, this is where
we come to the Metropolitan Council

This leads to community involvement. [ believe we must find ways
o bogin to shape regional programs, and then use cities and the coun-
tes to implement them. We must make it mandatory, not just at the
will of the community. The cities can demand and provide leadership
in shaping up what is needed. The point is that there are these five
interacting levels, and when we talk about community invelvement or
citizen participation, 1 am suggesting that any one level can affect the
work of the other levels, and they ought to do so.

Nan Waterman . . ...

While 1 am not advocating tearing up and recreating all local govern-
mental jurisdictions, | am advocating a serious look at what needs to be
done. When it becomes uncomfortably clear that citizens believe them-
selves remote from the power to govern themselves and to change
things, then it is clear that the time has come for a reconstruction or
reforming of the system of representative decision making.

What we need is a joining of forces, to establish a true urban co-
alition--one which has concern and feelings about the future of the
metropolis. 1 don't believe it's necessary that we have complete agree-
ment about the reasons for developing a regional consciousness. We

12

don’t need to love one another. The issue is that we are all in this o-
gether and we must come 1o grips with the problem.

I think the really erucial decisions in the next decade will be in land
use. Many policy decisions can be and should be left to local officials,
but they should be held accountable for the regional impact of their
actions.

John Borchert

There are now a large number of plans and operations carried out
by private firms, public agencies, local governments. None of these
agents plans for the others. Some are nol even attending to their own
planning needs and should be encouraged to do a better job,

There is still comparatively little coordination of these plans. There
is some monitoring and evaluzation of the performance of these different
agents carried out by various private groups and public agencies. But
it is desuliory and uncoordinated

The role of the regional council must be to monitor and evaluate
performance against the plans of the individual agencies and firms and
againkt the comprehensive plan of the council itself.

Plans of all of these groups must be prepared, each with full and eur-
rent knowledge of the other The plans must be carried out by the
firms, individuals and agents who are responsible for day-to-day
operation of each of the metropolitan facets of the community,

The basic need is for coordinated planning, monitoring and evalu-
ation

Wheelock Whitney

We know something's wrong with the Metropolitan Council, so let's
discuss some of the things that need (o be done. We must face out
problems head on. We must believe in ourselves and our ability to
cope and succeed. We must find a way 1o sharply reduce the time
lag between a good idea and the positive action to implement it.

First the legislature must be willing to decide who will have the
ultimate decislon making authority in our system of metropolitan
Bovernment.

Second, the legislature must also decide which functions belong to
which levels of government.

Third, if the legislature does establish the authorities and functions
within the Council, the Council must design goals and objectives for
the of the i area so they are clear, usable,
and understandable. The Council must again set as its prime responsi-
bility the preparation of the Metropolitan Development Guide for which
purpose the Council was established,
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A fourth suggestion is that local government can realize new strength
through cooperation and consolidation.

And finally, my fifth sugges . .if the Legislature isn't willing to
take action on these matters nd let's put some Lime frame on this,
say by 1977. . .the Metropolitan Council should be abolished and we
should start over.

Al Hilde, Mayor of Plymouth, . .

Specific suggestions for local-Metro harmony: 1) Costrol work-
load, 2) Locals should monitor Council as watch dogs, 3) Better forum
for communications--face to face, nol on paper, 4) Better quality of
communication- -local liaison

FROM THE WORKSHOPS . . . . . Om

There is a need for more person-to-person contact with Council
members. A more regular and formalized structure is needed for an
exchange of views before policy is made

The staff is making many decisions which shoald be coming from
the Council. There should be an effort to control the quality of staff
output, and to assure its responsibility and approachability.

The Council needs to increase its visibility, to stimulate public
identification with it, and to sell itsell and ils benefits to the people.
The quality of communication needs to be improved, not the quantity.

The responsibilities and priorities of the Coancil need to be clari-
fied by the legislature.

There should be a clearer definition of “‘Metropolitan impact'
WHO'S SPEAKING TO WHOM? m[]
Nan Waterman . . .. .

There seem to be two ways of looking at the problem. First, how can
the citizen communicate with his government? And how can govern-
ment officials communicate with him?

The 1960s and early 70' could be labeled the era of the cilizen, al-
though there are signs of a shifting emphasis at present. We heard a
lot about the duty of government Lo be representa and accountable
to everyone. . .Even though this meant compromising the sacred values
of efficiency and economy.

Kenneth Wolfe, former State Senator.
1f 1 had waited for the electorate o tell me what to do, it would never
have gotten done. Most Ideas start with the elected officials. The

electorate must become better informed. They can't make a good input
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into the system until they are informed. Metro is not much different,
just farther removed. There is still the necessity for selling the bene-
fits to the community. Trying to get the jobs done on a local basis
just doesn’t get the jobs done.

Frank Pucci, Mayor of St. Louis Park

People are not really all that responsive. The elected official has to
go out and educate the people. Responsive officials and a responsive
electorate require it

Bruce Nawrocki, Mayor of Columbia Heights

Communicating with people you are supposed lo represent is a gen-
uine problem. My method was to be available. People complain about
spending, but no one comes to budget meetings. However, had the
budget meeting been a closed session, people would have banged down
the doors, People have to be given the chance to be heard and to blow
off steam. It makes a difference.

Wheelock Whitney . . . . .

That's true of all le --people want you when they wanl you. But
when you wanl them, they aren’t there--school board meetings, for
instance. 1t's hard to think what's right when you talk about availability

Donald Dayton, Metropolitan Council member . . . . .

How available is the Metro Council member? Some people on the
Couneil are extremely busy on other things. 1am retired. | think the
figures will show that attendance of council members is very good. We
started taking meetings on tour. In Blaine there were about eight
people. In West St. Paul an enormous crowd turned out. The first item
on the agenda was a landfill down south, and after that all but about
seven got up and left. Wehaven'tbeen successful in turning out an audi-
ence.

* One of the most frustrating things in the Council public hearings is
that we tend lo get the disagreers, no matter what the subject is. We
get very little constructive thought. The people who agree with the
chapter or guide tend to stay at home. Everything you hear, almost,
is against what you are doing. You can geta very distorted point of
view

John Chenoweth, State Senator . . .. .

There are different levels of constituency. We should be communi-
cating more with county boards, ity councils in the metro community.
The problem is some parti-time people with more than full-time respon-

i This is not the anly issue we have to deal with, and the local
jing on a part-time basis. 1 have very little time
o communicate with local officials once we are in session. You get
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SUMMARY REPORT ON FERGUS FALLS AND CROOKSTON MEETINGS

Development Commissions In Regions 1 And 4 Now Organizing

1

The Minnesota State Planning Agency and area higher educa-
tional institutions recently hosted information meetings in
Fergus Falls and in Crookston concerning the organization of

onal development commissions in Regions 1 and 4, Each
meeting attracted approximately 200 public officials and other
community leaders,

The meetings were called to review the purpose and
functions of regional development commissions as set forth in
the 1969 Regional Development Act, to acquaint public offi-
cials and other community leaders with the steps leading to
formation of the regional commissions, and to examine the
operation of existing regional commissions, in Minnesota and
elsewhere,

Governor regional com-
missions in both regions following receipt of resolutions for
local units of government which represented a majority of the
population in each region. Region 1 contains 94,579 persons.
The population of Regiun 4 is 185,376,

Local units of governmaent in each region selected represen-
tatives to the commission: March. Each regional develop-
mint commission will consist of one commissioner from each
county board, cne mayor or councilman from each county
represanting municipalities under 10,000 in population, one
township official from each county, and two school board
members from the region. In addition, cities over 10,000 in
population each have one representative (Fergus Falls and
Moorhead in Region 4). The Fargo-Moorhead area Council of
Governments alsa is reprasented on the Region 4 commission,

James Solem, director of the Office of Local and Urban

Affairs in the State Planning Agency, described a regional
ission as “an interg manage-

mant tool.” He regards it as “an organization controlled by
elected local officials to engage in a process of planning, pro-
gram t, program dination, hopefully program
evaluation and to have some impact on resource allocation
decisions at a scale that makes some sense in terms of the way
in which problems exist.” [See "Solem Points to Purpose of
Commission”] He also noted some of the ways in which state
agencies are beginning to decentralize their planning activities
through cooperation with regional development commissions.

Solem paid special tribute to Eugene Abbott, grants coor-
dinator in Polk county, and Byron Schmid, director of the
Community Service Clearinghouse at Moorhead State Colloge,
for their efforts leading to establishment of the regional com-
missions. The efforts of Lois Mann, formerly of Fergus Falls;

(continued on next page)




Robert Anderson, Battle Lake; Oliver Hoplin, Glenwood;
Robert Hertzenberg, Breckenridge; William Haskins, Alexan-
dria; James Dahmen, Fergus Falls; William Smith, Morris;
Richard Mord, Wolverton; Stephen Collins, Moorhead; Emil
Marotzke, Detroit Lakes; and Sherman Mandt and Jared
Smalley of Concerted Services also were noted.

John Morse and Burt Telg, community plannars with the
Office of Local and Urban Affairs, outlined the steps which
will be followed in organization of the commissions, [Ses
“Organization Steps Outlined™] Members of the regional com
missions were ected in March, Both commissions are ex.
pected to hold their first mestings in Ap

The Fergus Falls and Crookston sudiences also viewed a
fitm on the organization and operation of regional develop.
ment commissions in Texas, The film illustrated some of the

types of activities in which regional development commissions
engage, Richard Pearson, executive director of the Headwaters

Reg.m...l Development Commission (Reglon 2), and Allan

, resource it ist with the Arrow-
head Rl:wonal Development Commission (Region 3], also
described planning activities of their respective commissions.

Afternoon speakers considered several of the challenges
facing the new regional commissions in Regions 1 and 4, In
Crookston, Willlam Sliney, area extension agent for com-
munity resource ketched recent fat
shifts in Region 1 and und s&.ml.(l the problems of employ’
mient and adecuate income, Pierce MacKay, executive direc-
tor of the Agassiz Health Planning Council, discussed ways
to coordinate the planning activities of the regional develop-

cies.

rtings Emphasize Need to Coordinate Planning
Activities”] Educational problems of higher education
ware presanted by Willard Kottke, dean of Instruction at
Northland State Junior College, while Ron Kallszewski,
essistant director of the Office of Local and Urban Affairs,
described financial assistance which is available to regional
developmant commissions. [See “Financial Resources
Identified"]

Burt Teig, State F Agency, Oliver Hoplin, Glenwood mayar;
Armold fohnion, Grant county auditor; and Witliam Smith
city manager

”( 'JJ| L

In the Region 4 meeting at Fergus Falls, Emil Marotzke,
executive director of Rural Minnesota CEP and chairman of
the region’s Ancillary Manpower Planning Board, portrayed a
numbar of major regional needs with special reference ta man-
power planning. He emphasized that the regicnal development

- ission will have the y to establish priorities
amang reglonal needs, priorities which will determine the
regional use of limited federal resources, Russell May, director
of Continuing Education and R ||.4I Pr.,-un.um at the Uni-
versity of Mi in Maorris, which the
higher educational institutions can mab v.nhl.ﬂ-- 1o the
regional commission {see “May Identifies Educational
Resgurces™] and Steven Collins, executive director of the Min-
Dak Areawide Comprahensive Planning Council, discussed the
forts within the region [se

Nead to Coordinate Planning Activities']
As at Crookston, Kaliszewski noted the various types of finan-
cial assistance which are available to o regional development
commission,

Mayor Barbara Donoho of Fergus Falls and Stanlay
Sahlstrom, provest st the University of Minnesota Techni-
cal College in Crookston, wilcomed participants to the
respective meetings. Mrs. Lois Mann, former area extension
agent for community resource development, and Erman
Usland, chairman of the Fertile school board, concluded the
sassions. Al Croone, director of University Relations at the
University of Mi in C: nd Byron Schmid
presided st the Crookston and Fl'rgus Falls meatings,

The meetings were sponsored by the Minnesota State Plan-
ning Agency in cooparation with area higher educational in-
stitutions. These included Northland State Junior College, the
University of Minnesota Technical College and the Community
Service Clearinghouse at Moarhead State College in Region 1
nnd Concordia Collége, Fergus Falls State Junior Coliegs, the

Service Ci at i Smle College,
lhe U ity of Mi Morris and area
technical institutes in Region 4.

ORGANIZATION STEPS OUTLINED

Community planners from the Office of Local and Urban
Affairs outlined the steps by which regional ¢
missions will be organized in Regions 1 and 4. The presenta-
tions were made by John Morse at the Crookston meeting and
by Burt Teig at Fergus Falls. Morse and Teig will maintain
lisison between thi respective regional commissions and the
Office of Local and Urban Affairs.

Both Morse and Teig noted that only a few

River, Newfolden, Norman county, Oslo, Perley, Polk county,
Red Lake Falls, Roseau, Twin Valley, Viking and Warren,
When the Governor created the commission on February B,
1973, mare than 74% of the population was repress by
petitions,

Membership on the regional development commissions
was selected in March, T 1 development commission
will initially be compo: d local officials. In
Aegion 4 the number of elected local otficials will total 32,

petitioned for creation of a regional development commission
immediately following enactment of the Regional Develop
ment Act in 1969. The Pennington county board and Thief
River Falls in Region 1 and the Otter Tail county board in

jion 4 adopted resolutions in November, 1969, Fergus Falls
followed suit in November, 1970, Only after the 1871 Legis-
lature modified the 1969 Act did other units of government
take action on establishment of a commissian,

Douglas county, Alexandria and Glenwood adopte
tutions in 1871, Beginning in May of 1972, however, st
units petitioned for & commission, These were Barnes
Brandon, Hn-n_kumdq-- Clay county, Detroit Lakes, Dilworth,
Fv.:m.ull« Miltona, Morris; Osakis, Pelican Rapids, Perham,
Pope county and Wilkin county, Governor Anderson estab-
tishid the commission in Region 4 on February 2, 1973, when
over 56% of the population of the region was reprasented by
petitions.

In Region 1 the petitioning process occurred much more
rapidly, Twenty-one units of government adopted petitions,
primarily last December and January, These were Ada,
Alvarado, Argyle, Beltraml, Crookston, East Grand Farks,
Grygla, Kittson county, Lancaster, Marshall county, Middie

are selected ing to the following formula:

Region 1 Reglan 4
Basis of Represanta Total Total

1 county commissioner from
each county

1 mayor or councilman from
each county |representing
municipalities under 10,000
in population}

1 township official from
each county

1 mayor or councilman from
each city over 10,000 in
population |
and Moorhead)

2 school board members from
the region

1 representative from each of
council of governments

TOTAL

MEETINGS EMPHASIZE NEED TO COORDINATE PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Several persons at the meetings asked how the axi g
functional agencies, in such concerns as health planning and
criminal justice planning, would relate to a regional develop-
ment commission. [An insert in this ssue of the CSC
Exchange |dentifies most of the functional planning and
service agencies in Reglons 1 and 4.]

Steven Collins, executive director of the Min-Dak Areawide
Comprehensive Health Planning Council, and Pierce MacKay,
executive director of the Agassiz Health Planning Council, ad-
dressed this question. Collins emphasized thet a regional

“*has the 1o provide a com-
pr-'hl'llal\ll‘ planning structure that is urgently needed 1o coor-
dinate the various functional planning activities and provide
for a systems approach to future development.” Both he and
MacKay noted that a regional development commission should
build upon rather than duplicats the planning efforts of
axisting functional agencies,

In hiz morning presentation, James Solem, director of
the Dffice of Local and Urban Affairs, stated that in other
states the functional agencies worked hand-in-glove with
regional development commissions. He claimed that “the
role of the regional planning eommission should be to pro-
wvide leadership and linkages between functional planning
afforts and the regional development commission , . . and,
in fact, one of its main responsibilities should be to develop

functional planning capability in a variety of other agencies
and organizations within the region.”

MacKay indicated that the Agassiz Health Planning Council
has an arrangement with the Headwaters Regional Develop-
ment C mmission (Region 2) whereby the Agassiz Council
performs the health planning for the Headwaters Commission.
He falt that this model eould be followed with other functional
agencies within a region,

Collins urged that board chairmen of functional agencies,
such as the Min-Dak Health Planning Council, should serve on
the regional development commission in order to insure close
planning coordination. Agency chairmen might be made public
interest members of a commission or they iight serve in an
advisory capacity to the commission. In either case they could
serve & chairmen of the commission's functional task forees,
Staffs of the functional agencies and the regional developmen\

should maintain close working relationst

It became evident at the meetings that if planning duplica-
tion is to be avoided (one of the PUTPOSES of & regional devel-
opment lon), the regional ion must establish
procedures for ulilizlng the planning efforts of the functional
agencies. Whether this means an absorption of functional
agencies by the regional development commission or simply.
the development of effective liaison between the agencies and
the commission, as suggested by MacKay and Collins, must be
decided by the regional commission,




foree to the higher education committes which, in turn, could
tap in all of the insti of higher ed i
Through the commission-higher education partnership, the
educational institutions can help develop and maintain a com-
puterized data bank. They also can cooperate in publication
of a regional commission nawsletter.

. T 5 MEMBERSHIP OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION IN REGION 1*
he committes from the cooperating higher educational

institutions, which will guide opment of educational

Sechool Board

County Municipalities
C
e, & Public Interest Members

Commissioner {under 10,000) Townships

s composed of Roger Spilde, chairman
d Bu: 53 Admi on Diepartm .G > Kittson

Floyd Joe William
Sanner Bouvette Gatheridge
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Harvey Tripp
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commur

* Public interest members are to be added after adoption of bylaws.
**Township chairmen of Red Lake county will salect their representative on March 31.

HIGHER EDUCATION
SEEKS COMMISSION PARTNERSHIP

Russell May, director
Programs at the University
number of resources which the T _ ¥ I nd
fons 1 and 4 can m ilable : JpmEnt com- Srifesriity MEMBERSHIP OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION IN REGION 4*

mmunity-

County ipali icipaliti - School Board, Council of Govern-
Commisshoner {under 10,000} (over 10,000) ments, & Public Interest Members

WOPrams 5 - = i : ¥ County

Concordia College, Fergus Falls State Junior Calls v t Io g ? f Becker G § Kent Don School Board
head State Coll {Community Servi Bergguist Froaman Schattschneider
University of Minnesota: ad the ar Clay Virgil Conrad Lee Dwaine Hoberg Lawrenca
nical fns v sxpanding thair capabilities Tonsfeldt Johnson {Moorhead) Sherman

on 4. This process has been aided Douglas Arthur Raymonid John Pomerenke
= grants awardad by the : Henneman Stich Pomerenke
Minnesota Higher Education Coordin U Grant Leland William Richard e e s s s s s s |
Title | of the federal Higher Education A 965, Pederson MNelson Swift Council of Governments
Oter Tail Andy Fillmore Barbara Donohao Arnold Robert Chrissis
Laitch Trites {Fergus Falls) Hemaquist (F/M COG)

Nelia Lorentzen
(Detroit Lakesh
James Q. Nelson
{Morris)

gh this partn Pope Granville Oliver Harry PP ———

Walburn Hoplin Kiyve
problems, It sh p ity =

» =, LS Dan

ar urces and approsdc y Stevens

resources ca T
Public: Interest Members

Lowell
Dosdall Frank Simpson

Laslie Gerald Albert
Aukes Folstrom Deal

A Howard Keith John
Wilki
iikin Dawson Zarling Friederichs

“Public interest members are to be added after adoption of bylaws.

Traverse

and staff is one way
the placem 5f community servi nted faculty members,
along with other citizens, on functional advisory task forces
of the commission. As an exampla, faculty members with
expertise in environmental problems could serve on & task
force concerned with solid waste managament. These faculty
members could communicate the resource needs of the task
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MAY IDENTIFIES EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
by Russell May

Region 4 has all five types of higher educational institutions--

a state college in Moorh @ private colle Concordia, in

Moarhead; a junior college at Fergus Falls; area vocation:

technical institutes in Alexandria, Detroit Lakes, and Moor-

head; and the University of Minnesota at Morris. These insti-

tutions are now cooperating In the development of educa-

tional resources in our area. The programs that result are
not going to be the product of one
single institution; that will no longer
work, The five educational systems
must operate together if the interests
of the region are 1o be served,

It s our desire to make the re-
sources of our institutions available to
the regional development commission,
As | sea it, the function of our institu-
tions is to help provide the necessary
infarmation and resources to the com-

basis of reliable information. Qur function s not to make
those decisions. We have resour i . solid waste,
land planning--just about any area that you can think of-in our
five types of institutions. Thess faculty resources can be in
volved in the work of the regional commission.

Our institutions have five primary types of resources which
can be used by the regional de mssion. The:
are faculty ltant services, ased research,
data and information, public afairs programs and con fer
and continuing education classes.

The most obvious resource is consultant services by the
faculty. The five institutions in Region 4 are developing a
faculty resource file, which contains information on the com-

ce expertise of faculty members. Later this yesr

nticipate that we will have in operation a clearinghouse
with information on all of the faculty resources that are avail-
able to the region. It will then be possible to call one central
location in the region in order 10 receive a consultant or &
group of faculty members to work on &n isue or to provide
information on a particular concern which you might have, In
this clearinghouss we will arrange for that resource person to
maet the particular need of the requesting community or of
the regional development commission.

Another rescurce that we have is community-based ressarch.
One of the questions | heard earlier today was, “Somebody said
solid waste treatment. Should the commission be concerned
about that?" Certainly we can’t answer that question on the
basis of what we think. What's the basis for it? What's tha need?
What's the cost? These are the types of questions on which we
need to have research before tart answering basic palicy
guestions, Out faculty members can hilp provic regional
commission with that type of research data,

A third area is data and information services. After one does

areh, what happens to 117 The Twin Cities Metropolitan
Council employs stall just 1o keep tabs on data and research
results. Whin the Metropolitan Council brings a problem to a
state agency, it doesn't say, “We think” The Council supports
its case with facts and data, with the results of research, And
thera's no reason why Region 4 cannot develop a data base of
existing materials which can be available 1o the regional com-
mission, This data base can be developed and maintained by
our higher educational Institutions. Right now, for example

BT

our institutions have access to MAPS (Minnesota Analysis and
Planning System), a data storage and retrieval conter located at
thie University of Minnesota. MAPS contains over 19,000 pleces
of information on each county in the state.

publications like the West Minnesots Profile,
on on all of the counties in Region 4. We
need o means of communicating this information through for-
mats like the Communicator which Byron Schmid and Lois
Mann published bi-monthly last year. Parhaps our institutions
can cooperats with the regional developmant commission in
publication of a newsletter. We stand ready to help.

Public affairs programs and conferences are a fourth type of
resource, Today's program, sponsored by our five cooperating
institutions and the Minnesota State Planning Agency, is one
axample, Last October the Community Service Claaringhouse
at Moorhead State College sponsored & cendus data users con-
forence. In December the state college hosted the Governor's
Conference on the Rural Development Act of 1872. Over 1,400
persons from across the state participated in the mesting. On
May 3 in Alexandria, the University of Minnesots at Morris
is conducting a conferance on the aging in rural Minnesota,
During April and May there will be nine programs which
will consider the small town in Minnesota. Thess mestings
will be held in Morris, Wheaton, Elbow Lake, Bangon, Brecken-
ridge, all around the a Also in May our institstion will
cooperate with St. John's University in sponsorship of a
training program for local planning commissions designed to
improve their capacity for planning.

The fifth and maost obwious resource s comtinuing aduca-
tian classes, We've been in that business longer than anything
else, | suppose vy people only want a class if they can
get eredit for v, Others only want classes if they can be held in
their community. Many of these ds are easily met. The
same Is true for in-service training programs. Our business is to
help in the region because it's our region too,

“May /s director of Continuing Education and Regional Pro-
grams at the University of Minnesota - Morris. This article is
2 condensation of his presentation af the Fergus Falls
meeting, February 28, 1973,

State Senator Roger Mo in discussion

COMMISSIONS TO NAME INTEREST MEMBERS

Dne provision of the Regional D pmant Act which
raised a number of questions at the meetings relates to com-
mission membership, The formula in the Act which determines

sl i tablish 1 initial co i
membership of 23 elected local officials in Region 1 and 32
officials in Region 4. However, in addition, the Regional
Development Act also specifies that commissions sh
sist of “citizens representing public int
including members of minority groups o be selected afer
adoption of the by-laws of the commission.” These
n-prrser\zmg publuc interests™ should not be confused with

clal interests.”

In the Head s Regional De i Ce
{Region 2], four citizens, other than elected local of
sarve on the commission. They are sel o 1o represnt
concerns of minorities, labor, commerce and industry, and
agriculture and forestry. Seventeen citizen members serve on
the Arrowhead Regional Development Commission {Region 3)
representing the interests of health, human welfare, crime,
mining, commerce and industry, communications, minorities,
tourism and recreation, environmental quality, agriculture an
forestry, transportation, community action, and labor. Jerry

Jubie, who represents commerce and industry on the commis-
sion, currently is serving as chairman of the Arrowhead
Commission.

These citizen members are full members of the regional
commissions. The elected local officials, however, who con-
stitute the initial membership of the commissions must deter-
minae which public interests will be representad, The public
olficials select citizen members alter adoption of the by-laws.

As mentioned earlier in this issue, the suggestion was made
that the regional commissions may want to consider naming
board chairmen of functional planning agencies as citizen
members. The 18 functional agencies, which have baen iden-
tified in Region 4, relate to seven types of publi erests;
in Aegion 1, the 14 agencies cover eight public interests.

The citizen members #ls0 can serve as chairmen of advisory
committees or task fon

In addition to citizen membership on reglonal commissions,
the Regional Development Act provides that a commissio
“may appoint advisory committees of interested and aflected
citizens to assist in the review of plans, programas, and other
mattars refa nm:l for review by the cmnmlssm ** In this man-
ner a can hen the policy-making of its

members and the professional planning of its staff with the
input of interested citizens from throughout a region.

SOME QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS REGARDING THE ORGANIZATION OF A REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION*

My county [(or village) did not ask the Governor to create a
regional development commission. Are we part of the regional
development commission? Do we have rmpresentation on the
regional development commission?

The answei to both questions is yes. The Regional Develop-
ment Act provides that the regional development commission
shall be created for the entire region. This means that aven
though some counties and municipalities did not ask for the
creation of a regional development commission, they are still
part of the regional development commission and they have
representation on the regional development commission in
accordance with the Regional Development Act.

Is the regional development commission required to hire staff?
Mo, however, it is difficult to imagine a regional development
commission functioning without staff.

® Who determines the chalrmen of the commission?
The chairman of the commission is selected by the members
of the commissian.
How long do these members of the commission serve?
The length of terms is provided for in the by 1aws of the
commission.
Da the members of the commission receive any salary?
o, however, the members of the commission are to be
reimbursed for reasonable expenses in amount and manner
1o be determined by the commission,

from “Organizing a Regional Dy Com-
muxrou Some Questions & Answers,” prepared by the Office
of Local and Urban Affairs, Minnesota State Planning Agency,
in February, 1973.
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REGION 4 FUNCTIONAL PLANNING AND SERVICE AGENCIES

ANCILLARY MANPOWER PLANNING BOARD
Purpose

Cantact: An
Lakes 56501

Purpose: To provide

FARGO-MOORHEAD-DILWORTH-WEST FARGO METROPOLITAN
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS AND PLANNING COMMISSIONS

Purpose: T
physical im

Counties Served: Prima

LAKELAND MENTAL HEALTH CENTER

prehe 58

Cone Lakeland M
537 (218-736-€
LITTLE CROW COMMUNITY ACTION COUNCIL
Purpose; To devise a duct programs aimed at the ration of pa
Counties Served: Region 4-Pope; others-Kandiyohi and Swift

Contact. Crow Community Action Council, Courthouss, Room 212,
Willmar 56201 (612-235-0850); Merle Hodgson, Executi

Director

MAHUBE COMMUNITY COUNCIL

Purpose: To devise ar iduct pr 5 aimed at the elim poverty
Courtties wf: Region 4-Baecker; othars-M nd Hubbard
Cantact: Mat / ity Council, 518 S

Detroit Lakes
56501 (218-8 : Delmoure H

OTTER TAIL-WADENA COMMUNITY ACTION COUNCIL

Purpose. ed at

area in upgrading their

Region
Srd Ave. W,, Alexa
Director

JRAL MINNESOTA CONCENTRATED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Purpose: To pro

snd related lu
Narth Dakiota and South Dakots
o Region 4--Clay, Wilkin and Traverse and parts of Becker, Otter
5: others—northern sata, most of North Dakota
and parts of Sout ta
Contact: Souris-Aed-Rainy River s Commission, Holiday Mall Professional
Canter, Moorhead 56560 (218-233.1919); H. A. Hendrickson, Chairman

USDA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Purpose: T avallable to community les mibsined

J.5. Department of Agricu Fusral resourca ¢

Commite
)i Lioyd 21

g-Land, USA, Box 545,
esident

sMin RCED Pre

BECKER

OTFTER TAIL

GRANT oouGLAS

TRAVERSE

(Prepared March 1973 by the Community Service Clearinghouse, Moorhead State
College, Moorhead, Mn. 58560 (218-236-2944); Or. Byron L. Schmid, Director}




What is 2 work plan?
Answer: A work plan is a statement prepared
by the Commission which indicates the rk
which the Commissi will undertake

Typically, work programs are prepared in detail
for the next year and in somewhat more
sketchy form for the 3 to § year period. The
work program would indicate where the efforts
of the Commission would be spent, what
research would be carried out and what staff
rould be needed

Isn't the Regional Development Commission
just another level of government?

Answer:  No, The Regional Development
Commission is actually an association of units
of local government working together to do
things cooperatively a regional basis

Doesn’t the power to tax make the
Development Commission  another
government
The Regional Developm
does not have the power Ic
Regional  Development  Comm
certifies a budget to the county and ©
the tax which cannot be more r‘n-n
one-hall mill. (As & result of a change
assessment practices, is now 1/6 mill.) T
s the same procedure that s followed by other
ions which have been cre:
ample, Soil and Water
Conservation i fate: Districts,
Regional Mental He;

How  muc ill it o Regional
Development Commission’
Answer: This question really has no answer
The amount of money necessary Lo adequately
fund 3 Regional Development Commission will
depend upon thoss activitics which the
Commission feels it is necessary to carry oot
The actual cost will depend upon dv.-mmh'
de by the Commission. De u
what activities do we want to bec involved
in, how large a staff do we need to carry out
those activites, how long will it take to do those
things that Ay

Why is it necessary to have Regional
Development Commissions?

nswer: Regional Development Commissions
are necessary if we want to strengthen units of
local government and have more participation
by units mment _in
decisions. 5 wes they are also SSATY
in order to gualify cities, villages, townships
and counties for federal grants.

Eﬁ'-’ll}' ullHI we organize a Regional Development
n'

r re is no r\qmrcrm.ﬂl that any
nrv.mn vulln'\ Ihn.- state must organize a regional

development u"llml\»h\ﬂ If the local elected
ufhu.n within a region that it would be

eous to have a I{u al Development
Commissi on, then they can ask the Governor to
create one, There i no rrqumnunl that every
region  have R al  Development
Commission

What powers does

Commissi ke

Answer:  Nane
mission

k.-rmml I\\-ul-\‘l.\nl

i take any powers away

nmental nnits. "It permits local

riicipate in reviewing a variety of

_.tmnn rlnr they might nm otherwise know
about or be able 1o infl

Dacsn’t the Regional D ment Commission
ave the powe

.\ swer o

Commission does not

land.  Only units nt —
ownships, villages, cities a have
the power to zone land

Can't the Re Development Commission
prevent o vill n,rirum Lcl[mk a federal grant?
Answer The  Reg Development
Commission

commenting

t cannot wvet

grant. The fed

for nlll.ﬂp th

Cr

f ] nt's decisi
this situstion, EVET, i possible that

king the grant would be a misuse of federal
funds.

Can't rm- R\p.nml I

force tow

Answer: No..

in accordance w
l\'w.lnﬂnu.u( Commission
force  townshi of _any
government nsolidate
boundaries,

mmission
|I|,,.\\\rnllcll

Local

-II-:I\L tradition in Minnesota

representotives  from  local

|{." ernments are on the Regional Development

‘ommission. In view of this it uunl.uls that
units of local governm

be eliminated nally

can make Sions.

e units

reparation of this booklnt was financed in part through
anninyg Grant fram the Department of Housing and Lrta
e tha provisions of the Navanal Housing

A,
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SOME COMMON QUESTIONS REGARDING
THE REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT

Following are some commonly asked guestions

megarding the Regional Development Act and
egional Development Commissions. These
questions have been answered as briefly as possible

All

answers  are  based upon  the Rtylm.\l
1973

Development Act as amended by the
Legislature

was the Regional Development Act

There were many  reasons  the
Legisiature felt. . Iaw, such & the Regional
Development Act was necessary. Following are
some of the mone important ones:

To enable arts of the state that

desired il planning and

development o have a state law within

which to work.

To guaranice local elected officials the

opportunity to participate in regional

decisions.

To create a state lnw that would enable
lti-county organizations to qualify for

federal grants

What i a Regional [Icnl |~|Iu.z|l CommissionT
wer R )

elected off
planning and enc cooperation
ithorized by state law to
pt tain 1 ral programs and
to carry out certain multi-county endeavors

How is 1 Regional Development Commission

created?

Answ Counties and  municipalities pass
ons asking the « ernor o creale a

Regional Dewvels lk‘lm:nl Commistion. When the

Governor  has  re el resolutions  from

counties and |'Innl\ palities which contain

majority of the population in the

Governor, by law, takes the action to create

Regional Development Commission.

es on a Regional Development
n and how are they selected?
The membership of the Regional
t Commission is specified in the
].m as follow:

1} one me r from each county board of
every county in the development region
one additional county board member
from each county of over 100,000
population;

member of a town board of
sors from each county containing
ized towns

one additional member selected by the
county board of any county containing
no townships;

(5) one mayor or councilman from a
municipality of under 10,000 population
from each county selected by the mayors
of all such municipalities in the county;

(6) one mu or councilman fro
municip. ¢y of over 10,000
county;

{7}  two sche
majority
boards in the devel,
one  member

citizens representing  pu interests
within the region inc ibers of
minarity groups ¢ selected after
adopti bylaw of the
comr anil

(10) ‘the an who shall be selected by
the commission

The members are sel heir own groups

F select the n ¥

ipalities under
s their own mem

members of the ¢
er of the u-nmu n serves for one
from the
W

ed
Commission

What powers does the
Answer: The chafrman p

subject
itself,
polic

Who decides lasge the staff

what the budget of the Commiss

Answer: The Commission responsible for
preparing the budget rudget, of cc
determines how many staff posi

available. Therefore,

responsible for the size of the

What powers do
Act give to the
Answer: The Governor, or State Planning
Officer as he s referred to in the Region
Development  Act, is responsible for creating
Commission after he has  received
resolutions from units of local government

onal Development

representing 3  majority of the population
within the region. In addition, the Governor
calls together the membership classifications for
the purpose of having them select th
membership 1o the Regional Development
Commission

Who prepares the commission by laws?

Answer: The commission prepares the 1\;'I.m<
This will take place before any staff is

The State Planning Agency does not ha
model set of bylaws,

What powers does the Board of Directors have?
Who i on the Board of Directors?
Answer The jonul - Development
merely says that the Commission shall p
for 0 Board tors in the Commission
bylaws. The number of members on the Board
of Directors is determined by the Commission
in its bylaws. The duties and powers of the
of Directors are determined by the
nission in itx bylaws. The manner of
cting the Board of Directors is  also
rined by the Commission in its bylaws.
What powers d ional Development
Commision k ?
Answer 1 Regional  Development
L three basic powers: to plan; to
and plans; and to do
Regional |n\.|npmm|
¢ ANy power to t
mendations

Regionnl Development Commission

Answer: The 1973 Legislature appropriated
$800,000 for the 1973-75 biennium. This
appropriation or the purpose of making
v:qnll. l\- Regional Development Commissions.

Re; st

ite
eligible for the state
clopment Commissions are
given the authority to prepare a budget and to
certify the budget to the auditors of counties
within the region. The audi
(] not to exceed 1/2 mill (1)
current assessment practices) for purposes
running the Regional Development
Commission. The Regional Development
ilso are authorized to receive
rants for multi-county planning and
development purposes,

approves the budget for the Reglonal
prient Commission
The commision itselfl adopis the
fter it has mnotified local elected
off] m.:l\ within the megion and held a public
hearing with regard (o the budget.




June 21, 1974

Arthur Naftalin

School of Public Affairs

909 Social Science Building
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

Art:
general comments on the "Symposium on Metro Growth Strategies":

major need in implementing crderly growth processes in the
y Cities is to make all segments of the population feel the

and to get agreement on how the costs, human and financial,
can be fairly shared. Metro Council with its excellent job of
advisary committees and other outreach techniques is already
talking with the kind of people that normally go to seminars at
the university. The problem is to get the talk to reach the leap-
frogging builder, the metro-fringe farmer, the poor central city
resident about to be bypassed, those who will be the majority
voters when the Metro Council becomes elective, etc. I think that
by stressing the conflict areas that can be anticipated and need
to be faced, the seminar may do a better job of involving these
missing ingredients.
2, I would second Pran Naftalin's suggestion about tying in with
Metro College for possible credit., There is increasing interest
from our members in getting college credit for the work the
for the League of Women Voters. Being able to offer the possibility
of credit would be an advantage.
Specific topic suggestionms:

1. Where will the poor go? Who is going to house them?

. My property rights and the right to a profit. Do they have the
ight to take it away?

3. Tax policy and growth.
Solutions to planned development talk about tax incentives and
disincentives, yet tax experts say this is bad tax law. Green
spaces tax laws are strongly questiomed. How do you hold agri-
cultural land? In metro growth plamning who is representing the
national-international pricrity for agricultural production?

4, Where do the highways go?- it a decision toc important for the

axparts?
5. How many city halls must we have? When can we no longer afford
so much governing? Are they all needed? - and yet the multiplieity







LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MINNESOTA

BEE WABAGHA, BT, PAUL, MINNESOTA 885102

August 26, 1974

Ms. Elena C. Van Meter, Staff Specialist
Research and Projects

The League of Women Voters Education Fund
1730 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Ms. Van Meter:

In response to your letter of A st 6th, I all be pleased to accept
Nan Waterman's Invitation to attend a training conference to discuss

the Metropolitan Government and 21st Century Projects, November 12 and 13,
at Illinois Beach State Park.

At Mrs. Waterman's suggestion, I forward to you the names of presidents of
six of our local Leagues in Minnesota for your consideration in selecting
four local Leagues for invitations to attend the conference:

Anoka - Claudia Jagelski, Rt. #1, Elk River, MN 55330
Crystal-New Hope - Gini Mortenson, 9301 - 47th Ave. N., New Hope,
MN 55428
Moorhead® - Mary Davies, 1001 §5. 10th 5t., Moorhead, MH 56560
New B hton - Judy Hove, 1600 - 23rd Ave. NW, S5t. Paul, MN 55112
St. Louis Park - Mary Richards, 5740 W. Lake, 5t. Louis Park, MN 55416
St. Cloud® - Dee Halberg, 514 - Bth Ave. S., St. Cloud, MN 56301

Starred Leagues are in counties beyond the contiguous area of the
7-County Twin Cities Metropolitan Area in which the other four Leagues are
located.

I shall await further word about preparations for the conference.

Very sincerely,

Mary Ann Mcoy
President
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

TELEPHONE 124-5445




[the League of Women Voters Education Fund

1730 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 659-2685

August 6, 1974

. Mary Anne McCoy
League of Women Voters of Minnesota
2312 Lake Place

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55405

Dear Mrs. McCe

e League of Women Voters Education Fund has received permission
from the Carnegie Corporation of New York to use the 1 balar
remaining to extend the outreach of the Metropolitan Government and
21st Century Projects through a training conference to present and
discuss the work done in these two projects. I am writing at the
request of Nan Waterman, who is on vacation, to invite you, or
one you designate to represent the Minnesota State League, to attend
this conference, to be held November 12 and 13, at Illinois Beach
State Park,

Nan would also appreciate it if you could recommend six local Leagues
that you think might be interested and would benefit from the confer-
ence, from which we would select and invite representatives of four

local Leagues

At the conferenc one session would be devoted to an explanation

and discussion of the Cincinnati and Indianapolis Metropolitan
Projects, in which procedures were set up which are enabling neigh-
borhood groups, in cooperation with the city budget staff, to iden-
tify their neighborhood priorities and to have those priorities con-
sidered during the budget-making process. We plan to focus on tech-
niques -- how to initiate such a budget project, how neighborhcod
groups develop priority lists and introduce them into the budget-making
process, how to monitor the budget-making process -— plus a orough
discussion of some of the "do's and don't's" learned by the people who
have been involved in the projects in the two cities. (The Cincinnati
and Indianapolis projects are described more fully in Pro

Extra Dimension, pp. 6-8, enclose

Contributions to the Fund are deductible for income tax purposes




Mrs. Mary Anne McCoy August 6, 1974

Other sessions of the training meeting would be devoted to the
21st Century Project, with the experience of the San Diego League
serving as a model. This spring the San Diego League, under the
auspices of the Education Fund, sponsored a meeting at which inno-
vative techniques and materials that had been developed in consul-
tation with staff of Pacific House and Western Behavioral Sciences
Institute were used to identify alternative futures for San [
Invited to the meeting were community leaders, members of the
League and other organizations and government officials of San
Diego, plus representatives from several California local Leagues.

The San Dego meeting materials and the process set up

use were developed originally by Dr. Peter L. Shoup of

Behavioral Sciences Institute, and Weyerhauser Corporation staff
for use in corporate long-range planning. The Weyerhauser Founda-
tion was so impressed that they have further developed the mater-
ials and are encouraging their use by private and governmental
institutions. At the present time, under the leadership of Gover-
nor Dan Evans, the state of Washington is using the process as
part of their Washington 2000 program. The process utilizes a
series of trend and event forecasting exercises plus discussion
and feedback to demonstrate to participants what the likely results
of their forecasts would be and what their own forecasting says
about their organizational capability for strategic planning.

We are inviting to the training meeting state and local league
leaders from seven states in the upper midwest where league leader-

ship is strong, plus state leade from four other states that are
known for their receptive attitude towatd innovative ideas. Al-
though Nan asked me to assure you that attendance at e meeting
carries no obligation, we are hoping that the presentations at the
conference will inspire the invited league leaders to go back to
their commmities and initiate similar projects in influencing the
budget, or looking at alternative futures.

I hope that you or a representative will be able to attend tt
conference. We will, of course, pay travel, lodging, meals and
other expenses connected with the meeting.

Sincerely yours,

lena C. Van Meter, Staff Specialist
search and Projects
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CIR's interest in substate regionalism
dates back to 1961 and its report entitled, Govern-
mental Structure, Organization, and Plarning in Meropoli-
tan Areas. This concern continued over the years
with studies of municipal annexation, alternative
approaches and voter reactions to governmental
reorganization in metropolitan areas, metropoli-
tan water supply and sewage disposal, Federal
statistics for metropolitan areas, local and area-
wide performance of urban functions, Federal
impacts on local organization and pl. special

Preface

out in the Commission’s 1973 volume entitled,
Regional Decision Making: Mew Stralegies for Substate
Districts, this type of regionalism is solidly estab-
lished. Yet, its characteristics continue to change
rapidly.

This brief update of the trends in substate
regionalism is offered as a means of helping to
keep ACIR's readers reasonably current on this
subject. Significant changes have occurred in the
past three to four years which carry meaning for
Eliy :

districts, social and economic disparities between
central cities and suburbs, interlocal agreements
and contracts, metropolitan councils of govern-
ments, balanced growth policies, and commuter
taxes. Then, in 1973 and 1974, the Commission
issued a six-volume study of substate regionalism
which built on these earlier reports, and went on
to probe more recent Federal, state, and local
developments in this area. Finally, the Commis-
sion extended its substate regionalism recommen-
dations specifically to the field of transportation in
a report adopted in December 1974 and entitled,
Toward Mare Balanced Transportation: New Intergovern-
mental Proposals.

Substate regionalism is a rapidly developing
phenomenon in the United States. As was pointed

T of the C i ‘s policy rec-
ommendations.

The information in this report was compiled
largely from existing sources by Bruce D,
McDowell, senior analyst. Given the scope of this
updating effort, no original research was under-
taken. The Commission doubtlessly will return to
this subject with new research in the future

Robert E. Merriam
Chairman

Wayne F. Anderson
Executive Director

David B. Walker

Assistant Director
Structure and Functions
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Chairman’s Introduction

In total, our American governments spent
nearly $576 billion in 1976, 34% of the gross
national product. This is up from $97 billion and
26% in 1954, Clearly, government is a growth
industry. After excluding foreign aid, defense, and
social security payments to individuals, about $350
billion was spent by the nation’s governments in
domestic programs and activities. This' amount
was divided almost equally between the Federal
government and the states and localities

About 75% of the American people today
metropolitan areas, those agglomerations of popu-
lation created by transportation or job opportuni-
ties, or other Factors. Most of these metropolitan
areas are governed today by a host of balkanized
local governments, archaic remnants of a past
when a simpler economy and society made it
tolerable to isolate government services into small
independent—and sometimes conflicting—fief-
doms.

Over the years scholars have proposed alterna-
tive solutions for the nation’s burgeoning area-
wide {or regional) needs: city-county consolida-
tion: metropolitan government, whether one-tier
or two-tier; annexation; even statehood. But in the
170 years since the city of New Orleans and
Orleans Parish marked the first major consolida-
tion, there have been but 25 city-county consolida-
tions. There are only a handful of metropolitan
entities, from Dade County in the Miami area to

the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council covering
Minneapolis and 5t. Paul, and few effective non-
metropolitan regional entities.

Other than these scattered examples, there has
been a total resistance to the concept of even
limited governmental authority to deal with ur-
banized problems of both metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas

Recognizing these dilemmas, in 1973 ACIR
forged a new approach to this complex problem:
The Commission said, “accept the facts of life
about annexation and metropolitan government
and consolidation, and find a mechanism which
will achieve important results without intolerable
political breakage.” This proposed policy included
needed actions by the Congress, the President,
governors, state legislators, and local officials, but
it represented—in the Commission’s view—a do-
able, workable set of actions, The metropolitan
area and substate regional program developed
includes the following steps:

1) activate the state-created substate dis-
tricts—then only on paper in many states
—through state legislation and guberna-
torial action;
confer legal status on these districts asan
agency of lacal government;

3) require by state law that all local govern-




within the district belong to it;
¢ that at least 60% of the district
ship be elected officials of general
purpose local governments;
provide an optimal one-person, one-vote
rocedure;
) designate the district as the A-95 review
agency—with the power to “resolve” local
differences;

provide s u at least in part, of

require that 3 tal improvements
and local programs affecting the region
(i.e.. waste disposal) be reviewed;

give the district a policy role over all
multijurisdictional special districts; and
authorize the district to assume an oper-
ating role (when the

areawide s such as id waste
disposal, trans fon, sewage treat-
ment, water supply, and so on

At the Federal level, ACIR recommendations
for substate ricts have been spelled out in
legislation introduced by Senator Magnuson and
Congressman Ashley.

In addition to recommending implementation of
its substate regiona rategy (umbrella multijuris-
dictional orga ans), by Federal, state, and local
action, ACIR urged the states to provide a fuller
range of local and areawide governmental reor-
ganization options, and to develop and apply a
muore systematic set of policies with respect to the
drawing of local government boundaries and the
assigning of local and areawide functions. In mak-
ing this evaluation and pursuing these needs, the
Commission proposed that each state create its
own ACIR (roughly equivalent to the national
one). In addition, the Commission suggested that
each state should have a local government bound-
ary commission to help simplify and rationalize
the 3 erns of municipal, county, and
spe district jurisdictions which currently exist
and continue to proliferate.

ACIR also urged the local governments to do all
in their power to build their own capacities for
planning, managing, and delivering  services
muore efficiently, effectively, and equitably. This
would make them better able to discharge their
own local responsibilities and to realize the bene
fits obtainable through areawide cooperation
luding the ability to meet areawide ne

simply cannot be realized by individual localities
acting alone. The Commission noted that local
governments should seek to understand, to partic-
ipate in, and to guide the activities of their regional
councils and other areawide units.

Finally, ACIR strongly urged regional councils
and other areawide units to use every means at
their command to become more open, capable, and
sensitive in the way they carry out their activities
Only by being open, accessible, and politically
accountable, will these areawide units gain the
understanding and political acceptability essential
to their effectiveness. By showing extraordinary
sensitivity to Ihs- intergovernmental nature of
areawide a es, and to the existing jealousies
engendered by separateness among local govern-
ments, state agencies, and Federal programs, pit-
falls could be avoided and cooperation enhanced
And finally, the Commission noted that technical
capability is essential, that re;
badly in need of creating a more substantial record
of actual accomplishments, and that improved
effectiveness and efficiency of services within
their regions need to become demonstrated bene-
fits resulting from regional council activities, This
can be done, ACIR suggested, only with highly
competent staff and practical approaches to prob-
lem solving through the regional program.

It is high time to get on with these tasks. The
nation cannot afford to equivocate any longer.
Resources are being wasted by boundary, jurisdic-
tional, and program frictions which need not exist,
and areawide needs simply are going unmet for
the lack of effective regional units authorized to
meet them. If local governments fail to solve these
areawide problems, state andlor Federal authori-
ties surely will step in to meet essential needs.

To further discussion and debate about these
ACIR proposals (which some have considered
weak while others have characterized as socialis-
tic), | asked the staff to prepare this up-date, re-
lating “new” developments in our metropolitan
areas and other substate regions. As the report in-
dicates, not enough has happened. Accordingly,
[ urge officials-at all levels of government to take
this issue even more seriously and to move now
toward the goals set forth in ACIR reports and
suggested legislation,

Robert E. Merriam
Chairman

Chapter |

Background

Rl-gum.\l governmental arrangements arise
when (1) governmental functions or problems do
not coincide with existing governmental bound-
aries, and (2) public policies andfor programs are
planned andlor operated at the regional level.
These two conditions have been met frequently in
the United States, and the result is that regional
organizations abound. Some are found in multi-
state regions, encompassing major river basins or
economic development areas larger than any sin-
gle state, but smaller than the whole nation
Others are in substate regions, covering interre-
lated communities encompassing two or more
local government jurisdictions in one or more
states, but smaller than a whole state. Metropoli-
tan areas (typically veraging about 90 local goy-
ernments of substate regions, but
multicour nonmetropolitan regions also are
common within states. This report deals only with
the substate regions.

Regional planning for metropolitan areas has
roots which go back at [east to the 19205 in the
United States, and multijurisdictional special
districts and authorities for providing services
which transcend the boundaries of individual local
governments have an even longer history, Local
initiatives as well as state legislation and new
Federal aid programs increasingly have provided
interjurisdictional, even areawide, adaptations of
governmental planning, deci making, and ser-
vice delivery programs. The pace of these changes
increased as the d urban growth of the last
several decades spilled haphazardly across local




governmental boundaries, and as the nation's
rural areas have been transformed increasingly
from farming communities, where the individual
farmer predominated, into areas dominated by
agribusiness and non-farm employment accom-
panied by long distance commuter patterns.
Through the interactions of these forces, substate
regions now have come to cover nearly the entire
nation, and they have been given significant roles
in a number of essential governmental activities

Mevertheless, recent changes in substate re-
gionalism still embody significant cross currents
While substantial strengthening of substate re-
gional activities has occurred in some respects,
skepticism, uncertainty, and even opposition to
these new ways of dealing with regional problems
often are exhibited also. This report briefly docu-
ments the changes which are taking place

ACIR's Three-Part Approach to
Substate Regionalism

The continuing evolution of substate regions
recounted here is measured against ACIR's policy
recommendations adopted in its 1973-74 series of
substate regionalism reports! and its 1974 report
on transportation.! These recommendations sug-
gest a three-part approach. The first part calls for
strengthened regional councils in multijurisdic-
tional areas where no other areawide unit of
general purpose scope exists;? the second recom-
mends state authorization of local government
reorganizations to create areawide local govern-
ments (or, at least, simplified and more effective
patterns of local government within regions)
through such techniques as annexation, incorpo-
ration, consolidation, or transfers of functions;*
and the third calls for state policies and programs
which would more carefully and equitably assign
local and areawide responsibilities among the units
created under the first two parts of this strategy *

The strengthened regional councils would be
present in most regions, since those areas are
multicounty afready and highly unlikely to be
transformed by the establish of an id

by substantial “review and conform” powers over
activities of regional significance. Their strength
would come from new state legislation and newly
unified Federal policies governing those programs
which support substate regional organizations and
activities.

The local government reorganization and mod-
ernization part of ACIR’s approach is particularly
applicable to those substate districts or regions
encompassed by a single county. In such cases
—of which there are now about 100 in the
nation’s metropolitan areas — city-county consol-
idations, or transfers of areawide functions from
cities to the county, can provide an areawide
government where the state legislature or the
voters of that area determine this to be the best
approach. Such reorganizations, as well as the
modernization of existing subregional local gov-
ernments to make them more capable, may be the
best means of performing local functions satisfac-
torily at the local level and reducing the number of
activities and responsibilities which need to be
dealt with interjurisdictionally by the strength-
ened regional councils recommended by ACIR.
Areawide local governments and effective local
governments below the regional level both need
home rule powers and organizational forms which
provide for unified executive or administrative
leadership and clear accountability to the elec-
torate. Where an areawide local government is
established through city-county consolidation or
transfers of functions, it would replace the other-
wise required regional council.

The importance of an assignment-of-functions
policy and program, as part of ACIR's approach to
substate regionalism, centers in part around the
need to define regionalism itself. A growing body
of literature emphasizes the advantages of per-
forming certain functions very locally — using
even smaller and more directly responsive and
accountable units than many of the larger of
today’s existing local governments. This is a signif-
icant counter-trend to the one creating the area-
wide units focused upon in this report, but these
two trends are compatible. The case is made

regional government achieved through county
mergers.* These regional councils would be feder-
ated bodies, responsible only for areawide plan-
ning and such areawide services as the existing
cities and counties might ask it to perform, Their
planning function, however, would be backed up

ly for areawide (regionall, local (city
and county), and sublocal (neighborhood council)
units to work side by side, sharing some functions
and having rel exclusive bill

others. Where an activity does not have substan-
tial impacts beyond the borders of an individual
neighborhood or locality, and where a unit at that

level has the capability to perform satisfactorily (or
to contract for adequate performance by others),
the activity should remain there — even in the
most intertwined metropolitan areas. The mere

been added. It has been revealed that since 1970
nonmetropolitan areas have been growing at a
faster rate, on the average, than the metropolitan
ones.” 50, rn.mv of these areas now are confronted

existence of a region with r
concerns, then, does not suggest necessarily that a
single unified government for the whole area is
the best arrangement. Regional, local, and neigh-
borhood responsibilities need to be sorted out
ACIR recommends that the states use criteria of
economic efficiency, fiscal equity, political accoun-
tability, and administrative effectiveness to ac-
complish this sorting out, and that the states
establish boundary commissions and state ACIR's
to involve appropriate state and local officials in
the process,

New Challenges to the R

As recently as 1973 and 1974 when the Com-
mission was completing its reports on substate
regionalism and transportation, it was still be-
lieved that population was shifting disproportion-
ately to the urban and metropolitan areas of the
nation. Yet, it still was apparent that regionalism
was needed in nonmetropolitan areas just as in
metropolitan areas. The needs of these two types
of areas clearly were somewhat different, The
emphasis in metropolitan areas was on dealing
with rapid growth and coordinating the diverse
and sometimes conflicting activities of multiple
governments, many of which were highly capable
and better staffed than the areawide unit itself
Regional issues in nonmetropolitan America, on
the other hand, tend more often to be related to
population decline, economic stagnation, and the
lack of local governmental capabilities to confront
these issues effectively by themselves. In contrast
to the situation in many metropolitan areas, the
regional staffs in nonmetropolitan areas fre-
quently possess greater professional, planning,
and managerial expertise than the smaller individ-
ual local governments — and often these regional
capabilities are the only ones available to the public
in such areas. Most of EDA’s economic develop-
ment programs and Appalachia’s local development
work is carried out through nonmetropolitan re-
gional districts, and Federal aid project reviews and
comments {through OMB Circular A-95) depend
upon them also.

Now, in the last two years, a new element has

inc gly with growth prospects with which
they may be even less capable of dealing than were
the metropalitan regions in the past. Some of this
new growth is merely the exurban spillover from
metropolitan areas, where commuter patterns
have begun to extend beyond the bounds of met-
rapolitan areas as currently defined. But much of
it appears to center around even more explosive
factors such as large scale recreation and retire-
ment communities and major new investments in
the energy field, such as large new power plants in
pristine territories and the opening of new mines
for the high priority extraction of needed energy
resources. The “Energy Boom Town” is a pheno-
menon now being documented in the literature
with varying degrees of horror and panic as the
environmental and human problems connected
with them are revealed.” All this tends tostrength-
en the case for substate regionalism in non-
metropolitan areas.

Meanwhile; the social and economic disparities
between central cities and suburbs in the nation’s
metropolitan areas, which the Commission first
began measuring in 1965, continue to be of grave
concern. In a new report just completed,? the
Commission analyzes these disparities with the aid
of newly available data from 1972, 1973, and 1975.
The figures document that many central cities
have passed their peak population and are now
characterized by residential decline. In the East
and Midwest, where cities generally are unable to
expand their boundaries, the central cities are
becoming smaller and smaller portions of their
total metropolitan areas, and their residential
densities are reducing as the amount of residential
land is reduced by shifts to other uses and by
abandonment. While many major central cities in
the past enjoyed a clear per capita income advan-
tage over their surrounding jurisdictions, this was
reversed quite generally by 1973; only in the
South and West, where central city boundaries
have expanded greatly during recent decades,
were such advantages still significant. With re-
spect to economic activities, the 1963 to 1972
trend shows that central cities which are unable to
expand their boundaries have become less the
locus of manufacturing activity in urban America
and more the locus of other economic activities.




They also are experiencing greater unemploy-
ment. This, of course, affected the Northeast and
Great Lakes cities more than their counterparts
elsewhere, Moreover, retail trade volume in the
major metropolitan areas grew much slower in the
central cities than in the suburbs — dropping
below half in most areas outside the South, Fi-
nally, despite the new Federal program of general
revenue sharing, per capita non-school taxes of
central city governments rose at a faster rate
during the first three years of this program (1972-
75) than the counterpart taxes of their overlying
county governments in all regions except the
South, This was true even though per capita
general revenue sharing funds went to central
cities in substantially greater volume than to
counties and other governments outside the cen-
tral cities

While all the implications of these new figures
are by no means clear, they do indicate that central
city-suburban disparities continue to grow in im-
portant respects, despite variations between East,
North, South and West. Such disparities present a
major challenge to be grappled with by areawide
bodies in metropolitan regions throughout the
nation.

Growing Numbers of Metropolitan Areas
and Local Jurisdictions

As the nation continues to grow, more urban
places reach metropolitan size.'* The 243 metro-
politan areas recognized in 1970 increased to 267
by 1972 and encompassed 69 percent of the na-
tion's population. By 1975, the number of metro-
politan areas had grown to 276, encompassing
about 75 percent of the nation’s population. In
addition, by 1975 metropolitan areas had grown
together to such an extent that 13 urban popula-
tion concentrations were designated as standard
consolidated statistical areas, each containing over
1,000,000 people. Thus, population growth con-
tinues to bring changes in boundaries even at the
“areawide” level

w area delineations for statistical purposes
frequently precede paolitical recognition of the
need for governmental boundary changes, and this
can cause consternation in the regionalism move-
ment. For example, official modifications of the
standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)
boundaries in Minneapolis-5t. Paul and Washing-

ton, DC, recently added areas beyond the recog-
nized boundaries of their regional organizations
As a consequence, legislation (HR. 14274) was
introduced in the 94th Congress to assure that
SMSA boundaries will not necessarily affect the
administration of Federal aid programs. Neverthe-
less, regional boundaries continue to present a
moving target. While the boundaries of designated
substate districts and regional councils stabilized
somewhat in the mid-1970s, they probably never
can be considered completely unchangeable.

The study of substate regionalism has been
hampered by inadequate jurisdictional data in the
past. The five-year Census of Governmenis has left
evaluators guessing about the number and charac-
teristics of local governments in the intervening
years, and completely ignored the “quasi-
governmental” category into which most substate
have been assigned in the
past, Now, however, the need for sending general
revenue sharing checks to local governments has
produced annual tabulations of counties, munici-
palities, townships, Indian tribes, and Alaskan
native villages. In addition, the regular Census of
Governments scheduled for 1977 will include the
first official survey of the broad range of substate
regional organizations created by state action and
by Federal aid programs. Previous surveys of such
organizations by others have covered only one
type or another, or have been done unofficially
with a return rate of 25 percent considered good
The most ambitious inventory previously under-
taken was the one administered by the U.S.
partment of Agriculture, Economic Research Ser-

but it was limited to five types of
development districts, and was abandoned after a
few years. Now, along with the addition of sub-
state regional bodies to the Census of Govern-
ments, it can be hoped that the Mid-Decade Cen-
sus of Population (authorized to begin in 1985) will
add significantly to the regular data available for
evaluation of substate regions.

regional organizat

Scope of this Update

From the foregoing, it can be seen that the
settlement patterns which create the need for
substate regional approaches continue to change,
and the statistical measures of these changes
gradually are improving. This report briefly sum-
marizes 1 y available information about the

changing governmental response to areawide
needs. While it was not possible to perform new
research for this quick update, enough informa-
tion was available from continuing ACIR research
and uther sources to clarify recent trends in (1) the
¢ of ional councils and
other o:mlhr nII'K’JWIdQ bodies, il (2) the related
processes of modernizing local governments and
shifting Functions to and from them. The follow-
ing two chapters deal with these interrelated top-
s,
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Chapter Il

Regional Councils

R egional councils and similar areawide bodies,

below the state but above the level of any single
unit of municipal or county government, continue
to grow in number and take on increasingly impor-
tant functions. Much of this measured progress
has come through the improvement of some state-
wide systems of substate districting. Yet, the ever
changing influence of Federal programs has con-
tinued to be very significant over the past four
vears. is chapter examines these two dynamic
forces in substate regionalism, and ends with two

ustrative cases which contrast state and Federal

s in strengthening regional counc

Recent Substate Districting
Developments

1 ACIR found 40 states with
¢ delineated statewide systems of substate
development districts, the number of
such systems has risen to 45. In the same time
span, the number of districts rose from 488 to 530
Most significantly perhaps, the proportion of such
districts having officially designated and function-
ing areawide organizations jumped from 56 per-
cent to 95 percent. Furthermore, almost all of
these operational bodies now are receiving either
Federal or state financial assistance, or both, and
most serve the A-95 Federal aid review and com-
ghouse function.!




As significant as these numbers are, it is just as
important to look at what is going on within some
of the states, especially those where the most
progress is being made. For example, Utah's sub-
state districting system, which was established in
1970 and 1971, became a significant part of the
state’s growth management process by mid-
decade.® Each of the state’s seven regions has an
active multicounty assoctation of governments
{AOG), and the leaders of these organizations
make up the C nor's Advisory Council on
Local Affairs. The AOG's and the Office of State
Planning Coordination are the state’s A-95 clear-
inghouses. Despite a relatively well developed
state planning process, much of the state's plan-
ning begins with local initiatives which feed up
through the AOG's and the Governor's Advisory
Council on Local Affairs. This process has estab-
lished a very effective intergovernmental coordi-
nation process which was launched and carefully
nor Calvin Rampton

Florida provides another innovative case study.
Laws enacted in 1973 . and 1975, plus sub-
stantial follow-up action the governor and
various units within his administration, have
created one of the best integrated local-regional-
state planning and growth management processes
in any state? Within this system, multi-county
planning bodies have been established for each of

he state’s ten regional planning districts, and they
have been given review authority over local land
development decisions having regional impact,
The legislation established deadlines for compre-
hensive plans to be prepared by the regional
planning bodies as well as by all local governments.
The state will prepare plans for those areas not
meeting these deadlines; and may review and alter
local land development decisions where regional

pacts and state interests have not been properly

commodated

In 1973, California established regional as well
a3 state coastal zone planning and land use regula-

nurtured by former Go

tion commissions. This was done by voter initia-
tive. These regional bodies;, although having
boundaries different than other areawide bodies,
actually have exercised land use permit controls
since 1973, and contributed substantially to the
state’s coastal zone plan which now has been
adopted by the legislature. With its adoption, local
governments are expected to manage develop-
ments within their borders in conformance with
the plan.¢

Finally, Colorado established, by executive
order in 1974, a new state planning system based
on 13 existing planning and management regions,
as a means of decentralizing state government
operations in a coordinated way. This illustrates
how substate districting can be used for state
administrative purposes as well as for meeting
areawide needs at the local level

To these examples of positive state action lead-
ing to actual or potential improvements in sub-
state districting can be added stories of sta
legislative and local efforts which have not yet
succeeded, For example:

The merger of several existing areawide
agencies in the San Francisco Bay area
under a directly elected or partly directly
elected governing body has been under
serious consideration in the California le-
gislature for several years

In Minnesota, direct election of the govern-
ing body for the Metropolitan Council of
the Twin Cities was one of the options
considered in 1967 when that body was
originally established, and it still receives
serious consideration in the legislature each
year despite narrow defeats each time.

In 1975, a bill was introduced in the Michi-
gan legislature (HB 5527) which would have
reconstituted the Council of Governments
for the Detroit area, specifying that each
local government in the area must be a
member, and that the governing body
would be composed half of elected officials
from these local governments and half of
directly elected metropolitan representa-
tives. Its planning powers would be
strengthened immediately, and a three-year

udy would follow to consider possible
revisions in the way areawide service are
delivered. The bill received hearings and will
continue to be considered at future sessions.

The affairs of regional councils and substate
districts clearly are not without problems. Most of
them still are established voluntarily, and there are
still instances where local governments refuse to
join or withdraw their support after having been a
member, In addition, only about eight of the 45
districted states have assigned to some or all of

their substate district organizations substantial
authority for review of state aid programs. Still,
the figures and examples cited above demonstrate
that substate regionalism not only is here to stay
but is growing rapidly toward near universal
coverage of the nation. State actions by the legisla-
ture, by the governor, and by state agencies have
spurred this growth

Federal Influences

Specific Federal programs which eéncourage
substate regional organizations and activities con-
tinue growing in number and changing their
shape. At the same time, Federally established
processes for coordinating these programs with
each other — and with the planning processes at
local, regional, and state levels — have become
somewhat better established — at least in form, if
not in substance. Nevertheless, these Federal pro-
grams and processes do not always pull in the
same direction. And, there is still no effective
Federal policy of consistency toward substate re-
gionalism, even though Part IV of OMB Circular
A-95 states this goal (see later discussion of this
circular).

Programs Supporting Substate
Regional Activities

As Table 1 shows, there are 32 Federal programs
{as of 1976} which hold substantial significance for
substate regions. This compares with 24 such
programs in 1972. These programs encompass bwo
general purpose ones — the Federal aid review
and comment process (A-95), and intergovern-
mental personnel grants (IPA} — plus 30 others
which serve a range of specific functional purposes
including community and economic development,
environmental protection, transportation, social
services, and protective services.

In comparing this new list of Federal programs
with the Commission’s 1972 list,* five programs
have been deleted from the 1972 roster, while 17
have been added. The deleted programs are:

HUD —new communities; phasing
out.
—water and sewer planning

grants for rural communities;
no longer in the Catalog of Do
mestic Assistance

water and waste disposal sys-
tems grants for rural com-
munities; no significant area-
wide requirements

rural development planning
grants; never funded.

rural industrialization loans
and grants; no significant
areawide requirements.

The 17 new programs are:

HUD

Section 8 housing, requires an
areawide housing assistance
plan and offers bonus grants
for areas committed to fair
share housing programs.
—Community development
block grant (and, the subse-
quent court case in Hartford,
Conn.), encourages an area-
wide housing assistance plan.
—The technical and planning
assistance programs of the
seven Title V economic devel-
opment commissions. These
funds can be used for the
administrative  support  of
substate districts. These eco-
nomic development commis-
sions include: Coastal Plains,
Four Corners, New England,
Ozarks, Upper Great Lakes,
Old West, and Pacific
Northwest. In addition, it is
understood that California
and Hawaii soon will apply for
single state Title V commis-
sions for their states.
—Surplus property program,
permits state and local gov-
ernments to acquire Federal
property no longer needed
before it is disposed of on the
open market, Under recently
revised rules, governmental
units  below state level
receive first priority, and re-
gional councils are eligible




Tabie |
FEDERAL PROGRAMS
SUPPORTING SUBSTATE REGIONAL ACTIVITIES
Existing as of December 1976

Discre= Block or Areawlde Interstate

Catalog Federal tionary Arcawide

Al
Number Program N Agency or Formula Agency Role Agencles

Community and Econemic Development

14,201 “701" Planning HUD 4 Baoth APO! Recipient  MNonmetra Required
Asslstance i ¥ porical Channaling

14,156 Secilon 8 Discre Cate- Both APOH Housing Nene Required
Housing tionary gorical Plan/Hous-
ing Bonus
Allocation

14,213 Community HUD Maostly Block Both APO! Housing Channels Required
14.219 Development formula Plan simall urban

discretion:

ary funds

Ecanamic Commarea/ Disere- Cate- Bath EDD? Planning/  Planning Allowad
Davelopment EDA tlonary gorlcal Project

Planning Concut-

Grants rence

23009 Appalachian C Discra- Cate- Rath LDD! Planning/ }'1.mn||:g”/ Discouraged
Lacal Develop- tionary gorical Project Project Con-
ment District Concur- currence/
Grants rence Channels
Funds

Title V Economic
Devalopment
Commissions:

28,002 Coastal Plains Caoastal Discri- Cate Both Varles Planning/  Planning/ Allowed
Technical and Plains tionary gorical Demon-  Praject
Planning Regiona stration/  Concur-
Asslstance Tralning  rence

18.002 Faur Corners Four Cate- Bath Varios Planning/  Planning/ Allowed
Technlcal and Corners tlonary gorical Demon- Project
Planning Regional stration/ Concur-
Assistance Commission Training rence

48.002  Mew England Discre- Cate- 1 Varies  Planning/  Planning/ Allowed
Technical and gorical Demon-  Project
Planning Regional stration/  Concur-
Assistance Commission Training rence

52002  Ozarks Tech Ozarks Discre Caite= h Varies Plannings  Planning/ Allawed
nical and Regional  tonary gorical Deman-  Praject
Planning Commission stration/  Concur
Asslstance Training rence

63002  Upper Great Upper Discres Cates Both varles  Planning/  Planning/ Allowed
Lakes Technical Great Lakes tlonary garical Demon- Praject
and Planning Regianal stration/  Coneur
Assistance Commission Training rence

Old West Old West  Discre- Cate- Bath Plannings  Planning/ Allowed
Technical and Regional tionary gorlcal Deman- Praject

Planning Commission stration/  Cancur-

Assistance Training  rence

76,002 Pacific North Pacific Discre Cate Hath Varles  Planning/  Planning/ Allowed
waest Technical Northwest  tionary gorical Demon-  Project
and Planning Regional stration/  Concur-
Assistance Commission Training rence

Resource Con USDA/ Discre Cates Han RC&D Planning/ Mane Discouraged
servation and FHA/SCS  tlonary garical metro-  Com- Project Cons

Develapment politan  mittee  currence

Loans and Grants




Catalog

Number Program Name

Surphis
Prapery

Environmental Protection

66,001 Air Pallution
Contrel Pro-

wram, Grants

66,027 Solid Waste

Planning Gra

Areawide
Waste
Treatment
Managemant
Planning Grants

16,426

11418 Coastal Zone

M
Planning Grants
Transporlation

20103 Airport Systems

Planning

20,205 Highway

Pragram

Interstate

Primary

Secandary

Urban

20,500
20.505
20,507

Urban Mass
Transportation
Planning,

Capital and
Operating Grants

Rural Transit
Asslitance
Soclal Services
13.210

Comprehensive
Public Health
Sarvices

Emergency
Madical
Services

Table I (cont'd.)
FEDERAL PROGRAMS

SUPPORTING SUBSTATE REGIONAL ACTIVITIES

Federal
Agency

GSA

Com-
merce
NOAA

DOT/FAA

DOT/FHWA

DOT/
UMTA

DOT/
UMTA

Existing as of December 1976

Discre- Black or
tionary Cate-
or Formula gorlcal

Both

Discre-
tionary

Cate-
gorical

Discri- Cate- Bath

tionary gorical

Discre- Cate- Roth

tionary gorical

Cate Both

gorical

Discra- Baoth

tlonary

Discre
tionary

Metro-
palitan

Cate-
gorical

Discres
tlonary

Metro-
politan

Categor-
cal with
Transfer=
ability to
Tranait

Cate-
gorical

Metro-
politan

Formula

Cate-
gorical

Metro-
palitan

Formula

Formula Cate-
goreal
with Trans-
ferability
o Transit

Matro-
politan

Metro-
politan

Chite-
gorlcal

Disera-
tlonary
and Farmula
Discre- Rural
tianary

Cate-
gorieal

Formula Block Both

Disere- Bath

tlonary

Cata-
gorlcal

Areawide
Agency  Raole

Potentlal
Recipient

Varles

Varles

Varles

208"°*
Agency

Varies

208
Agency

Planning/
Project
Concur-

fence

Uptethe Gavernors

MPO* Planning

Advice

{In urban areas only)

MPO* ing/
Project
Concur-
rence

MPO*
MPO*

MPOH

MPO* Planning/
Project
Initiation

Virles Varies

HSA?

Concur-

rence
Varles asibility
Studias and
Operating
Expenses;
HSA Review

State
Role

Review/
Potentlal
Recipient

Determines
Legal Re-
sponsibili=
ties for Con-
tral Programs

Planning

Designates

Agencies/
Respansible
for Reit of
State

Reeipient

Project
Concurrance

Channals
Planning
Funds for
Large Urban
Areas

Project
Conguf-
rence

Varies

Planning/
Project
Concur-
rence

Planning
Review/
Recipient

Interstate
Areawide
Agencies

Allowaed

Allowed

Allowed

Requlred

Discauraged

Recquired

Requilred

Required

Allowed

Encouraged

Discouraged




Table | (cont'd,)
FEDERAL PROGRAMS
SUPPORTING SUBSTATE REGIONAL ACTIVITIES

Existing as of December 1976

Discre- Block or Areawide Interstate
Catalog Federal tionary Cate- Types of State Areawlde
Number Program Name Agency of Formula gorical Areas®  Agency Role Role Agencies

13.633 Special Pro- HEW State Block Both AAAL Varles p Discouraged
grams for the Discretion
Aging Farmula/
Planning and
Project
Approval

13.754 Title XX Formula Block Both Varles  Varies Planning/ Discouraged
Social Project
Services Concurrence/
Reciplant

17.232 CETA {Man- Labor Discre- Block Both Consor-  Planning Ba Allewod
power) tionary tlum of  and Action  of State
Govern Program
ments Power
Encour-
aged**

49.002 Community Community Discre- Black Bath CAA®*?  Planning/ Dasignates Allowid
Action Services tionary Project CAA's
Admin Concur-
rence

Proteciive Services
10,662 Rural Com- LISDA/ Discr Cate- Rural Varios Varies Reclplent/ Discouraged

munity Fire Forest tionaj gorlcal Legal Project
Protection Service Megatiations

16,500  Law Enforce- Justice/ Farmula Block Both Substate Planning  Planning Allowad
16,501 ment Planning LEAA and Discres L.E. Advice and Fund
Grants Planning Allacation
Regions

General Purposes

Project Notifi- Areawide Project State Required
cation and Clearing- Motifica-  Clearing-
Review Process houses  tions/ houses
(A=95) Reviews &
Comments

Intergovern= “5C Discre- Cate- Varies  Varies Review Allowed
mental Per- tionary gorical
sonnel Grants

*Matropolitan, nonmot ol {or rural), or bath,

=+ Thew agencies areawide, but they frequently
AP W Of M

+22 Aq this repart went o press, administrative rogulations were
heing drafted fof this program which threw inte question the
type of areawide agency

L O ganization
Ith Systems Agancy
sAreawide Agency for the Ajing
"Community Action Agency




veral
articularly
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nwourages the state to de-
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anagement,
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allows area
nning
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for such jou
Emergency services
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gional bo are ble for

acilities
ant pro-

b munity development

block grant

- the regional medical and com-

prehensive health planning

programs were merged with

the comprehens public
health services program

r quality manage

grants were

by the areawide

ste treatment management
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programs on the new list. eight
awide approach even in interstate
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HUD

HUD Section 8 housing,

HUD Community Development
block gra

DOTIFHWA —Highw
Areas,

DOTIUMTA—Mass  transporta
grams in urb:

DOTIFAA Airport systems
metropol

ams in urban

waste  treatment
lanning, and

OMB

Program has imn s stence on an
approach since 1

EPA The sol £s management
ram was revised by Con-

1976 and expanded

a much larger program

Section

ion program

enacted four years earlier.

Under this new format, state

and areawide plans are to be
i the sub-

Three major since
have substantially increased the decision-
s of the designated regional planning bodies in

eir 1 ective roles

he urban highway and mass
transportation programs both
require. that proje be in-
cluded in the planand program
prepared by the des |
metropolitan planning or
MPQ) before they can
sible for Federal funds.
waste treatment
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tion) gram  also
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Two programs, on the other
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health. planning
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planning
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Coordinative Processes
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implementing A-95. Federal agency compliance
with the requirements of this OMB circular were
once quite spotty, but compliance now is fairly
widespread. This result was spurred initially by a
court case in Texas a few years ago,® and has been
further reinforced by more recent cases in Oregon
and Texas.” These cases haye upheld the right of an
areawide clearinghouse to review projects before
the Federal agency acts. Toimprove Federal agency
compliance even more, OMB now requires the
Federal regional councils to oversee departmental
activities under the circular within their regions
And finally, communications in the A-95 process
have been improved by requirements (1) that the
clearingt append local ¢ to theirown
when communicating with the Federal agencies,
(2) that Federal agencies notify the clearinghouses
in writing of their reasons whenever they take
action at variance with the clearinghouses’ com-
ments, and (3) that better reporting back to the
state and local governments be provided for each
project actually approved for Federal financial as-
sistance.

To the more sanquine observers with a sense of
history, these actions add up to a substantial record
of improvement in the A-95 process over the past
four years. The clearinghouses now are virtually all
in place and familiar with the process, and the
paperwork Is flowing relatively routinely. What
remains to be accomplished, very largely, is a fuller
realization of the potential for applying well
though-out and officially adopted regional policies
through this process; too often the A-95 reviews
and comments have been provided on an ad hoc
project-by-project basis, with little relation to the
comprehensive planning process.

The more skeptical observers of this clearing-
house function, along with their hardboiled
program fand occasional central management)
allies, view these dévelopments differently. While
conceding some ostensible improvements in the
communications and program coverage areas,
these critics argue that the end result is largely a
“papermill process” with little real impact on the
flow of funds or on interprogram coordination.
They contend that the areawide reviews vary
widely in quality, are performed by bodies which
lack authority, and often reflect a tendency to
approve all projects of member governments. They
stress the weakness and pro forma role of the state
clearinghouses and cite the failure of most statesto
convert the process into a tool of state planning and

budgeting, viewing it merely as a necessary step to
be taken to get Federal grant funds, Some in this
group also emphasize that federally inspired efforts
to achieve coordinated mmanagement improve-
ments at the substate level through a process like
A-95 are bound to produce non-substantive, sham-
like results, unless basic local and regional structu-
ral problems are simultaneously attacked by both
the states and Federal government. The critics,
then, still need to be convinced, and the record to
date has done little to diminish their skepticism.

The above analysis of Circular A-95, of course,
deals only with Part | of the circular. Part [V also is
of considerable importance to regional councils,
since it requires maximum feasible use of the same
geographic b daries for de Federal aid
pmgrams in the same area, and coordination
among any different regional agencies in the area
which may have been established either for
purposes of individual Federal aid programs or for
other related purposes,

ACIR's 1972-73 examination of substate region-
alism found that the boundaries of the then
existing substate districts officially designated by
the states for regional planning purposes were
adhered to by only about one-third of the federally
encouraged areawide units operating within these
districts. It also revealed that the state-recognized
planning organizations in these official substate
districts were utilized by the Federal programs only
about one-sixth of the time. In other words, Federal
aid programs typically were creating overlapping
and separate regional planning areas and organiza-
tions. The A-95 program was better than most in
this respect, but still not outstanding. About 45
percent of the nonmetropolitan and metropolitan
A-95 clearinghouses designated by the Federal
government were the same organizations which
the states recognized officially for regional plan-
ning purposes.

Though no comprehensive updating of these
figures has been done, random evidence indicates
continuing difficulties in successfully implement-
ing Part IV of Circular A-95. A 1975 internal HUD
survey of its 701 planning units, EI"-‘\' 208
areawide waste treat t mar
bodies, and DOT’s metropolitan tmnspc\rtalmn
planning organizations {(MPCYs] found that two-
thirds of the then designated 208% and a little over
three-fifths of the MPO’s had received 701
planning funds in FY 1974, Put another way, ina
third or more of the possible opportunities to utilize

the same regional unit, the DOT and EPA
sponsored areawide bodies were separate and
distinct bodies from the 701 HUD aided units;
which generally are multipurpose regional coun-
cils. On another federally aided regional program
front, a 1975 ACIR survey of the regional planning
units (RPUs) established by 43 states pursuant to
the Safe Streets Act of 1968 found, overall, that 57
percent of these units were created specifically and
exclusively for areawide criminal justice planning
purposes. This suggests somewhat more separa-
tism in 1976 than was found in a 1970 poll —
where 30 of the 45 states then utilizing RUPs had
added their functions to those of existing areawide
multipurpose bodies.

A draft report by the General Accounting
Office, which is expected to be released early in
1977, documents the need for substantial improve-
ments in Part IV of the circular and its .udmmlslra-
tion. Too many different boundary d

drama since publication of ACIR’s substate region-
alism reports. Their roles, both in A-95 implemen-
tation and in joint funding administration, are new,
Moreover, the number of Federal agencies incorpo-
rated into the FRCs has expanded steadily. Yet,
recent studies by the Government Accounting
Office® and by ACIR' both document a considera-
ble gap between the promise and performance of
these units. Presently they are even looser confed-
erations than most of the areawide councils of
governments, While the Federal agencies belonging
to them are specifically designated, actual levels of
participation are determined voluntarily, and FRC
decisions are not binding. In addition, FRCs have no
independent staff; they are served by designated
employees of the participating departments and
agencies, normally serving part time. Thus,
substantial improvement is needed in FRCs before
effective Federal field coordination of areawide
s can be expected.

and separate organizations still are inw olved in
planning for and administering areawide Federal
aid programs in the same regions. Substate
districting efforts have not ended the separatist
tendencies of program specialists. Confusion and
duplication continue, while program coordination
subters,
Another coordinative process important to
«\llwt.t ¢ regionalism is joint funding. The [oint
ny plification Act of 1974 formalizes and
|1.'|.;|;'~L\||\'r| ¢ underpins OMB's experimental Inte-
grated Grant Administration program under which
several interrelated grants are awarded with a
single contract and administered by a single lead
Federal agency. Regional planning organizations
have been the prime beneficiaries of this effort
While these funding packages may be difficult to
initiate, their administrative and program coordi-
nation advantages can be substantial once the
contract is approved. New regulations for joint
funding became effective in 1976 in response to the
1974 act, and OMB is considering further guidance
to the Federal Regional Councils in promoting use
of this technique and overcoming the reluctance of
individual agencies to participate. Devices being
considered include OMB distribution to the FRCs
of draft interagency agreements which establish
common elements among various programs and
publication in the Federal Catalog of Domiestic Assishance
of a list of programs suitable for joint funding
On another front, the Federal Regional Councils
have become a participant in the substate regional

LHA'H Circular A-85 provides still another oppor-
tunity for strengthening consistent Federal ap-
proaches to areawide coordination. Under it, state
and local governments, including regional councils
when appropriate, may comment upon and attempt
to influence new administrative regulations for
Federal aid programs before they become final,
This consultation process takes place before the
draft regulations are published officially in the
Federal Register for the general 30-day comment.
Thus, A-85 provides additional time for reactions
and an opportunity for face-to-face meetings if
desired. Federal agency compliance with this
process is improving, and the communication
ppportunities, (rather than the potentials for red
tape and delay) are receiving greater attention.
Nevertheless, efforts to circumvent this circular
still arise much too frequently and, communication
problems persist. In addition, the state and local
governments generally have not availed them-
selves of the opportunities provided by this circular
as fully as they might. It should be noted, however,
that the National Association of Regional Councils
(NARC) has participated better than most others in
this process. When regionally oriented changes are
proposed in regulations, NARC is notified and
nearly always responds,

Finally, DOT, EPA, and HUD have joined
together with NARC to pioneer in a new areawide
coordinative process known as Regional Capital
Improvement Programming (RCIF), Individual
programs of these departments now reguire




specific programming of projects on a multivear
and annual budgeting basis. These programs in-
clude urban transportation (highways and transit),
waste treatment facilities, and housing assistance.
The novelty of RCIP is that is brings these separate
functional programs together into an integrated
capital improvements program related to the
comprehensive development plan for a region. The
case for including housing in this process —
though it extends the process substantially bevond
capital improvements by encompassing rent
subsidies — has been strengthened recently by
certain court cases, especially the Hartford case

in which fair sharing of housing responsibilities
among central city and suburban co ities is

regional planning organization by the Federal
areawide programs in its area. Perhaps the 1977
Census of Governments or the recently launched
OMEB survey of the A-95 clearinghouses will
answer that question

On the fiscal front, Federal grant programs
continue to provide the lion’s share of support for
these substate regional bodies — whether multi-or
single-purpose. Very few regional councils have
their own financial base. Most of the Federal funds
upon which they rely are in the form of discretion-
ary project grants exhibiting wide variations in
amounts and availability from year-to-year. Most
recently, HUD's Section 701 funds have been
substantially reduced and redirected from general

required on an “expected to reside” basis as a
prerequisite for receipt of community development
block grants. The RCIP process has been tried out
and found workable by a handful of metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan regional councils,’? and the
Appalachian Regional Commission is trying the
concept on a much broader scale which would tie
together statewide and areawide action programs
throughout its 13-state jurisdiction. Yet, whether
the nation is at the threshold of installing such a
process on a still broader scale clearly is a debatable
question,

Continued Confusion vs.
Unified Regional Policies

These various Federal activities affecting the
coordination of areawide programs demonstrate a
continuing Federal ambivalence toward substate
regionalism. The goal of a coordinated set of
regional activities is set forth in OMB Circular A-25
and in the legislation upon which it is based. B
separate programs still go their separate ways, and
A-95 lacks effective means of implementation
While officials of HUD, DOT, EPA, the Economic
Development Administration, the Appalachian

nal Commission, and other Federal agencies
have been developing interagency agreements to
foster common program elements and common
areawide agency designations, HEW's health
planning, Labor's manpower planning, and Justice’s
Sate Streets planning programs have created larger
numbers of separate regional organizations recent-
Iy than they did in the past. Overall, it is not clear
whether these ¢ ng trends have led to more
or less use of a single “officially recognized”

planning to specific land use and housing topics,
while EPA has added a major new source of
temporary planning funds. A recent study for the
Congressional Budget Office has documented the
uncertainties and difficulties — both administra-
tively and financially — engendered by these types

grants when no special arrangements are made
for advanced funding.!* Thus, in addition to the
competition from other federally supported region-
al organizations and their voluntary-advisory
underpinnings in state law, regional councils face
the continuing challenge of funding instability

Part of this difficulty, of course, relates to the
Failure of most states to provide adequate financial
support for their substate districting organizations.
Compared to the early seventies, things have
improved somewhat on this front with three-fifths
of the states now providing some financial assis-
tance to their districting organizations. Yet, the
overall figure came to only $12.6 million in 1978,
and five states accounted for one-third of this total,
The upshot is that regional councils have great
difficulty maintaining a stable and well balanced
comprehensive planning program. Program priori-
ties are distorted almost annually as the various
Federal aid programs ebb and flow.

To ameliorate some of these districting prob-
lems, Senator Warren Magnuson and Representa-
tive Thomas Ludlow Ashley introduced in the 94th
Congress the proposed Intergovernmental Coondination

(5. 3075 and H.R. 14990). This measure
u.'uulu achieve many of the goals found in Recom-
mond.!tum- 1 and 5 of ACIR’s 1973 report entitled

Diee \T-l p: New for Substate

use of the state’s substate districts for

administration and coordination of feder-
ally aided areawide planning programs;
eligibility of a single areawide planning
agency in each substate region for all
federally aided areawide planning
programs — through waiver of divergent
Federal aid requirements uvnﬂ'rning the
€0 tion of areawide p g bodies;
moldmh of all fvdpr.ﬂ]v aldvd areawide
planning programs. in each region into-a
single coordinated work program;
consistency of Federal aid projects in each
region with areawide development plan-
ning;

5) gubernatorial agreement on, or OMB
designation of, the boundaries of inter-
state metropolitan areas;
joint funding eligibility for all areawide
Federal aid projects;
authorization to spend areawide and
statewide planning funds from any Feder-
al aid program for support of the A-95
review process;
review of federally required state plans —
as well as proposals for Federal land ac-
quisition, disposition and use by the
suw'ruul. areawide planning agencies,
and local governments;
biennial reports by the President on the
administration of this act — in conjunc-
tion with the President’s Mational Growth
Report; and
OME rules and regulations appropriate
for the effective administration of these
rules.

The Commission has supported this bill in letters to
both sponsors, to the appropriate Congressional
committee chairmen, and to OMB. The measure
has been reintroduced in the 95th Congress. But
“early passage and the subsequent achievement of a
uniform Federal policy on substate regionalism will
not be easy.

Two lllustrative Cases

This chapter has shown the benefits of, as well as
the deficiencies in, state actions and Federal policies
and programs relating to substate regionalism
While these two forces sometimes work together in

shaping the nation's regions, greater effort by one
or the other in a given area can make that higher
level government the primary influence in that
area. For example, the GAO draft report on Federal
planning assistance to regional bodies, cited earlier,
found that in Atlanta where strong state leg

had channeled most Federal aid programs to
single organization (the Atlanta Regional Council),
significant program coordination was achieved. On
the other hand, it found far less coordination in
Sacramento, Portland, and Seattle where the state
role was much less prominent. Such differences can
be seen even more clearly by comparing the state-
dominated approach in the Twin Cities Metropoli-
tan Council (Minneapolis-St. Paul) with the
federally dominated scene in the Puget Sound
Council of Governments ttle, WA) region.

Twin Cities Metropolitan Council

This substate regional organization was estab-
lished in 1967 by 1al legislation. The members
of its governing body are appointed by the
governor from districts within the region, Its
legislation has been amended almost annually so
that this council now has policy and budget control
over the areawide special districts in its area,
performs the functions of an areawide housing
authority, and may require conformance of munici-
pal, county and school district plans with its
areawide development guides whenever there is a
question: of metropelitan significance. Although
the council's structure diverges from the typical
council of governments format now required by
most Federal aid programs, the council has worked
hard and succeeded in attaining recognition for
most Federal aid program purposes. Its govern-
mental advisory committees resemble COG boards
of directors, and the openness of its operations and
provisions for citizen participation are probably the
foremost in the nation,

This innovative process of involving political
leaders and the whole community throughout the
planning process has opened much of the work
done by professional planners to public scrutiny.
The council’s comprehensive development policies
were prepared over a two-year period from 1973
to 1975 Up until August of 1973, when John
Boland was appointed chairman of the council, the
planning had progressed in a fairl
with planners doing their research and .m.nl\'ﬁus




and recommending a plan after they had com-
pleted their work. But with the appointment of the
new chairman by the governor, the process be-
came one with much more outside involvement.
The policy-making council bers th e

of the COG which gave cities and counties equal
representation, reduced the size of the staff, reor-
iented more of the work program toward local
concerns, and maintained required Federal aid
pl ® The three counties which had with-

divided up into committees and began to meet
weekly with the staff. Every week the staff had to
produce a document to be discussed which would
focus sharply on policy issues. This sul Iy

dmwn were back in the fold by September.'® What
this case study suggests is that where a state has
left COG membership on a voluntary basis and
where digsatisfaction and self-interests build to

changed the nature of the planning that was dunc.
It changed the planners’ writing style from one
heavily laden with jargon, to one more understand-
able by laymen. It reoriented attention from undue
concern with methodology and technical matters
towards deeper analysis of policy impacts — what
does a suggested policy do politically, economically,
and socially? It a]sa riveted attention upon :he
practicality of impl & what was

With citizens and press Iooicmg on, the planr\rrs
and politicians debated their assumptions, findings,
and policy options.

The powers of the Metropolitan Council, and
the planning process it has adopted, go well
beyond the requirements of Federal aid programs.
This has been possible because the citizens of the
area and their political leaders wanted an effective
process, and the state legislature provided it. The
severe water pollution crisis which created the
Metropolitan Council in 1967 has been sur-
mounted, and the Twin Cities area ranks near the
top of the list among good places to live in the
United States.t*

Puget Sound Council of Governments

The story has been quite different in the Seat-
tle, WA, area. In the fall of 1975, three of the four
counties in the Puget Sound COG withdrew their
memberships, and the fourth threatened to do so
on January 1, 1976.1* They charged that the or-
ganization was staff dominated, more responsive
to Federal requirements than local needs, not
returning adequate benefits for dues paid, and
providing inadequate representation for counties.
By the end of the year, the Northwest Federal
Regional Council told the local governments in the
Puget Sound area that they would have to come
together again in a single regional agency by June
30, 1976, or face the loss of certain Federal funds
and the A-95 responsibility.'” By August 1976 lhe
local governments had tiated a reargani

the point of membership withdrawal, local de-
pendence on Federal grants requiring a regional
approach still can be significant enough to force
localities into agreement on how they will cooper-
ate regionally.

The overall regional council and districting
record suggests that neither of these case studies
is necessarily typical. The former, after all, repre-
sents the most creative example of state leadership
on the regional front that the recent record can
provide. And the latter demonstrates a show of
Federal muscle that usually is hidden and untested.
Both reveal a purposiveness which the overall
record suggests is lacking more often than not at
both of these higher levels of government. Ambiv-
alence after all has been the prime general trait of
the Federal and state policies regarding substate
regionalism. In large part, this stems from the
political inhibitions at these levels (as well as
constitutional constraints from the Federal van-
tagepoint) regarding local government powers and
prerogatives. Yet, increasingly over the past 15
years, some local governments themselves have
confronted the regional challenge at the grass
roots, and these efforts will be the focus of the
next chapter.
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Chapter Il

Related Local Government
Modernization And
Functional Shifts

I e pattern of | government in the United

States continues to change -4
cern numerical changes among the different types
of local units, the structure and size of th

and the functions they perform. Fragmentary d
on these shifts are presented here. A more defini
tive update will await the 1 us of
Governments.

These local shifts are important to substa
regionalism for several reasons. Obviously, if local
governments becom through consolida
tion, merger, or annexation, or if an existing
areawide unit (such as a county or an areawide

icing district) is assigned regponsibility for all
significant areawide Functions, then there will be
little or no need for a regional council
organization in the area. It is apparent also that
the larger and more cc stent the loc
ments in an area are, the fewer will be
assigned to the areawide regional counc
substate regionalism should be viewed within the
context of prevailing patterns of local government

The Number of Local Governments

the U.5. Department of Treasury show that the

Reg e Office o snue Sharing i

number of municip
by something less t




units.! Unpublished data of the governments divi-
sion, U.5. Bureau of Census, indicate that there
were 99 new incorporations in 1973 throughout
the nation, 65 in 1974, and 62 in 1975. In addition,
there were three new city-county separations in
the State of Virginia during 1975. These were
Manassas, Manassas Park, and Poquoson, all of
which became independent cities (not included in a
county). This brings the total number of indepen-
dent cities in the nation to about 40.

The number of city-county consolidations now
stands at 25. In 1975, the City of Anchorage and
the Greater Anchorage Borough in Alaska consoli-
dated. In the same year, the Nevada Legislature
passed a consolidation bill for Las Vegas and Clark
County, but the latter was overturned by a Neva-
da state court in 1976. Thus, the net gain in 1975
was one. In the 1976 November elections, two
proposed city-county consolidations in Montana
went before the voters: Butte-Silver Bow County
and Anaconda-Deer Lodge County. Both were ap-
proved

Some minor mergers also continue to take
place. In the St. Louis area, Mary Ridge Village and
5t. Ann City merged, with 5t. Ann being the
surviving unit. In addition; Pellam Village and
Morth Pellam Village {in the State of New York)
consolidated on June 1, 1976.

While these mergers were being approved,
others were being turned down. In 1974, all five
consolidation plans which went to referendum
were defeated (in the areas of Portland, OR; Sacra-
mento, CA:; Durhan, NC; Evansville, IN; and
Charleston, SC). In 1975, the merger of Salt Lake
City and Salt Lake County was turned down by
the voters in a March referendum, while the
Ashland and Frankfort areas in Kemucky lurned
down city-county lidations in the N
elections. The consolidation of Missoula and Mis-
soula County, MT, and Tallahassee and Leon
County, FL, failed at the polls in 1976.

Studies of consoclidation or two tier governmen-
tal reorganizations have been underway in the last
few years in the fu!]uwnng areas, among others:
Rochester, NY; Tampa-St. Petersburg, FL;
Denver, CO; Portland, OR; South Lake Tahoe-El
Dorado County, CA; and Seattle-King County,
WA, Despite all the studies and the votes taken,
thee actual number of consolidations remains small

- with the earlier one-out-of-four success rate still
pretty much holding,

Special district growth, on the other hand, has

continued at its traditionally rapid rate. The
23,886 such units identified by the Bureau of
Census in 1972, has now passed the 25,000 mark,
according to a preliminary count prepared by the
governments division in preparation for the 1977
Census of Governments.

Overall, then, counties have experienced no
numerical growth; municipalities, a modest hike;
and special districts, a significant expansion. On
the consolidation front, modest growth continues.

City and County
Modernization Efforts

Municipalities continue to annex territory.
while county governments continue to modernize.
Both cities and counties continue to be granted
new home rule powers and to adopt new and more
effective forms of organization

With respect to annexation, unpublished data
from the governments division of the U.5. Bureau
of Census record major annexations during 1975
in Houston, TX (involving a population of about
20,000}, and over 10,000 each in Lynchburg and
Roanoke, VA. Nationally, such action in places
over 2,500 people encompassed a total population
of 300,000 in 1974, when 800 square miles were
annexed, and 220,000 people in 1975, when 500
square miles were annexed. As was pointed out
earlier, most of the annexations have been taking
place in the South and West, and this is clearly
reflected in the central city-surburban data analy-
sis compiled by ACIR in 1976.* Where major
annexations have taken place, the health of central
cities in terms of revenue base, employment, and
retailing is much better than where this option has
been foreclosed or unused. This, of course, high-
lights a major differentiating factor between the
cities of the Northeast-Midwest and their counter-
parts elsewhere.

Despite continuating annexations, none have
occurred since the Commission’s substate region-
alism report which have been massive enough to
create de facto areawide governments, In fact, in
Virginia where city annexations in the past have
encompassed whole the
placed a moratorium on such activities—as well as
on new county charters and municipal consolida-
tion and chartering.? Thus, it appears that annexa-
tion may help more in maintaining healthy central

cities in limited portions of the country than in
providing areawide governments either there or
elsewhere

Turning to home rule powers, charters, and
local executive leadership, at least half of the states
granted greater home rule to their local govern-
ments between 1970 and 1975. Two of the best
examples are Pennsylvania and Montana. In 1972,
Pennsylvania legislation authorized home rule for
both counties and municipalities, and initiated the
convening of 118 local government study commis-
sions to write charters or choose among optional
forms of government for their localities. Mon-
tana’s new 1972 constitution initiated a similar but
even broader effort.

In the Pennsylvania case, 88 of the local study
commissions had reported by early 1975, recom-
mending home rule charters in 68 cases and op-
tional plans in 13.4 By that time, 34 home rule
charters and seven optional plans had been ap-
proved by the voters, however, all of the county
proposals were voted down.*

In Montana, all of its 126 municipalities and 56
counties were subjected to study. As a result, 32
changes in the form of local governments were
completed as the process ended In 1976. In addi-
tion to the two successful city-county consolida-
tions cited earlier, 15 municipalities adopted home
rule while 11 others changed their form. Also,
four counties adopted a new form of government
and two chose home rule.*

The modern forms of local government to
which increasing numbers of units are turning
nationwide are the council-manager, mayor-
council, or elected chief executive forms. Over 90
percent of the municipalities now have one of
these forms of organization, while about 17 per-

cent of the counties (representing a population of
about 60,000,000} do. Among municipalities, the

.number having planning agencies responsible to

the chief executive office has increased signifi-
cantly over the last ten years, and about half of
those over 50,000 now have some elements of a
program budgeting system

Another indication that counties increasingly
are becoming urban s providers is that 76 of
these units qualified for community development
block grants from the Federal government in the
first year of this new program. This required that
they be empowered to undertake eminent domain,
urban renewal, and publically assisted housing
programs. Two important questions, still unan-

swered, are: how many of these modernized county

governments exist in the some 100 single county
and how many of these have taken on the

areawide functions needed by those areas?

Transfers of Functions

The functional assignment question has major
significance for substate regionalism. After all, it is
the mismatch between the geography of certain
functions and the geography of local jurisdictions
that gave rise to substate regional developments in
the first place. As county governments modernize,
and where their boundaries approximate those of
the real regions, they constitute prime candidates
for delivering areawide services without creating a
new level of government. This can be accomp
lished either through county home rule or
transfers of functions from municipalities to coun-
ties. In multicounty areas, Functions would have to
be transferred to a strengthened regional coundil,
a multipurpose servicing authority or some other
form of multicounty unit above the county level.

According to a new ACIR survey 40 percent of
the 3,300 municipalities responding indicated that
they had either assumed a new function or trans-
ferred one or more functions to another level of
government.” The survey covered the period 1965
to 1975 and tound that the most commonly trans-
ferred functions were (in order of frequency of
transfer) solid waste collection and disposal, law
enforcement, public health, sewage collection and
treatment, taxation and assessment of property,
social services, building and safety inspections, and
planning. The favorite recipients of these trans-
ferred Functions were counties and special dis-
tricts. However, in the case of social services, the
shift was most often made to the state. The three
principal reasons cited for making these transfers

re achievement of economies of scale, elimina-
tion of duplication, and lack of Facilities and equip-
ment. Responses to other survey items indicated
that 45 percent of the municipalities believed that
functional tranfers had increased the need for
modernized county government, and most felt
that existing subcounty special districts and multi-
county regional service agencies and councils of
governments or regional planning commissions
were needed in addition to reformed counties.
Transfers to councils of governments were per-




ceived to produce more uniform service levels by
only one-fourth of the respondents, compared to
two-fifths of the respondents who believed that
transfers to the county had such a result,
Transfers to the state were least often perceived
as resulting in more efficient use of capital resour-
ces, and were most often viewed as producing
poorer guality service.

Despite this recent transfer of functions activ-
ity, and the plans of another 12 percent of re-
sponding municipalities to make additional
transfers in the ensuing two years, few states
have systematically studied the functional assign-
ments among their various levels of government,
One state which has is Maryland, In 1975, the
Maryland Commission on the Functions of Gov-
ernment issued a report covering its three-year
study of all the major functions of government in
the state, except public education?® Substate
districting was covered, along with a very wide
range of financing, health, licensing, public safety,
planning, and development activities.

Amung other recommendations, the Maryland

d (1) health service
s!nru.l.lrd» vm.ured by the state, (2) multijurisdic-
tional water and waste water treatment coordina-
tion accomp d by state responsibility for the
non-Federal share in funding facilities, (3} regional
detention centers, (4) a more integrated local-
regional-state planning process, (5) nonduplication
of environmental permit and inspection require-
ments among state, local and regional agencies, (&)
zero-based budgeting, and (7) a clearer division of
tax bases.

Owerall, the potentials for a clearer delineation
and more creative sharing of functions remains
largely untapped, because the pattern of function-

allfiscal assignments still is the product of ad hoc,
largely crisis conditioned actions in practically all of
the 50 state-local servicing systems.
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Chapter IV

Conclusion

The Range of Conflicting Strategi

This regional council-substate districting-local
government reorganization record has tended to
produce five schools of thought regarding the
future structure of substate governance. One
group (the public choice theorists! adopts an even more
pluralistic approach than exists most places now
They call for more flexibility in setting up special
districts, in establishing interlocal agre 4, in

achieving functional transfers, and in contracting
with the private sector. It applies a “free market”
approach to public services, wherein a wide range
of diverse units is viewed as the best means of
meeting the governmental needs of our citizenry
in the most accountable, economical, and efficient
way which can be devised at any given point in
time.

At the other extreme, are the con tists who
see a full scale, local-regional merger as the best
governmental means of achieving fiscal equity,
efficient delivery of services, political accountabil-
ity, and ad rative professionalism. They
point to Jacksonville, Nashville, and Indianapaolis in
support of their argument. While none of these
examples constitutes a complete merger of all the
local governments in the areas, they do represent
substantial improvements over past fragmenta-

h

The city-county federation and state-supported
regional council case studies, however, suggests a
third alternative. Its adherents see in the hoo-tier or
Hhree-tier federation approaches a more politically feasible




yet appropriate way of sorting out areawide Er.um
purely local functions and powers, and of achieving
an accountable, yet more acceptable, and adminis-
tratively sensible approach to substate reorganiza-
tion. The records of Dade County and Twin Cities’
Metropolitan Council in areawide programs are
cited to bolster their claims.

A fourth group rejects the claims of each of the
previous three on grounds that the pattern and
problems of substate governance are so varied that
no single structural approach is adequate to cover
them all. This band argues that the states should
authorize various ehitry reorganizational approaches,
and that the Federal government should support
whatever structural reforms might emerge from
the resulting local option process

Finally, a fifth group of pragmatisis focuses on the
absence of an authoritative, accountable decision
maker at the regional level, and is willing to settle
for any reorganizational option (one, two, or three
tier) that meets this deficiency. The diversity of
the existing substate governance arrangements is
fully recognized by this group, and varying local
and regional traditions and problems are acknowl-
edged, Hence, they stand flexible on reorganiza
tional forms, but firm on their goal of achieving
everywhere a responsible, responsive regional
governing unit. In essence, this is the ACIR view-
point

On questions of tactics, the reform groups
divide further. Most of them recognize that the
role of the states is critical, However, some would
largely “leave it to the locals,” viewing state inter-
vention as an irritant or a political impossibility, At
the same time, they would urge enactment of an
omnibus state measure that would authorize a
range of reorganization alternatives with proce-
dures for establishing metropolitan study commis-
sions and with a requirement For popular refer-
enda.
¢ “L“Ithrre Argue t the states always have had
the legal authority, and now have some pressing
motives, for taking strong action. Further frag-
mentation on the regional and local levels only
pushes more controversial issues to the state |

v settlement, they elaim, and the burdens on the

al and judic state government
ling the strategy

;
already are heavy enough
of the first group, they feel that the states sho

take no action regarding specific reorganizatiol

proposals in any of their substate areas But, they
do sanction the mandating of a process that would

permit restructuring according to local needs and
;':.'c!x-rrm'es_ and they call for a state constitutional
or statutory enactment that would require every
metropalitan and nonmetropolitan area to un-
dergo a reassessment process on a decennial or
other regular basis. Major, minor or no reorgani-
sation recommendations could result from the
study commission’s efforts; and even if one of the
suthorized reorganization alternatives were pro-
posed, the electorate still would have the final sa
This approach, they point out, represents a sensi-
ble regional adapation of a provision of Montana's
new constitution.?

Others, of course, advocate direct state or
Federal intervention. They believe that it is essen-
tial to mandate reorganizations as the only sure
means of effecting needed structural changes
Voluntarism, local option, and even a mandated
process are ineffective, according to this view.
Only a head-on confrontation at the state level
with the real problems that disrupt metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan areas will suffice; failing this,
the Federal government must act. The avenues of
Federal leverage are all in place, they point out,
thanks to the expansion of regional aid programs.
Concerted I initiatives involving a combined
“earrot and stick” strategy probably would make
the needed state action more likely to occur.

Facing Up to the Facts

In judging these various approaches to the
future structure of substate governance, certain
facts and forecasts must be confronted.

First, estimates of future population growth
s st (1) expansion of the existing metro-
politan peripheries in expanding urban areas,
{2} relative or even absolute declines in older
urban areas, and (3) dynamic growth in some
nonmetr an areas Accomp i by con-

nuing erosion in others, Despite such differ-
ences, areawide servicing difficulties will con-
tinue to be generated in each of these regional
situations

Second, intergovernmental fiscal transfers,
especially from the Federal government, are
and will continue to be critical in meeting the
cost of areawide services, With these transfers

have come—and probably will continue to
c qui for better regional insti-
tutions and coordinating procedures. Some-
times these are of a general purpose nature,
but more frequently they have had a special
purpose character.

hird, politan areas will conti to
differ greatly from each other: by size, by
county composition (unicounty vs. multi-
county), by numbers of municipalities and
special districts, by state jurisdiction (intra-
state vs. interstate), and by economic base
{growing vs. stabilizing and even declining):
The same can be said of nonmetropolitan
areas.

Fourth, changes in county boundaries are
hardly ever included in reform proposals for
substate districts; without such changes, the
reformed county can be a viable areawide
option for only a minority of metropolitan
areas, though it still can serve as a vital
subregional “building block” in the remaining
majority.

Fifth, analysis of servicing assignments
suggests that some functions are areawide,
some are more local, some are shared, and
some are candidates for upward transfers
{usually to the states, but sometimes to the
Federal government),

Sixth, the very nature of most social servic-
es and income maintenance programs suggests
that higher levels of government, rather than
individual localities or regional units, must
bear their fiscal burden; strongly redistributive
programs are difficult to launch in any political
sething, but the evidence suggests that local or
:(evlen regional units are unlikely to be success-
ul.

These half dozen findings and forecasts tend to
place the earlier views about substate governance
in perspective. They suggest the need for avoiding
single formula solutions. They suggest that re-
gionalism in one form or another is here to stay,
dealing with continuing challenges of an areawide
nature. They suggest that the fiscal facts asso-
ciated with local and areawide government ser-
vices are a crucial di ion of this develop A

and that these are unlikely to change much. They
suggest that certain activities already are regional
or should be; that others are local and will con-
tinue to be, regardless of governmental reassign-
ment efforts; and that still others, especially in
some human resources areas, should be neither
local nor regional, except perhaps in their imple-
mentation. Finally, they suggest a fear of general
governmental power and a preference for, or at
least a tolerance of, technocratic power in creating
substate organizations.

Regarding this last inference, it does no harm to
compare the United States with foreign countries
having similar metropolitan challenges. In Canada
and West Germany, among the Federal systems,
and the United Kingdom, France, and Sweden,
among the unitary ones, this democratic-
technocratic ambivalence has not been as promi-
nent a problem. Perhaps more than anything else
in their respective political traditions, in contrast
with our own, is their lesser reluctance to autho-
rize the use of government authority. In the U.S.,
as various authorities have noted, the scope of
governmental power has expanded without an
accepted political philosophy to explain it. Instead,
we have steadily resorted to quasi-governments.
Independent regulatory commissions, school dis-
tricts, and special districts are but part of this
deceptive design whereby public activities are
“kept out of politics.” The substate regional chal-
lenge has underscored the fact that areawide
functions of government often have been turned
over to technocrats who have not been open and
accountable in discharging their public responsibil-
ities. Greater involvement of elected public offi-
cials through general purpose regional bodies
could help to overcome this problem in the same
way it already is helping at the city and county
levels. Real reform, however, is contingent on the
degree to which this is really understood and
accepted by the electorate

The Commission’s Response to the
Substate Regional Challenge

Divergent views, then, have emerged over the
appropriate future structure of America’s substate
governance systems, and divergent tactical
approaches have been adopted even among those
who agree on the need for reform. This probably is




inevitable, given the existing and emerging func-
tional, fiscal, and institutional challenges that
confront most metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
areas. Yet, more and more, it is at the regional
level where the nation’s Future intergovernmental
relations are being fashioned. As this brief report
and its weightier six-volume predecessor indicate,
most of the major issues facing the system are
there: Should government be further centralized
by expanding the roles of state and Federal units,

or should it be decentralized through effective
b

should be viewed as complementary, perhaps more
long term, efforts to bring sense to the substate
regional scene.

The Strengthened Regional Councils
Recommendations

When the Commission took up the thorny
substate districting issue in 1973, it concluded that
what is missing in all but a few metropolitan and

Tocal modernization, regionalization and neigl -
hood involvement? Should the coordinative re-
sponsibilities of general purpose governments be
encouraged, or should special purpose units cach
continue to be allowed to “do its own thing?”
Should greater popular control be introduced to
keep the administration of programs accountable,
or should bureaucracies continue to be insulated
from politics? Should local government Fragmen-
tation continue, or should the present pattern of
numerous small local units be simplified? Should
the abundance of special purpose governmental
programs be maintained, or should program con-
solidations be effected? Can needed governmental
changes be achieved incrementally, or is dramatic
reform the only workable means of realizing sig-
nificant change? These are critical issues, and their
resolution clearly will affect the future course of
American federalism in major ways.

The ACIR has confronted these issues and
adopted a series of recommendations designed to
resolve them.? The latter are rooted in an aware-
ness of the dynamic and positive features revealed
in the recent substate regional record and a convic-
tion that the ambiguities of Federal, state and local
policies, programs and attitudes concerning this
topic should not be allowed to last much longer.

As stated at the outset, the Commission’s poli-
cies add up to a three-part strategy designed to
curb most of the current confusion in areawide
districting activities, to link substate districting
with local governmental modernization efforts,
and to relate functional assignment efforts to
both. In the Commission’s judgement, districting
reform should be considered as a basic part of a
comprehensive effort to bring greater effective-
ness; efficiency, and accountability to governmen-
tal operations at the areawide as well as at the local
levels. Local government reorganization and the
systematic reassignment of responsibility for per-
forming various: substate functions, in turn,

nonmetropolitan areas is a multi-purpose regional
unit capable of linking areawide planning with
program implementation, and of coordinating au-
tharitatively the diverse activities of separate uni-
functional substate districts, In short, it sought a
politically viable unit—roughly comparable to the
Twin Cities model—that could serve as an effec-
tive and responsible regional decision maker.

This judgment prompted adoption of a re-
formed regional council strategy as the focal point
of the Commission’s regional districting reform
proposals,? and nothing that has transpired since
that time undercuts the foundations of this posi-
tion. The Commission’s approach now is incorpo-
rate in an ACIR model “Statewide Substate
Districting Act” and in the Magnuson-Ashley Bill
(the proposed Intergovernmental Coordination. Act] dis-
cussed earlier.

Once launched, the strengthened regional
councils called for would occupy a prime position
at the substate regional level. While their func-
tions would be heavily intergovernmental, they
would be classed as agencies of local government
All general purpose local units would be required
to be members of, and make financial contribu-
tions to, their regional council, and at least 60
percent of the governing board would consist of
local elected officials appointed by their respective
governments, Moreover, every state agency divid-
ing the state into regions for its own planning,
administration, or service delivery purposes would
be required to conform these boundaries to those
of the officially designated substate districts and to
rely on the regional council for assistance and
guidance unless the agency could demonstrate
that compliance would be detrimental to the ac-
complishment of its purposes. Since the regional
council would be responsible for certain decentral-
ized state programs and activities, and would
receive substantial state financial assistance, the
governor would be empowered (a) to select a

modest number of officials to represent the stateon
its governing board, and (b) tooverride its policies if
they conflicted demonstrably with state policies or
the policies of another regional council.

The authorizing state legislation would require
that the council use a dual voting system. Al-
though the one-government, one-vote principle
would apply to most issues, the council's bylaws
would specify the circumstances under which any
local member could bring a population-weighted
voting procedure into effect, and would fix the
formula to be used in determining the number of
votes to be cast by counties and cities,

The strengthened regional council would pos-
sess most of the Functions of existing councils of
government, such as areawide plan . interlocal
communications, research, and technical assis-
tance. But unlike most of them, it would not have to
do battle with other regional bodies for Federal and
state areawide program assignments, local official
participation, and public visibility. Instead, it would
serve as the authoritative umbrella agency for its
region, Flowing from a series of Federal, local, and
especially state actions, it would be empowered to:

encourage joint problem solving among
counties and cities, and provide such techni-
es as these units
may singly or in combination seek;

cal assistance and ser

adopt and publicize regional policies and
1

plans, along with a program for their imple-

mentatio

develop planning and programming inputs
into the planning and budgeting process of
their state;

assume basic responsibility for implement-
ing all Federal and state supported areawide
planning, programming, coordinating, or
districting programs;

resolve differences between certain state
AL o :

agency and local government programs and

projects that encroach upon adoy

gional policies and plans;

act as the policy board for all independent
multijurisdictional special districts, thus
converting them into subordinate units;

and

« assume direct operating responsibilities for
regional functions upon the affirmative
vote of a majority of local members repre-
senting at least 60 percent of a district’s
population

The ACIR's strengthened regional council strat-

y clearly relies on the raw materials now at
hand at the substate level. But it goes far beyond
the status quo, in all but a few regions, in its quest
for an effective overarching agency that can deal
with the growing demand for decisive decision-
making in those programs and policies that neces-
sarily are and should be areawide. As currently
constituted, most counclls of governments .m[J
regional planning bodies have not been equal to
the tasks thrust upon them. They have become
classic examples of organizations with responsibil-
ities which far surpass their authority to carry
them out, The problems which rl‘};|<-||.5|.'h.1d“:s are
expected to solve typically are those which local
jurisdictions, the states and the Federal govern-
ment have found too difficult to manage, yet the
powers to resolve the situations are denied to the
region. Thus, past failures at the regional level
should have been expected, and future ones surely
remain in store for these bodies unless they are
giv reater authority

A New Reorganization Agenda
These proposals for stre ened regional coun-
ls are but one component in the Commission's

overall substate regional strategy, Local and area-

wide governmental reorganization also very ob-
viously must be dealt with, given its actual and
ntial regional impact.

In the third volume of the earlier series of
reports, the Commission explored the relationship
between its substate districting strategy and its
continuing concern with local governmental mod-

areawide reorganization. Expe-

rience on the modernization Front was probed, and
proposals relating to local and areawide govern-
reform were adopted.t Again, nothing has

g since 1973 to invalidate those proposals

Moreover, in the Commission’s opinion, its

strengthened regional council strategy and pro-

posals for general local government reform still are
fully complementary, Both areas need attention if
the structure and functions of units below the state




level are to be brought to a point where they can
cope with the citizen's current and future servicing
needs in a more efficient, effective, and accountable
fashion than now prevails generally

This is not an “either/or” situation, then. How-
ever, the recommended policies apply differently
depending upon the size and jurisdictional com-
plexity of the various regions. In some large sub-
state regions the strengthened regional council
would be the only politically feasible areawide
reform proposal—either now or in the future. Yet,
governmental modernization at the subregional
level would still be possible and needed to facilitate
many of the regional council'’s difficult assign-
ments: In other smaller and less complicated areas,
the council might be only a short range response
to the immediate problems of mushrooming
districts, while areawide governmental reorgani-
zation efforts emergence—to the point that some
type of areawide local government might eventu-
ally supersede it. In a few substate regions, an
areawide local government now exists, and no
regional council would be necessary. Obviously,
the many differences among substate regions as to
size, jurisdictional complexity, political attitudes,
and servicing problems bar any flat generalizations
as to the specific relationship between regional
council and local governmental modernization
proposals

At the same time, four points need to be un-
derscored

all substate districts need an authoritative
regional decision maker, whether a
strengthened regional council or an area-
wide local government;

all but a tiny minority of these areas require
a strengthening of their existing subre-
gional local units;

most of them confront major difficulties
attaining areawide governmental reform In
the near future; and

all of the interstate metropolitan areas face
unusually difficult hurdles in terms of all
the normal reorganization alternati
—with only the strengthened regional
council or multipurpose servicing authority
serving as conceivable options.

These basic facts provide the connection be-
tween the regional council and local governmental
modernization parts of the Commission’s three-
part substate regional strategy. To follow-up this

strategy ACIR's program for local and areawide
governmental reform includes a modernization
agenda with a half-dozen broad, but interrelated
goals,

First, this agenda seeks to place the clear sanc-
tion of state statutory authority behind a set of
enforceable standards relating to municipal incor-
poration, local governmental reorganization, and
annexation.

Second, it recommends that states establish
local government boundary commissions to apply
these standards on a case-by-case basis and to
assume a continuing responsibility in such matters
as modification of substate district and county
boundaries and the dissolution or merger of spe-
cial districts and non-viable general local govern-
mental units.

Third, it includes a packet of nine reform pro-
posals geared to revamping the structure of county
governments, to sorting out and reconciling
county and municipal servicing responsibilities,
and to defining a state role that is supportive of
better county planning, transfers of functions, and
Service mergers.

Fourth, it urges state enactment of permissive
legislation authorizing five different regional
home rule options—multicounty consolidation,
city-county merger, the modernized county, and
multipurpose regional service corporation, and
conversion of a regional coundl into a general
purpose government. The distinctive features of
each of these governmental options are designed
to meet the special problems of differing types of
substate regions. Adoption of any one, however,
could only come about by popular referendum

Fifth, it provides for the establishment, where
lacking, of broadly representative, permanent
state advisory commissions on intergovernmental
relations to probe and propose changes in the
structure, Functions, finances, and relationships of
lower tier, middle tier, and state governments.

Finally, it urges the Executive Branch of the
Federal government and the Congress to adopt
Federal policies and programs in a way that accom-
modates state and local efforts to reorganize gov-
ernments at the substate regional and local levels.

A New Approach to Functional Assignments

When deliberating on the servicing component
of this substate regional strategy, the Commission

focused on the general finding that the present

pattern of functional assignments at the state,
areawide, and local levels is largely a patchwork
product of uncoordinated, separate actions taken
by all levels, including the Federal government. To
achieve a more consistent and logical determina-
tion of responsibilities and to round out its
strengthened regional council and local reorganiz
tion proposals, the Commission in early 1974 called
upon the states to enact legislation creating an on-
going assignment of functions policy and process.*

This process would begin with the formulation
of general servicing criteria—such as economic
efficiency, fiscal equity, manageability and ac-
countability—to help provide more balanced and
systematic answers to a range of assignment que
tions. It then would proceed to the tough task of
hammering out classification standards on a func-
tion-by-function basis. These standards would be
designed to help sort out the levels of government
and responsibilities which should go together. The
Commission urged that a state-local unit, prefera-
bly a state ACIR, be assigned the sensitive job of
developing these criteria and classification stan-
dards. In additon, this broadly representative unit
would be empowered to issue “intergovernmental
impact statements” on Federal, state or local pro-
posals involving significant changes in service as-
signment responsibilities; and, in light of its re-
search, it would recommend specific functional
reassignment palicies to appropriate decision-
making bodies,

In Retrospect

To sum up, the Commission believes its three-
part substate regional strategy is as relevant and
sound today as it was in 1973-74, Practically all of
the trends identified in the earlier period have
continued, and the more recent developments
recounted in this volume only underscore the
strategy’s continuing relevance. Substate district-
ing continues to evolve. DOT and EPA efforts to
achieve stronger, more authoritative regional

planning units have added a new dimension to the
unfolding drama. The great difficulties of volun
tary councils of government in assuming these
new roles are apparent for all to see. A counter
point effort by counties to assume a broader
regional role has emerged. And the increasing
importance of special districts as regional service
providers, and as determiners of urban develop-
ment, is still very much a part of the substate
regional scene.

For these and other reasons, the Commission
findings, rec dations, and
draft bills® to policy-makers at all levels as well as
to the public at large. While they may be contro-
versial, they are—after all—reformist rather than
standpattist in their thrust. Above all, they are
geared to meeting—not covering over—the exist-
ing and emerging functional, fiscal, and institu-
tional needs in the MNation’s metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas.
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Appendix C

Substate Regionalism

Recommendations of
ACIR

Recommendations from Regional Decision Making: New
Strategies for Substate Districts, Substate Regionalism and the
Federal System, Vol. 1.

Recommendations from The Challenge of Local Govern-

mental Reorganization, Substate Regionalism and the Federal

m, Vol. IIL.

Recommendations from Governmental Functions and
Processes: Local and Areawide, Substate Regionalism and the
Federal System, Vol. IV.

Recommendations from Toward More Balanced Trans-

portation: New Intergovernmental Prop

C.1. Recommendations from

Regional Decision Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts,

Substate Regionalism and the Federal System, Vol.

Recent developments relating to special districts and
authorities, Federally encouraged districting programs,
Stat dated substate districting systems, regional
councils and similar bodies, as well as the A-95 review
process, clearly have generated a marked increase in
activity at the substate regional level. Some of.this
activity has been constructive; some of it, confused; and
most of it, without a clear sense of overall regional
purposes. The five recommendations that follow are
geared to ending the confusion, strengthening the bases
for developing o balanced perspective on regional goals,
and making existing arcawide efforts even more con-
structive.

INTRASTATE DISTRICTING
MECHANISMS, PROCEDURES,
AND PLANNING

Recommendation |. The Federal Role:
A Uniform, Comprehensive Palicy

The Commission finds that the national government,
in fact, has assumed a prime role, especially during the
;.\n‘ .!ecadr in substate rrgwn.d planm'\g pmg;.urlmm;

, and
hmh in_rural and urban areas wuhm the States. It
believes that most of these efforts, along with new ones
even now on the horizon, are likely to continue. Yet the
Commission is aware of the adverse effects on State and
local governments as well as on substate regional
instrumentalities that have arisen from the ovedap,
inconsistencies, and absence of concerted purpose and
policy among the existing two dozen Federal programs
with an areawide thrust, Hence . .
The Commission recommends that Congress and
the President enunciate a consistent, comprehen-
sive” Federal substate regional policy geared to
providing a commaon framework for and a general
purpose 1o existing and future Federgl assistance
programs—whether in the categorical, bock grani,
or special revenue sharing sectors—having substate
regional  planning, programming, coordination,
districting provisions. With reference 1o the
specific components of this - policy, the
Cammission recognizes that some may be achieved
by Executive Order, but others will require
Congressional enactment. The Commission
belteves that suck a narional policy, ar a minimum,
should include the following:
A. A firm requirement, set forth in an amended

Office of Management and Budget {OMB) Circular
A-95, that, to the extent practicable, all existing
and future categorical and biock grants and,
potentially, special revenue sharing  programs
which encourage or mandate areawide planning,
programming, coordination, andfor districring,
rely in each substare region on an umbrells
tmultt-jurisdictional organization officially desig
nated by the State andfor irs locelites or, when
both faif to acr, by OMB for implementation
andfor areawide policy-development purposes:
where statutory requirements relating to the com
position of areawide bodies conflice with this poal,
adoption of a binding OMB policy that permits
specially constituted advisory councili to the
wralri-furisdic tional organization to stisfy the re-
quirements af the law. '

B. Energetic encouragemeny of ol States, save
perhaps for the smallest in area and the most
sparsely sertled, to adopt a sbstate distric .’rr.g
systern whose by daries recognize
economic, soclal, communication, political, .ma’
Jurisdicrional factors, and whose purposes and
district organizations are geared at least as much fo
Stare amd local substate regional needs as they are
o thase of Federally awsisted areawide programs;
and positive assurance, in the form of a strengeh-
ened Fart IV of OMB Ciraular A-95 and effective
OME follow-up action, that such Federal programs
will align thetr boundaries to conform o or be
consistent with those of Statedelineared substate
regions and rely primarily on officially designated
district multi-jurisdicrional organizations 1o permit
mpeimum  Federal-State-Local  coordingtion  of
these joint undertakings

C. Enactment of legislation that revamps and
consolidares all areawide plawning requirements
assoctated with Federal oategorical and  block
granes, and potentially special revenue sharing
programs, with a view toward achieving a clear
focus on;

1. substate districis as the primary substate

areal coneept,

!Governor Evans did not concur in that portion of this
component which provides for an ultimate OMB designating role
in this process.




2. the preferred mudti-furisdictional

within each substate region as the basic policy-
developing andfor, where designated by law,
Implementing institurion, and

3, the linkage of comprehensive and Sunctional
planning as a means of achieving a betrer
balance among and blending of areawide activi-
ties that most often, at present, are not
consistens with each other,

D. Enactrent with bomus provisions for State
buyingdn of & consolidated grant program of
general planning, programming, and coordinative
managemens assistance to officially designated
wrnbrelle multi-jurisdicrional organizations and a
corresponding repeal of existing comprehensive
and functional areawide planning aisistance pro-
grams,

E. Amendment of Section 402 of the Inter-
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to give
afficially destgnated umbrella multijurisdictional
organizations the power to review and approve or
disapprove grant applications covered by the A-95
process which emanate from multi furisdicrional
special districis and authorities operaring within
:erumum'amm: respective substaie regions.

F. i af the Inrergo { Co-
operation Act of 1968 to give officially designated
umbrells  multi-furisdicrional  organizations  the
authority to review gramt applications covered by
the A-05 process emanating from units of general
local government within each organization’s juris-
diction and fo resolve any inconsistencies berween
wuch applications and officially adopred regional
policies or plans, sich applications fo be processed
by the pertinent Federal departments and agencies
only when these inconsistencies have been re-
salved. The umbrells organization should exercise
a similar role with reference to grant applications
of State agencies for major copital facilities not
having o multi-regional impact located within each
orgarization s subsiate region. ¥

G. Amendment of the Intergovernmental Co-
aperation Act of 1968 fo require that any mdajor
caplral facilities profects having a promounced
greawide impact or inrergovernmental effect,
whether spansored by a State agency, & mudfi-furis-
dicrional agency or authority, or @ umt of general
local government, must be reviewed and any
inconsistencies berween much profects and official-
lv adopred regional policles or plans must be
resolved by the officially designated umbrella
multi-furisdictional organization in the substate
region wherein the profect i scheduled to be
located, provided Federal funds from block grants,
or potentinlly from special revenue sharing pro-
gramy, are invohved.?

ydation 2. The State Role:
A Comprehensive
Consistent Substate Districting Policy

The Commission concludes that the role of the States
in substate regional developments has become pivotal.
As a partner, albeit the lesser one in far too many
instances with approximately two-thirds of the Federally
amisted programs having an areawide component, as the
prime giver of life to special districts and authorities, as
the paramount drafter of the governmental map at the
local and substate regional levels, and as the ultimate
arbiter of the governmental functions and powers cof-
ferred on the jurisdictions at these levels, the Sutes are
in a strategic position to help clarify, reconcile, and
resolve the public policy and public administration
questions  raised by the substate regional planning,
programming, coordination, and districting undertakings
of the past 10 yars. Hence. .

The C eCD is that the g

and .rcgr:hmr(s ca_( ail app{mﬂMr States, after
P with repre-
mrmrm; c-f unirs of general local government and
their respecrive Stafe assoc m!mn: develop arnd
engel a i statewide policy
o provide a mmmnﬁwwn wark and a clear set of
State and local purposes for existing and future
substate regional planning, programming, coor
dination, and districring undertaking. The Com
mission further recommends that, ai @ minimum,
such State action should provide for, . .

A. The establishment of a formal procedure,
imvolving participation by units of general local
government, for delineating and _revising the
houndaries of substate regions, relying on specific
topographical, economic, social, comtmunication,
political, and furisdictional criteria specified in
legislation

B. The required use of substate regional Bound-
aries, insofar as is practicable, established purmant
1o legislation by all State agencles to the extent
that their implementation of State andor Federal
Iy assisted State programs requires the geographic
division of the State for administrative or other
PUIPOSES. .

C. A specific process, imvelving the governor
arid the units of general local government in a
substate region, which results wltimately in the
designation by the governor of a single umbrellz

2 Governor Evans dissented to that portion of this component
which covers $tate agency projects on grounds that such projects
tay be part of an interregional or statewide program,

Tgceretary, Weinberger abstained from voting on all compo-
nents of this recommendation on the grounds that they are
primarily matters for State and local determination.

mmulti-furisdictional organization in each reglon,
with such designation conferring the legal status of
an agency of local governments.

D. A membership formuls which requires that
there be State represemtation on exch umbrella
multi-furisdictional organization bur thar ar least
60 percent of the membership of each saich
organization be composed of elected offictals of
units of general local government within the
substate region and that ail such units must belong
to their officielly designated umbrella rulti-furis
dictional organization

E. A voting formuls which requires a dual
system involving the application of the one-govern-
ment, onevote principle In most voting matlers,
but permitting certain larger local «

M. Promotion of mutual problem solving by
officially designated wmbrelle multi-furisdictional
organizations and rendering by these organizations
of such services a5 may be reguested individugily
or jaintly by member wnits of gemeral focal
BOVErnmens.

N. Authorization for officially designated mul-
tifurisdictional organizations o asmume a regi
wide operating responsthility with financing ax
provided in Stare legislation, subject to approval of
a majority of meniber units of general b, n’
Eovernment representing af least 60 percent o
smubhstate region’'s 'anm'ﬂﬂ\’u-

0. A Stare program of firancial assisranc ]
an uargum;- Busis, o afficially desigmated wribrelle

furisdictions to overrule this procedure on certain
ixsues, thus bringing a proportionate or weighted
volting procedure info operation,

F. Adoption and publication by each officially

! i umbrella iurisdictional  orpan-
ization of regional policies or plany gnd of o
program for their implementation.

G. Reliance by all Srate departments
agencies on the. officiafly deésignated  un
multijurisdictional organizations for any u
regional planning, prograntming, coondingtive
agement, and districting acrivities in which th
might engage pursugni o thedr assipred ngi-
bilities under State or Federally-atded Stete pro-
Erums

H. Plarning and programming inputs fnio the
State plannirng and budgeting process on a svsten-
atic basis from officially designated umbrella
it jurisdictiomal organizations,

I, Stare designation of all official umbrella
ruiltijurisdictional onganizations as the A-95 clear-
inghouse for their respective substate reglons

Y. Conferring on all officially designated um-
brella multi-ferisdictional organizations th
to review and approve, in lght of adopred regional
policies and plans, all proposed major capital
Jacility profeces of State departments and agencies
which are siated for locartion in the organizarions’
respective substate regiony

K. Review and comment by
nated umbrella  meaiti-furisdictional
on locally funded major capital fo
proposed or authorized by units of general local
government within thefr respective substare re-
gions

L Assignmenr 10 each officially designared
umbrells  multijurisdictional organtzation of a
policy controlling role with respect fo the opera-
tions of mulrifurisdictional special districts and
authorities functioning within their respective sub-
state regions to assire conformance with adopred
regional policies and plans.

it ot

P. Gubernatorial authority to disapprove amy
actions af an officially designated wmbrella mult

Jurisdictiona! organization after making a
ch actions are in eonflicr with afficially
adopred State plans, ﬁn.fh des, or getions having o
starewide fmpact « conflict with officially
adopred  plans, po or dctions of another

turnbredla moalti-furisdicr | crganization,

Recommendation 3.

The Local Government Role:
Official Substate Regional Policies
for Local Governments

The Comumission believes that the cities and countics
in most States hive o major rake to play in developing an
immediate intergovernmental strategy for coping with
substate regional planning, programming, coordination,
and districting difficulties. In the final analyss, the
activities of these governments are as much—il not
more-affected by these substate regional efforts as
those of any other level. Hence .

The Commission recomniends that cities and
counties, where relevant, adopt. official policies
thar.

A. Support establishment of and participation
in umbrells multi-furisdictional organizations. in
their respecrive substate regions as an eéffective
vehicle through which their area's elected of ffcials
af units of general local government can exercite a
direet role in Federally assisted and Stare planning.
programming, coordination, and districting efforts.

.
Senator Brown, Representative Kurfess, and Mayor Lugar

dissent from that portion of thix companent which calls for an
extmordinary mam 1 , noting that a majority
wote of the member units nprmm:n; 1 percent of the region’s
population should sufice,




B. Provide for regular financial contributions to
their umbrelly multijurisdicrional organizalion.

€. Encoursge designation of their respective
wumbrells multiqurisdictional organization as the
policy board of any and all multijursideitional
efforts orgamized pursuant to Stete interiocal
cooperation or contracting legislation, and rhe wse
af the organization's staff’ to perform services
incident therelo,

D Fully recognize any policies or plans officiat
Iy adopred by thetr designated multi-jurisdictional
organization as @ guide for the programming.
planming, and implementation activities of their
pertinent departmenis and agencies.

E. Require, where applicable, their representa-
tives on the boards of any multi-urisdicrional
special district or authority to seek designation c:}
thetr substate region s officil umbrells il
dictional organization as the policy board of any
such district or authority.

Recommendation 4. Direct Local Action in
Establishing a Designated Umbrelia
Multi-jurisdictional Organization

The Commission believes that the cities and counties
in the Nation’s substate regions should be empowered to
take the initiative in achieving official designation of

urisdictional organizations as the preferred
arcawide imstrumentality for Federal programs having a
substate regsonal thrust. This by-passing of the States,
however, should only occur when the States have failed
to take action in this area. Hence,
The Commiission recommends that in instances
where the States have failed o lop and enact @
comprehensive substate regional statute and where
a majority of the rwmuns and cities ac mmrruu
for two-thirds of the popular within a prog

The Commission finds that a special set of areawide
difficulties arises as 3 consequence of transecting State
boundaries within aver 30 of the Nations metropolitan
arcas, The Commission concludes that both the Federal
and State governments in their respective areawide
planning, programming, coordination, and districting
undertakings have given inadequate attention to the
unique problems asociated with this jurisdictional fact
Hence . .,

The Commission recommends that

A. The Federal government and rthe affected
States foin with the localities involved in develop-
ing a strategy leading to agreement on the bound-
aries of the interstate metropolitan areas and fo
establishment of a single officially designated
umbrells multi-furisdictional organization in each
of these areas.

B. The affected States formally recognize in
thetr substate districting statutes the existence and
integrity  of interstate metropolitan areas and
specifically consider these factors when delineating
the boundaries of substare regional districts.

€. The President initiate changes in OMB's
Circular A-95 1o require conformance, to the
maximuem extent possible, of all Federally assisted
areawide planning, programming, mrwrnamn
and districting p i e frof
areas fo rthe boundaries remilting from joint
Federal-State-local oction; and  the President
mandate a policy of relving on the officially
designated interstate umbrella organizarion as the
sole policy board for those Federally assisted
undertakings that are interstate metropolitan in
scope and as the witimate policy review and
coordination board for those assisted activities
which focus more on single State portions of the

substare region Jo v petitioning for an alterna-

i course of ion, the Congress and the

President should include in the Federal substate
wrrsfons it would.

|, Permit such wmits of general ocal govern-

mient 1o foin collectively and designate thieir own

ored  wmbrelly  muleijurisdictional organiza-

B Grant to such locoily imitiated wmbrella
mlri-urtsdictional organizations the same rights
and benefirs thar are conferred on umbrella
el furisdictional organizations designated under
Stare-adopted substate districting svstems.

INTERSTATE METROPOLITAN
DISTRICTING:
MECHANISMS AND PROCEDURES

Recommendation 5: A Joint Federal-
State-Local Strategy

e Iror areg, provided that until the perti-
nent States have joimed in designating mich an
organization, this policy would permit @ mafority
of the counties and cities gccounting for two-
thirds of the population in the affected inferstate
m‘mnpniuan n‘gmn o foin in ﬂr.wais.kerls their
awn pref wmbrella and
to request its official OMB dm,gmnrm Jor the
purposes cited above.

D. The affected Srates initiate and Congress

approve i to all

rr:mpm 13 whose implementarion has an interstate
merropolitan area impact with @ wview toward
conferring on the officially designaved intersiate
umbrells orgamization the power to review and
approve all capital factlity programs and projects
initiated by interstate compact bodies.

E. Congress amend the Intergovernmental Co-
operation At of 1968 1o give officially designated
interstare umbrella organizations, incleding locally

imittated umbrells organizations,® in metropol-
itan areas the power to approve or disspprove
grant applications for major capital facilities assis-
tance emanating from multi-jurisdicrional special
districts and authoritics operating either within a
sivigle State's portion of or across State boundaries
in an interstate metropolitan area and from units
af gemerul local govermmeny in the area.
F, 'H.lr_ Federal government and the affected
after umm,rw:n' conmliation with the
wvolved, join in drafting and enacting
Federal-mulristate compacts which Jr!rm' the legal
sranus of wnibrells multi-furisdici

takes into consideration appropriate lecal, State,
aridd Federal representation.

G, The Federal government and the aff “ted
Stares make adequate provigsons for the fiscal
support of officially designated wmbrells multi-
furisdictional organizations i interstate metro-
pr.’lluurl areas, inchuding locally initiared umbrella
organizations by stipulating such support in the
Federal-rmultistate  compacrs  establishing  such
argamizations amd by earmarking for such organiza
rians an approprigre portion of a general Federal:
Stare  block gmrr program af planning, pro-

openating in interstate metropolitan nrrw spell
out their general planning, programming, coording.
five management, and other pertinent powers and
Sunctions; detail @ membership formuls wiich

* As provided in Component (C),

. and e management assis-
fance fo mr.nmmmrr as well as intrastate organiza-
tions. In instances where localities have been
obliged to initiare err own preferred interstate
umbrella i the Federal g
should make arrangements for direct provision of
Sinancial support to such organizations.




C.2. Recommendations from

The Challenge of Local Governmental Reorganization,

Substate Regionalism and the Federal System, Vol. 111

fith the following pair of rec dations, the

Commission seeks 1o charl a sensible course toward
local and areawide governmental reorganization in
light of the continuing intergovernmental challenge
at the substate regional level. The focus here is
chiefly on the States and localities, given the for-
mer's prime constitutional role and responsibilities
vis-g-vis local governments and the latter’s vital con
cern with actions that are taken on this fronl. The
Federal government’s assignment is largely a com-
plementary one

Over the past dozen years in cight different re-
ports, this Commission has urged State adoption of
more than 25 separate non-fiscal recommendations
relating to the strengthening and restructuring of
the nation's counties and cities. The proposals ad
vanced here build on this foundation

In urging this agenda for reform, the Commis-
sion is fully cognizant of the wide variations in local
governmental forms, functions, and finances within
and among the States. The Commission also recog-
nizes that no single reform option could possibly
apply to all substate regions and all local govern-
ments, that effective umbrella multi-jurisdictional
organizations may be the most suitable and feasible
option in many instances, that local reorganization
efforts may be as crucial as areawide ones, that the
timing of implementation of reform options will
vary, and that no across-the-board formula can or
should be devised to cover all the ways the States
can assume a positive role in this vital process
Hence, this agenda incorporates considerable flexi-
bility while providing a clear direction and consis-
tent basic purposes, Specific proposals will require
State-by-State adaptations. But the prime goal of
more responsive system of local and areawide gov-
emance should not be lost sight of in this adaptive
process,

The State Role

Recommendation 1. A Comprehensive State Policy
and Process

The Commission concludes that the time has
come for all States to adopt & comprehensive, lang
range policy with respect to the structure and fune-
tions of their local governments and the relation-
ships of such governments (o one another, the State,
and official umbrella  multi-jurisdictional - organi-

zations established pursuant to substate districting
statutes. It notes that existing State policies in this
pivotal area for the most part have been piecemeal,
partial, and out-dated. It finds that continuing ur-
banization and technological change have strained
the capacity of most local governments within sub-
state regions to effectively plan. administer, and
finance needed public services

AL this point then, the Commission believes that
the States in conjunction with their localities must
devise a strategy designed to help local governments
meet the structural, functional, and Mscal challenges
of substate regionalism. This policy should be de-
veloped in o systematic, comprehensive fashion, con-
sidering  distincti ate, non-metropolitan, and
metropol jurisdictional problems. Hence . .

The Commission recommends that States through
starutory, and, where necessary, constitutional ac-
tion adopt & comprehensive local government siruc-
ture and funcrions policy involving immediate goals
ax well as an an-going process for their implementa-
tion and wpdating. This policy should be geared (a)
to structuring the system of local governments 5o
as to make it more responsive and adapiable to the
areawide as well as local needs of individual com-
munitles, (b) to interrelating substate regional dis-
tricting and related acrivities with local govern-
mental reform efforts, and (¢) 10 striking a balance
between State initiative and local as well as area-
wide self-determination in achieving the above two
goals.

The Commission recommends that, al a ntini-
miwem, such State legislation and, where necessary,
constitutional enactments should

A. Set specific standards for—

(1) assessing the structural, funcrional, fiscal,
and geographic viability of all existing and
proposed local governments —special districis
and school districts as well as units of general
government —using such factors as (a) their
capacity to raise revenwes adequately and
equitably, (b) their mix af residenttal, indus-
trial or other tax base components, (¢| their
population and geographic size, and socio-
economic and racial composition, and (d)
the assignment of areawide and local gov-
ernmental functions, including componenis

thereof, to appropriate and accountable unils
af government.

(2) governing the orderly and equitable ex-
tension of municipal boundaries fo embrace
unincorporated  territory,  including  pro-
cedures  for—(a) assignment of inftigting
authority to municipal governing bodies as
well as 1o residents in an unincorporated area
seeking 1o be annexed; and (b) elimination of
any absolute power on the part of inkabitanis
of outlying unincorporated areas, which are
proposed to be annexed, to veto a praposed
annexation meeting statutory standards, in-
cluding the provision of urban services.!

B. Estabiish a broudly representative local
government boundary commission at the Stare
and/or local levelis). In addition to exercising
those powers regulating municipal incorpora-
tions, non-viable units of general focal govern-
ment, spectal districis, and interlocal servicing
agreements that were recommended in previous
Commission reports,® the boundary commis-
sion(s) should be authorized to

(1) oversee the implementation of the siaru-
tory standards, cited above, and apply them,
where pertinent, to individual boundary de-
cision cases that come before is;

(2) recommend modification of substate dis-
trict boundartes, subject to action by the ap-
propriate State authority;

{3) recommend modification  of individual
county boundaries in light of changing sertle-
ment and servicing patterns;

(4) monitor, recommend, and, where ap-
prapriate, facilitate municipal annexations of
adjacen! unincorporated areas; i
(5) develop in confunciion with affected
local  jurisdictions,  including  counties,
“spheres of influence” or “staged expansion
limirs™ that delimit the witimate boundaries
of exisiing individual municipalities and
help identify areas of potential municipal in-
corporation;

(6) make amnual reports with recommenda-
tions fo the governor and legislature on ef-
Sorts 1o strengthen the basic pattern of local
government,

C. Provide for a complete package of county

'Combines. paralicls and slightly modifies separate recom-
mendstions adopted in Commission Report Nos. A-S and A-11
PP 21 and 64, respectively

“See Report No, A-12 pp.

I, Vel 1L p. 14

6,77 and 50, and Report No.

structural reform options and initiatives tha, in
addition to an optional forms authorization,?
includes at @ minimum:

(1) the requirement thar any county embrace
ing the predominant portion of a metro-
polivan area’s population shall have a fuil-
time executive officer. either appointed by the
county board or popularly elecied;

(2) placing county officers on a statutory
rarher tham a constitutional basis;

(3) empowering the governing bodies of
contiguous countles within subsiate reglons
to  consolidate  identical ‘or comparable
county offices and functions

(4) authorizing the governing bodies of con-
tiguous countfes within substate regions 1o
execute @ mullicounty consolidation, sub-
fect ta a simple concurrent majority of the
voles in a referendum in each of the counties
encompassed in the proposed merger.

D. Clarify and systematize the functional

F il and hips of counties
and municipalities, by establishing the county
as the basic service provider for its unincor-
porated areas,* fn addition to performing basic
counly functions, and by

(V) authorizing counties (o perform urban
functions® in order to eliminate situarions
where they are barred from providing such
services when (o) the service is being
provided by o countywide or less than
countywide special district, (B) & constituent
muricipality requests the mty i prerform
the service, or | the public expresses
through @ popular referendum a preference
for the county to perform the service on a
cauniywide basis. and requiring thar such
functions when undertaken in incorporated
areas meei performance standards developed
by the county and affected municipaliiies
and be set forth in o county ordinance;

(2) requiring that in instances where coun-
ties undertake io perform functions afready
provided by their constituent municipalities.

*Recommended in Report No. A-12, p. T1

a

Recommended in Repart Nos. A-12, pp. 67-68, and A-22,
pp- 82-83, respectively

irban functions may include: fire pratection, basic palice
prodection, parking, sewer constructions, refuse collection, ankmal
control, ‘parks and recreatson, planning, roning, code eaforce-
ment, subdivision costrol, pablic bousing, urban remewal, indus-
trial development, water sspply, and manpower




sich counties either enhance the quality or
scope of such services or make propor{iondte
payments 1o their municipalities in liew there-
af pursuant (o a joint agreement.

(3) delineating uniform procedures for trans-
ferving fumctions begween amd among mu-
nicipalities, counties. and multi-county re.
gional bodies including officially designared
umbrella  multi-furisdictional  organizations;
at a minimum, such procedures should (a
involve the repeal of State constitutional and
statuiary f i g waler apy

of proposed transfers,® ] authorize revoca-
tion of a transfer when its perforntance fally
below standards inttiafly agreed to in the
transfer, and fc) empower a fointly agreed
upon body to determine whether o rrans-
ferred function has nor mel such performance

standa

E. Strengthen the State's supportive role in
amal assignment area by

ring counties having wnincorporated
wr municipalities cont s 1o such
seified period ef-
fective lanming, and  subdivisic
wions for such areas, where such it
that where such regula-
e within the time
HgeRCY
would assun i
B, g 1 echnical
and | and mumnici
palities for fa] manage ihility studi
on transferri
and (b
actual transfers or consolidations
F. Permit. where the electorale by refe
endum chooses, the establishment of govern-
mental units capable of providing areawide
services. The Commission do { necessarily
recommend affirmarive action with respect 1o
any af the following options in any specific situ-
ation, bui b e the people should have
avaifable them o range of choices, which

winalel i

(1) Multi-ce consolidation and  assign-

dissenred
mponent

Executive Mic
"1

ment 1o it of all areawide functions and
where its geographic scope &5 adeguate
all umbrella  multi-jurisdictional  organi
tion functions;
(2) Cley-county conso
areawide and focal functions are assignes
the new government and sp
efther merged with or are subordinated i
13) The mo ed coun pessessing all of
the structural, functional, and fiseal p
detailed in Components € and D, with
powers embodied in a new county charter;
(4) The possibifity of converting o substate
region’s officielly designated umbrella multi-
jurisdiciional  organization into a general
purpose government with a directly elected
council or a bicameral council, one chamber
popularly elected and the ather compose
represeriatives. of constituent units of gene
government,
(3) The right to create
RPN f ehsuming afl existing and
proposed areawide special districes, (] fav-
ihility for certain areawide func-
g, but mor limited 1o, areawide
comprehensive planning and land trans-
waste disposal, and er supply
gy or may nol have been
performed on a regional basis, and (¢ with
popular ele ey body

Such enahling legislation should require that
all of the ab vrions would involve approval
in a popular referendum by simplé concurrent
majorities in the céntral cliy or cities amnd in the
outlving area or areas in metropolitan areas
by a simple concurrent majority in each of the
counties imvolved in mon-metropolitan areas or
disiricts, or by a simple areawide majority

Such legislation also should stipulate thar
such referenda could be initiared by any of the

swing within a substare re

(1) @ simgle or concurrent resolution of one
or mare wnits of general local government
comprising @ certain percentage of the re-
@ cerigin percentage of the
in the area propored for in
clusion within g new regional unil; or
) direct ot by the State legeslature

G. Provide for a broadly representative, per-
manent  Advisory Commission  on  Intergoy-
ernmental  Relations o be constiputed  with
adeguate stafl and fumding and charged with
studying and reporting on

(1) the current pattern of local governmenial

statutory enacimenis required o implement

structure and subsiate regional
and their viabilit)

(2) the powers and functions of local govern-
ments and substate regional bodies, including
their fiscal powers;

(1) the existing, mecessary, and desirable re-
fationships beiween and among local govern-
menis and substate regional organizations,
including official umbrella multi-jurisdiction-
ol arganizations,

(4) the existing, necessary, and desirable
allocation af State-local fiscal resources:

(5) the existing, necessary, and desirable
roles of the State as the creator of the local
governmental and substate regional gov-

(B) the special problems in imterstate areay
facing their general local governmenis, intra-
State regional unmits, and areawide bodies,
stueh studies where possible to be conducted
in confunction with those of a pertiment sis-
fer State commission|s); and

(7) any  constiiutional  amendments  and

pprof recommendat

Such commission shall render separate re-
poris on individual topics covered under one or
more of these broad subject areas, including
wharever recommendations might be agreed
upon, with specific bills and proposed consti-
tutional amendments, where needed, being ap-
pended to them; in addition, it shall submit an
annual report 1o the governor, legisiature, local
governments, substate regional units, and the

nry.

The Federal Role
Recommendation 2. A Supportive Rol

The Commission notes that actions of the Federal
government directly affect local governmental in-
stitutions and the development of effective substate
regional syste Hence, the Commission recom.
mends. that the Executive Branch of the Federal
government and the Congress adopt policies which
aceommeodate State and local actions to recrganize
Rovernments at the substate reglonal and local levels




C.3. Recommendations from

Governmental Functions and Processes: Local and Areawide,

Substate Regionalism and the Federal System, Vol. IV.

FUNCTIONAL ASSIGNMENT
RECOMMENDATIONS

Diverse pol forces at all levels of government
contribute 1o the ad hoc nature of service allocations at
level. Local fiscal erises. historical Siate

scal government, political traditions affect-

ing the structure and powers of State government, and ni-
tional program initiatives are but o few of the political
influgnces that now p. an unduly divergent patiern

systematic
tween und among these levels and units of
1 would produce more manageable and effec-
very systems in almost any substate region,
Federal, State and local governments all must bear

Recommendation 1. State Development
and Implementation of an Assignment
of Functions Policy and Process

The Commission finds that certain governmental
functions and component activities are most appropriately
per on a stalewide 1s, others as areawide re-
sponsibilities, still others as local duties and some a3
shared tasks of both levels of governmeni. Yel present
functional assignment patterns are often haphazardly
determined on the basis of fiscal pressures on State or
local govenment, the historical and legal status of dil-
ferent types of local governments, and numerous Federal
und State program mitiatives. all of which often result in
wmuppropriate and conflicting patterns of functional as
signment among State, regional, and local governments.
The Comm: therefore recognizes the need for more
cOnsiBe assignment of responsibilities. The

d that & State Advisory Commis-

ental Relations or some other suit-

wentality should be charged with

the responsib reassessing continually the allocs
tion of functional a 4 the Siate-local service
ery system, The Commission, however. realizes that
there is no single approprute formula for the allocation of
d local units given
diverse geographic. culiural, social, economic, and
cond s that exist i the country. In light of

functions umong ali State. areawids

these findings

The Commission recommiends that States enact legis-
fation which esiablishes an cn-going assignment af func-
tom poffey and process which will result in a more
reavoned grd svstematic assigemment of functions between
and anorg Siate, foval, and areawide units of govern-
ment. Such legislation should, ar @ minimum, suthorize
the State Advisurr Contmision on Intergovernmental
Relavivns or a similar agency, when no such commission

exixl, fo

A, formulate genéral criteria for assigning mew  public
services ard recssigning established or expanded ones,
raking into @coount the desirability of reconciling eco-
ncimic efficiency, fiscal eawity, pelitical eccountability, and
administrative effectiveness in the provision of @ public
service.

B develop on a case-by-case basis specific functional

sification wandardy based on the above criteria for
determining the State, areawide or locel nature of @ func-
tien or components thereaf. with emphasis on (1) local
assignntent of funcions amd activities that have a minimal
impact on neighboring furisdictions or would benefit from
service competition, or do not require uniform levels of
servive, or do require a high degree of political account-
ahility for satisfactory performance, (2) areawide assign-
ment of functions and activities that are primurily re-
distributive or require o high degree of technical

eney, or would benefit from regional economies of
scale, or would necessitate a large geographic area for
wniform or satisfactory implementation, (1) foint - or
shared regional-local assigrment of functions having hoth
areawide and focal dimensions and requiring substantial
interlevel vooperation for satisfactory performance. and
(4) Stave assignment of functions and activities that re-
quire direct Statewide administration or that are bevond
the capacisy of local or areawide units to perform

€. seek the assisiance of affected loval government rep-
resentatives, associations of focal officials. and relevant
line agencies of State government i developing func-
sonal classificarion standardy prursuant 1o {B) above.

D. prepare an_intergover al impact statement con-
cerming any State or locally developed assignment or
reassignment proposal or Federal action or proposal
affecting  State-local  service  delivery  systems.  Such

arient should” evaluate these assigmment or reassign-

ment proposals or actions ai o general cri-
teria and functional das 0 ¢ tA) and
(8} above:

E recommend State consi al, I r, dar, where
approgpriate, local ref
of new and the reassigrment
mitions according fo the olas.
oped i (B) ab Al siach fuune
reassignments showld pros

tioms

Recommendation 2: Complementary
Federal Actions

The Commission (inds that the planning and disirict-
ing i 1 ) il and grant-
in-aid policies of varous Federal programs have not
helped Swmtes develop a flexible vet balanced lonctional
assignment policy. Some Federally encouraged subsiate
districts can serve as implementation mechanisms while
others are confined 1o being planning and grant manage-
menl instrumentalities, Some districts have heen en-
couraged to combine with generalist, locally controlied
regional councils while others have remained separate,
adding a confusing clement 1o substate functional assig
ments. Federal aid programs often rigidify functional
assignments by their funding cligihlity requirements.

ous regional water pollution copir
from receiving substantial Federa!
legislation and regulations often  promole
assignments—through cligibility and pas
sions—that neither reflect existing State
ments’ respansibilities nor o well
of functions rationale, Only through selected provisions
of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and OMB
Circular A-95 has the national government sought to
pursue a uwniform policy of disbursing technical and
linancial assistance 1o governments designated as serviee
providers by State and gencral purposs local govern-
ments. The Commission helieves. therelore, that the
Federal government should respect the systematic func
tional ussignment policies developed by Stite and loca
governments. In light of these findings.

1 recommends that State,

i regionai-)

servioes designa

e X if e

eral asristance programs




C.4. Recommendations from

Toward More Balanced Transportation: New Intergovernmental Proposals.

Rec ion 1. Strengthening
Transportation Planning and Decision Making

The Commission finds that areawide transportation

OMB Circular A-95. Transportation progroms for rural
and small wrban systems and nom-metropolitan areds
should be subject to the same fype of areawide region-
al planning and decision making single organization
fesiy and ic eriteria,

planning and decision making should be h

in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas, This
strengthening should be achieved by means consistent
with the Commission's recent series of reports and
recommendations on Substate Regionalism ard the
Federal System. Thus, in many afeas the most feasible
approach would be to start with existing regional coun-
cils and regional planning commissions, recognize them
officially for all areawide Federal aid and state trans:
portation planning purposes, and strengthen their deci-
sion making powers. A second approach arises in cases
where areawide local government reorganizations have
taken place; here the strategy would be to use these
areawide jurisdictions for regional transportation pros
grams. A third possible approach, using state agencies
with local ties, arises where the states are already major
providers of transportation in  metropolitan  areas.
Hence. .

A, The Commission recommends that aff Federal
ald transportotion programs reguining, bosed wpon, or
supporting areawide planaing rely primarily on desig-
nated areowide local governments, where such have
been estublished, or where pone exists, on the single
designated general purpose regional body in eoch ared
established for purposes of OMB Circular A-95 by (1)
the statewide systems of substote districts in intrasfate
greas where the states have set up such systems, or (2)
Joint ection of the local governments in inlrastote areos
where the stotes hove pot acted, or (3) joint Fede-
ral-muftistate compacts, or interiocal sgreements im in-
terstate oreas' In order to focilitate this oction, the
Federal Aid Highway Act showld be armended to modi-
iy the “urbanized area" definition of the geographic
basis for areowide transportation planning ond wrban
systerns funding to permit consistency with Part 1V of

! These interstate mechanisms are recommended for those
metropolitan aress (currently numbering 38) which cross state
lines. This recommendation b consistent with Recommen-
dation Mo, 5 of the Commission's report entied Regional
Decision Muking: New Strategles for Substote Districes (1973),

B. The Commission also recommends that in those
intrastate cases where the governor of a stale deler-
mines by specific findings that the state has an overrid-
ing interest in and commitment to the reglomal
transportation system of one or more designated sub-
state aregs, by reason of state ogency activities and
substantial state financial involvement, and where the
state hus o strong intermodal department of transporto-
tion and intermndol flexibifity in using its transports-
tion funds in wcordance with overall stare policies
approved by the gowvernor,® o comprehensive mulil-
modal state fransportation ogency may be estoblished
in such greas to gssume requived Fedeéral aid transpor
totion planaing and decision moking functions with the
assistance of o coordinating committee of local efecred
officisls, provided, of course, that any resulting plar or
plans shall be subject to review and concurrence by the
approprigle areawide A-95 clearinghouse.

C. The Commission further recommends that the
aregwide or state upits, designated for multimodal Fed-
eral aid transportation planning and decision making in
sccordance with components A and B of this récom-

ik should be | but not necessarily
limited, by Federal and state laws and administrotive
reguiations to:®

(1) develop o uniffed Intermadal plantning. and
decision making work program o conjunction
with other appropriate planning and implementa-
tion ogencies,
(2) plan oll transportation focilities, routes, ser:
vices, ond operations — of whatever
mode — within its geographic jurisdiction which
have multijurisdictional or areawide impoct, in-
Uin accordance with Recommendation ¥o. 5 af this report,
Miwe planning and decision making elements enumerated
here are comsistent with current Federal laws and regulations
governing Federal aid transportation systems, The intent here
s 10 support these practices and recommend parallel state laws
and regulations.

cluding annwal  revision  end  adoption  or
readoption of such plans;

(3} resolve — ar, in  the case of g state unit de
signated pursuant to companent B of this recom-
mendation, help to resolve — any inconsistencies
between such  tronsportation plans end  other

aregwide plans  for ¢ ity h PImIE

mance units, and provide for their needs as may
be appropriate o encourage and focilitate needed
and desirable participation by them in the coord-
ingted provision of transportation services in the
area,

ather public facilities, and refated servicing pro-

& mlti-vear program. of specific
tromsportation projects and senvices which would
implement the transportation plan;

(5} initiate, review, approve or disapprove, ondjor
modify olf  transportation projects of whatever
mode having multfurisdictional or areawide fm-
poct which are mot port-of o statewide or nation-
of system of tronspartation before such profects
muay be funded or implemented;

(6] review and concur In any transportation
profect propased. for the areg which would be
part of ¢ statewide or satfonal system of troms-

Rec jation 2.

Transportation Delivery

Improving  Areawide

The C | finds - that resp bili for m
plementing transportation plans and providing transpor
tation services in many metropolitan and rural areas
are currently divided among a very large number of
independent private and governmental organizations,
making it very difficult to unify intermodal transporta:
tion services to serve effectively and efficiently the
needs of the public. Hence.

The Commission recommends that states, focal
governments, and policy units designeted pursuant to
Rec i Nao, 1 develop Brogder and more

partation, provided however thal the gove (!
e state(t]* invalved may override an adverse
wn of the areawide body by a written fing-
g thal such decision @5 in conflict with official-
fv adopted state plans, policies, or oction hoving
o statewide impact or in conflict with afficiatly
adapi I3, actions of anather
swch areawide unit;
(7). monitor and perticipate in regulatory pro-
ceedings affecting the provision of transportation
services i iis area and related development, mo-
bility, and sccessibility issues;
(8) in the case of o unit designated under com-
ponent A of this recommendation, provide or
controct for the provision of greawide or inter-
Jurtsdictional  transportation fociities ‘ond pro-
grams; provided thot where such g unit is not an
areawide local government such action must be
agreed wpon by more than fifty (50 percent af
the designated general purpose regional body’s
c local g t5 representing ot
feast sixty (60) percent of the population; and
(9) study and consider the present and f

systematic institutionsl approsches to the defivery of
aregwide transportation services, Specifically, the Com-
mission  recommends  that  stales enact  fegisfation
winich:

A, establishes or provides for designation by the in-
strumentality called for in Recommendation No. T of
an  aregwide 50 fo
provide directly, coordinate, or assist in financing exist-
ing and needed greawide transportation services, and fo
consolfdate or otherwise integrate the transportation
activities of existing areawide transportation operating

B. authorizes @ range of possible forms for areawide
transportation authorities, including:

(1) @ reorganized county contaiming severtty (70)
percent or more of g metropolitan or non-metro-
politan area’s population,

(2} @ city acting extraterritorially when it ofready
perfarms  the bulk of the areas nor-highway

rofes of private sector lransportation provid:
ers — including transit, toxi, trucking, parking,
railrogd, airfine, shipping, and pipeline compan-
les — a3 well a5 public implementation and fi

Mare than one state, and therefore more than one

be involved in intarstate areas for which a

ng and decivion making body i desiyg-
mpanent A of this recommendation

vingle area
nated pur

SErvices,

(3} a joint city-county transportation depariment
whaose furisdiction contains seventy (70) percent
ar mare of the metropolitan o mammeropolitan
wrea’s populaltion,

(4) a multipurpose or multimodal regional service
authorify,

(5) o state depariment of tramsportation or o
shate suby regioral transports
tion agency, or




(6) the instrumentalify designated pursuant (o
Recammendation No. 1.

C. outhorizes financing of the areawide fravmspo
authority's of tions  throwgh ¢ combination of
of constifuent local govers.

e charges;

wide laxes, gssessme
ments, fees, and se
D. authorizes the oreawidé tramsportalion authority fo:

(1) deslgnate, con

wd rural regiona
set the conditions for

along these r 5,
develop, ond maintain f
or prionty fravel routes for mass transit, and (b))

sites for ar e transport Facilities,
authorires general poficy control over the
arsportation authority by

ing wnits calfed for in Recommendation

areawide

F. authorizes delivery of supple fary fot

ration services by all units of general purg
government fn mefropolitan gnd rural aregs either
directly, fointly, or by confroct, provided thot such
astumed by the designated arég
wide tronsportgtion duthorfty, and provided further

services have nol be

that the plans and programs for such services be re-
viewed by the instrumentality called  for  in
Recommendation No. I in order [o resolve any incon-
sistencies between such plans and progranms and the
officiolly adopted areawide transportation policies umd
phans.

Recommendation 3. Providing More Balanced
Federal Financing for Regional Transport-
ation Systems

The Commission finds that the present financing of
ortation in urban and rural areas facks adegu.
flexibility to meet the multimodal fiscal requireme
of these areas. In particular, the Commission finds that
mass transportation modes have suffered from this lack
of flexibility. The Commission also finds that the cur-
rent Federal transportation grants-in-aid to urban and
rural areas are often complex to administer, not always
properly allocated, and fail to provide adequate discre-

tion to ur and rural officials. Hence,

s that Federal tromsporto-
surhstantially revised to provide

tation systems. Specifically, the Commission recom-
thar the Federal erovmenl  revise  jis
ing policies by:%
g multimodal reglonal transportation
program® which is:

1) funded by earmarking of the Highway Trust

ed with fumds for (ntrastafe regions
od to those states’ which have

fu) strong multimodal departments of trans-
portation,® and

(t) substantial intermodal funding from

their own sources for regiomal transporia-

rion,' or otherwise directly to the policy

wmits called for in Recommendation No., 1;

and in the cose of funds for interstate re-

d directly 1o the policy units

or In Recommendation Mo, 1,

d among stutes, with the excep

tion of 15 percent which shall remain as a discre-

tionary fund for wse by the Secretary of

the parts of this
of Federal Highway

s againdt the use of Federal urban and
systerns funds for operation and main-

program would comsolidste the urban system

the Highway Trust Fund and the UMTA capital

rhan areas, and those partions of the

highway systems which serve only the

of non-metropolitan regions in rural areas.

fe the othes existing Federal aid highway

sistance, the airparts trust fund

prog ¢ programs of the Corps of

Engingers, could be uwd for pro

jects of any tramsportation mode not funded by another
Federal aid transportation

ot Evans supports the creation and use of effective

n tion, However, he believes that

atates in all cases, even though
1 yet have been created. Therefore,
ns of this recommendatian which

with Recommendation No, 5 ol 1ha

+ Commissian recommen
i Government (196%) and
Locel Capital Fingncing

Transparration in reglons with special transporia-
ron needs, primorily occocding to the relative
population of the states;
(Flaliacated among the regions
{a) in states that qualify for channeling, by
o formudla developed by the states in collab-
aration with the policy unit(s) colled for i
Recommendation No. 1 and approved by
the Secretory of Transportotion, such for-
rmulas to toke infe eccount factors similar
ta those in the Federal farmula — provided
that 15 percent of all such state area funds
be reserved for wse al the Governor's dis
cretion  in reglons  with speciol
transportation needs — and
(B) in interstate regions end in states
qualified for channeling, by o Federal for-
mula faking into account the same foctors
as the formule wied for state orea aljo-
cotions — provided that 15 percent of the
funds available in these areas in occordarce
with the farmule for allocation of funds
among the stotes may remain as a discres
tonary fund for use by the Secretary of
Transportation in  those regions in  this
group having specksl tramsportation needs;
(5) allocated within reglons among eligitle pro-
wider argariretions, both public and p‘mwa-_ by
the policy wnit called for In Recommendation
Na, ! for projects and programs that conform fo
this unit’s officially adopted policles, plans and
programs;'?

B. removing all restrictions ogainst the use of Federal
urbon and rural  trensportation  system funds for
forr arvd mai programs.

Rec dati 4. Improving State and
Local Transportation Financing Policies.

State and local governments together finance about
two-thirds of all transportation outlays, However, the
Commission finds that state and local units frequently
face fiscal, structural, and lcgal constraints that prevent
them from targeting their fiscal resources on their most
urgent transportation needs. The Commission believes
that the time has come to remove these financial
shackles from state and local governments so that they
can develop more flexible transportation finance
policies. Hence,

05ubject, of course, to ihe state overrde nated in
Recommendation No. 1.C.(6) of this report,

Comsistent with ifs past reports on this subject, the
Commission urges the states o modernize their trars-
portation  fimance  programs  through oppropriate
constitutional end statutory encctments which would:

A permit flexibie use of state highway user revenues in
order fo ochieve better funding balance among differ
ent transportation modes"' In light of developmerts
since odoption of this Commission’s report entitfed
State Aid 1o Local Government, the Commission also
urges states lo consider the creation of an expanded
multimodal fransportation trust fund permitting re-
ciplent units 1o spend such assistance for any
transporiation project that is in conformance with the
aregwide fransportation plan edopted by the policy
unit called for in Recommendation No. 1;

B, expand the state financiol rofe in directly aiding a
full range of non-highway transportation services in-
cluding, os appropriate, but fiot necessarily limited to,
airports, mass transit, water, and rail transport;

C. outhorize an dppropriate state ogency'® fo review
and opprove the transportation revenue bond fswes of
ali state, areawide, and local units of government in
order to avoid any tvpe of revenue bond obifgation
witich would cause fa) excessive service charges for the
use of tronspartation  focilities, or (b) impediments to
the development of o bolanced system of tronspor-
tation facilities;

D. authorize state, oreawide, and locel governments fo
divert, to the extent that existing indentures allow or
can be amended fo alfow diversion, the surplus re-
venues of dent and independent i
speciel districts within their jurisdiction for the support
af jon  prog that are ap ing ol a
deficit; provided thet the state government guorantees
the bands of gny transpartotion districts which have
had their surplus revenues so diverted;

E. authorize focol and state governments to provide
financial subsidies to private fransporfation providers
and consumers,

"This builds upon recommendations already made in the
sslon’s repart, State Ald to Local Government |1969).
*This agency might be the one already called for in the
Commission's report, City Financial Emergencies: The fnter
governmental Dimensions (1973) to supervise local financial
management responsibilities.




v, the C rec that, with

authorization where appropeiate, local govern-

ise their transportation fingncing policles by

edopting transpertation pricing programs — parking

taxes, group fares for taxis, girport landing fees, con-

gestion toils for urban highways, and the like — that

would contribute to more eifective wie of these

sport modes in reducing congestion, protecting the

avironment, and promoting  the most efficient use of
the pation's energy. resources. '

Recommendation 5. Modernizing State Trans-
portation Planning and Decision Making.

The Commission finds that the transportation pro-
grams of most states are still predominantly oriented
to highways, and that even in many of those states
having  mult al - departments  of transpos
strong and ef dination among the me
not been ach

without

spective, Th 5 the state level
arise. partly -. of financial flexibility re
ferred 10 in

substantial share it comes from ce

inadequacies within state governments,

general purpose reglonal

aking badies that wadld have 3 major

transpartation sysems. See

ammendation No Volume | of the Commission’s
reporl on Substate Regionalim and the Federal System,

these
decisions y
jon - plars and pr made by the state DOT
f subject to approval by Governor
the ¢ of the stofe’s compre
g agency and A-95 clear 038
agencies
f5ory  grocg
no  gpplications i be
ted by (he ¢ for Federal regiomal trams:
portation funds without his approval.

Recommendation 6. Reforming Independent
Regulatory Bodies to Better Meet Areawide
Intermodal Transportation Needs.

1al aspects of portation
been based on  marrow

the &
of modal productivity and  efficiency,

al competition and coordination, energy con
community development, envirenmental
, mohility and access. The Commission also
ions governing land use, the envicon.
rights vitally affect the success of
o frequently have been
basis. than has been used for
tion systems. Hence.

the Congress and
their respective
the tndepe
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