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REGIONAL PLANNING ISSUES

WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 1971

Concress oF THE UNITED STATES,
SuBcomMITTEE ON URBAN AFFAIRS
or THE JoinT Economic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a.m., in room
1202, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard Bolling (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Bolling, Moorhead, Widnall, and Brown.

Also present: James W. Knowles, director of research; and Wal-
ter B. Laessig and Leslie J. Barr, economists for the minority.

OrENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MOORHEAD (PRESIDING)

Representative Moorueap (presiding). The Subcommittee on
Urban Affairs of the Joint Economic Committee will please come to
order.

This morning, the Subcommittee on Urban Affairs continues its
hearings on regional planning issues with two witnesses of widely
differing backgrounds. The first of these is a member of a New York
City law firm, the other an architect. Combining such diverse talents
has been an essential characteristic of the hearings of this subcom-
mittee through its 4 years of existence.

Our first witness, Mr. Edward N. Costikyan, a member of the
New York City law firm of Paul, Weiss, Goldberg, Rifkind, Whar-
ton, and Garrison. He has a distinguished career in law and in pub-
lic service.

Our other witness is Mr. Carl Feiss, an architect who is a Fellow
of the American Institute of Architects, soon to assume the duties of
dean of a school of architecture. We will, as usual, hear from both
of our witnesses with their opening statements and then we will pro-
ceed with the questions afterwards. We will start with Mr. Costik-
yan. You may proceed in your own fashion.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD N. COSTIKYAN, ATTORNEY AT LAW, OF
THE FIRM OF PAUL, WEISS, GOLDBERG, RIFKIND, WHARTON
& GARRISON, NEW YORK CITY

Mr. Costikyax. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for invit-
ing me to join the group of witnesses who have been testifying here
for the last few weeks.

Perhaps I bring a slightly different view of planning than most of
those who have appeared before you. I view it from the point of
view of one who was for some time actively engaged in the political
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process in New York City as a political leader, not as an elected of-
ficial. For those who view the planning process from the point of
view of the party official who is attempting to satisfy the needs of
his constituents in such a way as to get them to vote for the party’s
candidates at the polls, planning as we have known it has left a
great deal to be desired. The concept of planning as a device to
shape the future of New York City gained acceptance at least on
paper during the 1930’s. In 1938, we enacted a new city charter
which created a city planning commission which was supposed to
create and adopt a master plan for the physical development of our
city. The charter reflected with precision what planning meant in
the 1930, for it described the plan to be adopted in terms of show-
ing desirable streets and roads and the grades thereof, public places,
bridges, tunnels, parks, squares, playgrounds, sewers, sewage treat-
ment plants, and so on, concluding with a general mandate to in-
clude such other features as will provide for the improvement of the
city and its future growth and development and afford facilities for
the housing, transportation, comfort, convenience, and welfare of its
population.

I think that concept of planning reflected then current attitudes
about urban government. Those seeking good government looked to
experts, somewhat removed from the political process, who were
supposed to blueprint the future and manage by fiat the nature of
urban change, to improve the quality of urban life by mobilizing in-
tellectual resources and to plan the proper future of the city in the
hope that through these means, the city could painlessly make its
way to the city of the future which the planners envisioned.

Thirty-three years have passed since that charter went into effect.
Tt has been superseded by another charter which continued the man-
date to adopt a master plan. No master plan has ever been adopted.
Indeed, no master plan conforming to the description contained in
the 1938 and 1962 charters has ever even been proposed and New
York City’s development or recession, which seems a more appropri-
age description, has continued substantially unaffected by any overall
plan.

Instead, the development of New York City has been the product
of economic pressures. congressional legislation, tax policies, infla-
tion, labor relations practices, and a host of other factors, and our
planning commission has become a super zoning agency which, in
addition, approves specific projects from time to time which affect
various relatively tiny parts of our vast city.

The New York City of today, with a World Trade Center rising
in Lower Manhattan which will absorb the foreseeable demand for
Lower Manhattan office space for the foreseeable future; with a
mass transit system which has fewer passengers paying higher fares
each ycar; with highways pouring automobiles into the city from
the north, the east and the west, to the point that the city talks of
barring them from parts of Manhattan; with a declining population
in the heart of the city and a welfare population equal to one-sev-
enth of our total; with a declining supply of housing as owners of
residential properties abandon them because they are economically
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unfeasible and builders and investors refuse to undertake new hous-
ing construction: and with businesses increasingly moving out of the
city and in increasing decline in jobs each year; and with a city
government increasingly unable to furnish basic services of safety
and sanitation despite massive increases in manpower and compensa-
tion for that manpower—that city, the New York City of 1971, is
simply not the product of the planners or the planning of the 1930’s,
the 1940%s, the 1950’s or the 1960’s.

The result would not have been different if our planning base had
been larger. It is true that New York City’s transportation prob-
lems, for example. would require a planning base far larger than the
city in order to deal with them effectively. But it was not the ab-
sence of such a regional planning unit which has led to New York
City’s inadequate transportation system. Rather, it has been the re-
sult of a political decision by the Congress to create a national high-
way system instead of, for example, a national mass transit system.
It has been the result of political decisions by the Congress to foster
automobiles and to abandon railways.-

Nor would the results have differed if more specific plans had
been prepared by the planning commission. For whatever plans
might have been proposed, they could not have been carried out
without resource allocation and those who controlled the resources
did their own planning and they planned for highways instead of
houses. '

To me, this history of the planning idea indicates that the re-
gional planning device, the notion that experts can plan the future
and that the creation of planning bodies without power govern, to
allocate resources, to implement plans, would change the nature of
urban change, is not a very useful tool in dealing with today’s urban
crisis, let alone trying to solve tomorrow’s. Yet nevertheless, in the
1970’s, the need for regional planning and for regionalization of
some (Government functions seems to remain and remains apparent.
So the guestions keep coming back to us: How can we deal with our
regional problems, how can we afford the ‘citizen an-opportunity to
participate in decisions which affect it? Should we consolidate exist-
ing governmental programs in the larger departments or decentral-
ize into regional departments or perhaps do both? And what role
should the existing political structures play in this process? But the
basic question remains, how can we deal with the urban crisis? Is
better planning the key ¢ If not, what is?

My answer 1s that the kind of regional planning we have become
accustomed to or even a better, more efficient system of planning, is
not a solution to the urban crisis. I do not believe that the present
problems of our city are susceptible of treatment through the re-
gional planning device or that better regional planning can shape
the future of the city or that Federal encouragement of the creation
of regional planning councils, or that the creation of a dozen Fed-
eral regional planning units will be of much help. For whatever
planning units may be created, the entity with the basic power to
plan remains the entity which is vested with legislative and execu-
tive power to allocate resources. ,
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The decision to enact the Federal highway program was a basic
planning decision that has affected every city in the country. The
failure of the Congress to enact a comparable Federal housing pro-
gram has been a basic planning decision that has affected our city
very adversely. The decision of the Congress to afford favored tax
treatinent to suburban homeowners as against city renters was a
basic planning decision that affected our city adversely. And the ab-
sence of any adequate Federal mass transit program is again the re-
sult of a basic planning decision.

The list of basic decisions by the Congress of the United States
which have shaped the present condition of the cities reflect the fact
that basic priority decisions such as those enumerated above deter-
mine the nature of the future of every region in the country, not the
plans of the planners. And it follows that the entity with the power
to allocate resources will be the defacto basic planning entity for our
futures as they have been in the past.

If this is so, how can the Federal Government make an effective
contribution to the solution of the urban crisis and what place does
regionalization play in such an effort? I suggest the answers to these
questions requive that the Federal Government make a new start in
its dealings with the cities. I do not think revenue-sharing is an ade-
quate answer, though it will surely help in the present crisis; or that
regionalization of Federal programs will provide an effective solu-
tion, although it might facilitate administration; or that consolida-
tion of the 400-500 existing programs would provide the kind of
new start which I believe is necessary, again although consolidation
would be desirable.

Let me suggest the following five points as possible points of de-
parture for a new Federal urban policy.

First, the Federal Government should recognize that existing
urban governmental units are the basic entities which must be used
to govern the cities. Where these governments are inadequate, as
many are, efforts must be made to encourage their improvement by
the granting of Federal aid to local governments which perform and
by denying it to those which do not. But bypassing existing govern-
mental units and creating new ones has not produced better urban
government. The creation of new units of government within the cit-
les as in the poverty program and the Model Cities program has re-
sulted in the creation of hundreds of little bureaucracies basically
responsible to no one which have not effectively dealt with the ever-
worsening urban crisis. Efforts to stimulate citizen participation in
them have been grossly unsuccessful.

There are ways for the Federal Government to encourage with the
carrot and with the stick some improvement in local governmental
units and regionalization of those units when it makes sense to re-
gionalize. But the basic power to govern the cities, which includes
the power to plan and to execute, must, in my view, be vested in the
people who live in the cities and those they elect, for those who plan
and those who govern must be responsible to the voters and not to
the Federal Government.

Second, T suggest that the Federal Government should create an
Urban Government Commission charged with the duty of providing
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yardsticks for the guidance of Federal Government, local govern-
ments, and of their citizens. For example, New York’s air pollution
problem is national in some aspects—automotive emissions; regional
1n some aspects—industrial pollution ; and very local in some aspects—
incinerators. In allocating Federal assistance, the Federal Govern-
ment should require that the regional aspects of the problem be
dealt with on a regional basis and the Urban Government Commis-
sion could determine the appropriate region and the aspect of the
problem to be dealt with regionally. In order to qualify for such
aid, either the local governments involved would form a regional
planning and administrative unit to deal with the problem in its re-
gional aspects or the Federal Government could decline to extend as-
sistance and would explain why to the voters.

The yardstick function, however, goes farther. For example, re-
cent statistics indicate that the cost of per capita police protection in
a city of 100,000 is some $13 per capita and that in New York City,
it is $39 per capita, or at least it was before the last round of wage
and pension increases. Similarly, recent studies in New York City
indicate that the cost of collecting garbage by private collectors who
pay fees to the city and earn profits is $17 per ton and that it costs
the city some $49 per ton to do the same job without the profits or
fees. In an era in which cities are demanding and I suppose will ul-
timately receive many forms of Federal assistance, it is wholly ap-
propriate for the Federal Government to decline to subsidize urban
operations that are carried on at such outrageous cost levels.

The urban government commission should conduct continuing
analyses of the urban governmental function, should seek to estab-
lish general guidelines as to governmental size and efficiency, and
when cities such as New York face major crises, even subject partic-
ular cities to examination in depth and publish the results in order
to encourage citizen action where necessary. The withholding of as-
sistance in circumstances of gross urban inefficiency, with a public
explanation as to why, will have an inevitable impact upon the vot-
ers in the area.

Third, I suggest that national legislation must be regionalized.
The notion that an urban Federal aid program can or should be uni-
form and have the same applicability to every city in the country is
simplistic. There are local variations in demands, in needs, in costs
and in possibilities. So national legislation in the housing field, for
example, should reflect and make room for variations in local needs
and in local costs. The minimum cost of housing construction in my
city is usually something above the maximum which the Federal
Government would approve and assist.

Different regions have different problems and different priorities.
Old cities have problems that differ from most of the new cities.
Small cities have problems that differ from those of large cities.
Federal legislation should recognize these variations and give each
area maximum choices as to the uses to which federal aid is to be
put.

Fourth, I suggest that there exists in the Congress of the United
States the base for the creation of regional planning units through-
out the country. The elected representatives of the people, elected
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every 2 years and quite frequently through hotly contested elections,
are the most appropriate people to plan. They plan anyway. They
decide upon objectives and they decide upon methods to accomplish
those objectives.

If there is to be a regional planning unit for the metropolitan
area of New York to deal with its transportation and air pollution
problems, why should it not consist of the congressmen representing
those areas which are within 100 miles of the city and are part of
that regional unit? If indeed the Federal Government is to foster
regional planning, what better representatives of the region can
there be than those elected by the voters every 2 years? For these
planners also have substantial power over resource allocation, unlike
the planning units which we in New York City have become famil-
iar with. And they must account to their constituents every 2 years.
These two elements—power to act and voter responsibility——seem to
me to be two critical elements lacking in the traditional planning
concept. .

Finally, and most important, I suggest that what is needed more
than” anything else is some national analysis of the purpose to be
served in our national economy and in our national life by the cities
in the coming decades and a national plan for the utilization of our
cities. For it.seems to me that today’s urban crisis is largely a result
of the loss.by the city of its reason for being and the absence of any
newly discovered rationale to replace the old. .

We.are told that historically,.cities existed in order to provide de-
fense to their inhabitants. That rationale is no longer of any valid-
ity.’ : ' ' :
Later, cities existed because they provided places for people to live
and to work. The existence of business and industry in the cities at-
tracted residents; the existence of residents in the cities attracted
business and industry. And the city grew from this interplay be-
tween the business seeking workers and the workers seeking jobs,
and the city thrived.

In the 1970’s, all of this has changed. A network of roads has been
built which makes it possible for people to travel short distances rel-
atively rapidly. Communications today by telephone and by air
make a centrally located business activity of less significance. Popu-
lation has increasingly dispersed from the cities to the suburbs
under the encouragement of the Federal Government’s tax policies.
And today, the city no longer lives upon the mutual attraction be-
tween those who seek work and those who seek to employ them. The
workers live in the suburbs and increasingly, the businesses are mov-
ing closer to the places where the people live. According to the New
York Times of May 11 of this year, 80,000 jobs were lost by the
New York metropolitan area last year alone. )

The move is a national one, affecting every major city, for as costs
of urban government.rise, every city businessman must ask himself
at some point when the latest increase in the cost of doing business
in the city hits, “Why are we here?”

" If there were a first rate mass transit system that could speed the
employees into the heart of the city from the surrounding suburbs in
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convenience and comfort, the city might remain the center of busi-
ness. But absent such a transportation system, the pressure from the
center to the outskirts is unrelenting. .

In addition, population growth, we are told, requires the construe-
tion of perhaps a hundred new cities in the next 20 to 30 years.
These new cities will not be economically viable unless their resi-
dents have either ready access to the existing centers of business or
business moves closer to those new cities. The current trend is clear
and if it continues, the question will arise as to what function the
cities will then perform.

Tt seems to me that some understanding of the answer to this
question is essential if we are going to have a rational national
urban policy and if the Federal Government is to play a rational
role in the urban planning process. No one, so far as I know, has
made the study which I think is necessary, but it is clear that these
days, the cities are increasingly performing the function of being
the depository of the nation’s poor. According to the mayor of Bos-
ton, one-fifth of the people in his city are on welfare, and one-sev-
enth of the people in my city are. And the flow of the poor into the
city continues unchanged.

Tf the process continues as it has in the past, it is really silly to
suggest that a plan or a planner can buck the tide, reverse the trend,
and so manipulate the future that the flow of people and business
will reverse unless that planner has massive resources behind him
and is willing to use them: And the necessary resources would have
to include the power to enact national legislation such as tax deduc-
tions for residents who pay rent in the city instead of or in addition
to those of suburban homeéowners, and substantial tax incentives for
businesses which locate within the metropolis instead of outside of

1t.

But I would question both the feasibility and the desirability of
such an effort. After all, are our cities really the best places for peo-
ple to live? Is not dispersion of both population and business to
outlying areas desirable? Is it necessary to centralize commercial ac-
tivity in an era of such rapid and instant communication? Would it
not be wiser than attempting to build a mass transportation system
capable of carrying millions of people into the city to encourage or
at least permit a natural out-migration of the businesses to the
places where people live?

1f the trend of out-migration can’t or'should not be reversed, then
what role. will .the cities play? This is the question which I think
needs an authoritative answer by this Congress. Surely they will re-
main cultural centers. Possibly, they will remain financial centers.
And if the poor of the Nation are to continue to flow into cities,
then I suggest that the cities may functionally be best adapted to be
used as nationally financed educational, training, and rehabilitation
centers for the permanently poor, many of whom live out their lives
o’ welfare without ever becoming effective members of society.

The bulk of those’on welfare in New York City are children—
80-85 percent. A major investment in education, in training, in the
children, might mean that the trend of the last 10 years which has
so crippled the cities might be reversed in the next generation.
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The need for such a study as I have suggested is pressing. The cit-
ies need some insight into where they are going. The mayors have
not time to think of the future because they are so beset by the
problems of today. Attention must be given now to how this country
can take advantage of and use the magnificent capital plants that
make up our cities—streets, utilities, water systems, buildings, cul-
tural centers, educational institutions, and all the rest—before those
capital assets deteriorate from misuse or nonuse.

Central to this question is some determination as to what economi-
cally feasible role the cities will play in the America of 30 years
from today. I suggest that a national definition of the function of
the cities in the 1970%s is essential if the Federal Government is to
play the appropriate role that it should play in encouraging and fa-
cilitating cooperative efforts by local authorities and local interests
who are trying to save their cities and make them into rational
Places to live,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Costikyan and an article from the
Saturday Review entitled “Cities Can Work” follow :)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EDWARD N. COSTIKYAN
REGIONAL PLANNING AND THE URBAN PROBLEM IN THE 1970’s

The concept of planning as a device to shape the future of the cities gained
widespread acceptance in this country after World War 1. By the 1930’s, the
terms “planning,” “master plan,” “regional planning,” and the like became an
accepted part of the governmental lexicon. In the case of the city with whose
affairs I have some familiarity, New York City, planning became institution-
alized, at least on paper during the same decade. :

In 1938 a new city charter created a City Planning Commission which was
to create and adopt a Master Plan for the physical development of the city.
Once' the Master Plan was adopted the Planning Commission was given the
right to approve any city project which affected the Master Plan, and unless a
majority of the Planning Commission approved such a project it could not be
adopted without a three-quarters vote in our senior legislative body.

The charter reflected with precision what “planning” meant in the 1930’s.
For it described the plan to be adopted as follows :

“A master plan of the city which shall show desirable streets, roads,
highways and the grades thereof, public places, bridges and tunnels and
the approaches thereto, viaducts, parks, public reservations, parkways,
squares, playgrounds, roadways in parks, sites for public buildings and
structures, building zone districts, pierhead and bulkhead lines, docks and
wharves, waterways, routes of railroads, omnibuses and ferries, locations
of drainage systems, sewers, sewage treatment plants, incinerators, water
conduits and other public utilities privately or publicly owned, and such
other features, changes and additions as will provide for the improvement
of the city and its future growth and development and afford adequate fa-
cilities for the housing, transportation, distribution, comfort, convenience,
health and welfare of its population.”

This concept of planning reflected current reform attitudes about urban gov-
ernment. Those seeking good government looked to experts, somewhat removed
from the political process, to blueprint the future, to manage by fiat the na-
ture of urban change, to improve the quality of urban life by mobilizing intel-
lectual resources and to plan the proper future for the city, all in the hope
that through these means the city as it then existed would painlessly make its
way to the city of the future which the planners envisioned.

Indeed, both the objectives of the plan, i.e.,—shall we have a city with
heavy industry, light industry or no industry,—shall we have rapid mass
transit or individual highway transit—and the details of accomplishing the
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plan—where shall we put the industry, the subways, and the highways—were
to be rationally determined by rational planners, and then implemented by the
city’s political arms.

Thirty-three years have passed since that Charter went into effect. No Mas-
ter Plan has every been adopted. Indeed, no Master Plan conforming to the de-
seription contained in the 1938 charter has ever even been proposed. And New
York City’s development, or recession which seems a more appropriate deserip-
tive, has continued substantially unaffected by any over-all plan.

Instead, the development of New York City has been the product of eco-
nomic developments, Congressional legislation, tax policies, inflationary pres-
sures, labor relations practices, and a host of other factors. Our Planning
Commission has become a superzoning agency which, in addition, approves
projects affecting various relatively tiny parts of our vast metropolis.

The cost of all this has been substantial. The 1969-70 budget for the plan-
ning function was over $5,000,000. It was less in earlier years but it was never
minimal.

But the New York City of today:

With a World Trade Center rising in Lower Manhattan which will ab-
sorb the foreseeable demand for Lower Manhattan office space for the
foreseeable future. :

With a mass transit system which has fewer passengers paying higher
fares each year.

With highways pouring automobiles into the city from the North, East
and West to the point that the city talks of barring cars from parts of
Manhattan.

With a declining population in the heart of the city.

With a welfare population equal to 1/7th of our total population.

With a declining supply of housing, as owners of residential properties
abandon them because they are economically unfeasible and builders and
investors refuse to undertake new housing construction.

With air pollution problems of staggering proportions.

With businessés increasingly moving out of the city and an increasing
decline in jobs each year.

And with a city government increasingly unable to furnish basic services
of safety and sanitation despite massive increases in manpower and com-
pensation for that manpower.

That city, the New York City of 1971, is simply not the produect of the
planners or the planning of the 1930’s or the 1940’s or 1950's or 1960’s.

The result would not have differed if our planning base had been larger. It
is true that New York City’s transportation problems, for example, would re-
quire & planning base even larger than the city in order to deal with them
effectively. That base should include eastern, central and northern New Jersey,
almost all of Long Island, Westchester and other suburban counties, and west-
ern Connecticut. But it was not the absence of such a regional planning unit
which has led to New York City’s inadequate transportation system. Rather, it
has been the result of a political decision by the Congress to create a national
highway system instead of, for example, mass transit. It has been the result of
a political decision by the Congress to foster automobiles and abandon rail-
ways.

The highways got built and were connected one with the other without re-
gional planning units. They crisscross the areas surrounding the City and most
of them find their way into the heart of the city. They were not planned by
any planners. They were enacted by this Congress.

Nor would the results have differed if more specific plans had been prepared
by the Planning Commission. For whatever those plans might have been, they
could not have been carried out without resource allocation, and those who
controlled the resources did their own planning—and they planned for highways
instead of houses.

To me, this history of the planning idea indicates that the regional planning
device—the notion that experts can plan the future and that the creation of
planning bodies divorced from governmental units with power to govern would
change the nature of urban change—is not a very useful tool in dealing with
today’s urban problems, let alone in solving tomorrow’s.

In New York City our Planning Commission has abandoned the notion that
the kind of planning contemplated in the 1930’s was worth the effort. After
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substantial prodding by the federal government to produce a “comprehensive
plan” in order to qualify for various federal programs, it decided it was time
to produce the Master Plan which the 1938 (and the 1962 Charter which su-
perseded it) charter mandated. But it has produced a document which is not a
Master Plan at all but rather a compendium of ideas, complaints, observations
of the obvious, political puffery, occasional sensible suggestions, statements of
purpose and principle, and generally the kind of political writing which one
finds in position papers at campaign time. I quote a few examples:

THE NATURE OF THE PLAN

" «“Phis Plan is not a conventional master plan. It is not, for one thing, pri-
marily a physical plan. While we do go into considerable detail on many con-
struction and public works projects, our purpose is not to present an over-all
design for physical development. Put on colored maps, such plans do present a
nice senseé of order, but one which does not have too much to do with reality.
Our primary concern is with the processes for the City’s growth.”

POSITION PAPER

“People ought to be given room to walk unhindered by cars, easy access to
mass transit, convenient places to eat and shop. These amenities cannot be left
to happenstance. New buildings must be planned so they work better together,
and they will be more economic if they are.”

OBSERVATION OF THE OBVIOUS

“Prucks are essential for the ﬁovement of goods in and out of New York as
well as the distribution of them within it.”

CAMPAIGN POSITION PAPERS

“To make the system work well also for low-income blacks and Puerto Ri-
cans is an enormously difficult task. The challenge is not simply to broaden
the system ; it is to do it without diluting the quality of education. Schools are
one of the chief reasons why people stay in a community, or leave it. If more
middle-income people are to stay in New York City, the school system as a
svhole must be upgraded.”

“The Civil Service system is much to blame. Set up, like the anti-graft meas-
ures, for what were once the best of reasons, it has become sufficient unto it-
self, insulated not only from politicians but from the political process and
from people. Its merit system impedes merit. It automatically promotes medio-
cre people but blocks rapid promotion of first-rate people. It offers security,
Hut it does not offer enough training and advancement opportunities for able
and ambitious young people.” )

"Most critics who have analyzed@ the proposed Plan agree that is not a plan
at all but some sort of social commentary. In any event, it is clear that the
proposed Plan is not the Master I’lan for the physical development of the city
which the 1948 charter mandated and the 1962 charter continued to demand.
”"Nevertheless, in the 1970s the need for regional planning and for regionaliza-
tion of some governmental functions remain. For example, our transportation,
environmental and economic problems remain regional problems. The entire
Metropolitan Region is part of the economic base of which New York City is
still ‘the center. The salaries paid by our city to its teachers and police and
firemen affect those paid by other municipalities as well as the wages paid by
industry. - ' )
~And’as our problems seem to get larger ‘and larger and our units of govern-
ment become larger and larger, the citizen feels that he is more and more re-
mote from this government, more and more powerless to deal with it, more
and more incapable of dealing with local problems let alone the regional ones
which the ever increasingly large units of government are supposed to deal
with.

In New York City we attempted to deal with this problem by creating local
planning boards. The city is divided into some thirty-five local planning areas
w},lichi are supposed to reflect historical communities and these planning
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boards are supposed to be consulted about plans and programs which affect
their areas. By and large, with the exception of two or three very vocal local
planning boards, the loecal boards have been ineffective: the feeling of isolation
persists: the boards do not represent their communities since they are ap-
pointed by centralized authorities and not selected by the communities them-
selves : and the pressure for decentralization continues.

And so the questions recur:

How can we deal with our regional problems?

How can we afford the citizen an opportunity to participate in decisions
which affect him? .

How can we provide for popular representation in making regional plans?

How can we eliminate unnecessary overcentralization in governmental plan-
ning and administration?

Should we consolidate existing governmental programs into larger depart-
ments or decentralize into regional departments or perhaps do both?

What role should existing political structures play in this process?

Underlying all these question is a more basic one: will the answers to any
of these questions help resolve today’s urban crisis and avoid a future crisis?
I suspect that the answer to this basic question is that we are asking the
wrong questions and seeking the wrong solutions.” For example, I do not be-
lieve that the present problems of the city are susceptible of treatment
through the regional planning device. Nor do I believe that regional planning
can shape the future of the city, or that an expansion of the use of the device,
or federal encouragement of the creation of regional planning councils, or the
creation of federal regional planning units with an administator appointed by
the federal government with substantial powers will be of much help. )

For whatever planning councils and planning units may be created, the en-
tity with the basic power to plan remains the entity which is vested with legis-
lative and executive power over the area in question. For example, the deci-
sion to enact the federal highway program was a basic planning decision that
has affected every city in the country, most of them adversely. The failure of
the Congress to enact a comparable federal housing program has been a basic
planning decision that has affected every city in the country, adversely. The
decision of the Congress to afford favored tax treatment to suburban home-
owners as against city renters was a basic planning decision that affected
every city ddversely. The absence of any adequate federal mass transit pro-
gram is the result of a basic planning decision which has affected every city
adversely.

The list of basic decisions by the Congress of the United States, and by
state legislatures, which have shaped the present conditions of the cities, not-
withstanding whatever regional plans or local plans were adopted by local
planning bodies, reflect the fact that basic priority decisions such as those enu-
merated above determine the nature of the future of every region in the coun-
try. Neither more regional planning nor better regional planning can alter the
direction of growth or decay which flows from such basic resource allocations
as the ones I have described. )

I do not believe that the members of Congress are prepared to turn over to
any regional planning entities the power to decide upon the allocations of re-
sources. The future of the cities, therefore, like their present, will be the re-
sult of basic resource allocations by the Congress, not of any planning deci-
sions by planning bodies. The entity with the power to allocate resources will
be the de facto basic planning entity for our futures. .

If this is so, how can the federal government facilitate the solution of re-
gional problems and encourage regional planning and make an effective contri-
bution to the solution of the urban crisis? :

I suggest that the federal government should make a new start in its deal-
ings with the cities. I do not think revenue sharing is an adequate answer,
although it will help in the present crisis. I do not believe that the regionali-
zation of all federal programs will provide an effective solution, although it
could well facilitate administration. I do not believe that consolidation of the
400 to 500 existing programs would by itself provide the kind of new start
which.I believe is necessary, although consolidation would be desirable.

Let me suggest the following five points as points of departure for a new
federal urban policy. i ) .
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First, the federal government should recognize that existing urban govern-
mental units are the entities which must be used to govern the cities. Where
these governments are inadequate, as many are, efforts must be made to en-
courage their improvement, by the granting of federal aid to local governments
which perform, and denying it to those which do not. But bypassing existing
governmental units has not produced better urban government. The creation of
new units of government within the cities, as in the Poverty Program and the
Model Cities Program, has resulted in the creation of hundreds of little bu-
reaucracies responsible to no one, which have not effectively dealt with the
ever-worsening urban crisis, and the programs have not achieved what it was
hoped they would achieve. Efforts to stimulate citizen participation in them
have been unsuccessful.

And the quality of delivery of services has not notably improved : to the con-
trary, the creation of these discrete little pockets of government has tended to
diminish the effectiveness of most city government.

There are ways for the federal government to encourage, with the carrot
and the stick, improvement in local governmental units and regionalization of
those units when it makes sense to regionalize. But the basic power to govern
the cities, which includes the power to plan and to exXecute, must be vested in
the people who live in the cities, and those they elect. Those who govern must
be responsible to the voters and not to Washington.

Second, the federal government should create an Urban Government Commis-
sion charged with the duty of providing yardsticks for the guidance of the fed-
eral government, of local governments and of their citizens. For example, New
York’s air pollution problem is national in some aspects (e.g. automotive emis-
sions), regional in some aspects (e.g. industrial pollution) and local in some
aspects (e.g. incinerators). In allocating federal assistance, the federal govern-
ment should require that the regional aspects of the problem be dealt with on
a regional basis and the Urban Government Commission could determine the
appropriate region and the aspect of the problem to be dealt with regionally.
In order to qualify for aid, either the local governments involved would form
a regional planning and administrative unit to deal with the problem in its re-
gional aspects or the federal government would decline to extend assistance
and would explain precisely why to the voters.

Similarly, transportation has its national, regional and local aspects. Federal
assistance to transportation should be divided into its components and aid
withheld unless the units of government involved respond to the classifications
which the Urban Government Commission establishes.

The yardstick function, however goes farther. For example, recent statistics
indicate that the per capita cost-of police protection in a ecity of 100,000 is
some $13 per capita and-that in New York City it is $39 per capita, or at least
was before the last round of wage and pension increases. Similarly, recent
studies in the City of New York indicate that the cost of collecting garbage by
private collectors who pay fees and earn profits is $17 per ton and that it
costs the City some $49 per ton to do the same job without the profits or fees.
In an era in which cities are demanding and will ultimately receive many
forms of federal assistance, it is wholly appropriate for the federal govern-
ment to decline to subsidize urban operations that are carried on at such out-
rageous cost levels.

The Urban Government Commission should conduct continuing analyses of
the urban governinental function, seek to establish general guidelines as to
governmental size and efficiency, and, when' cities such as New York face
major crises, even subject particular cities to examination in depth and pub-
lish the results in order to encourage citizen action, where necessary. The
withholding of assistance in circumstances of gross urban inefficiency, with a
public explanation as to why, will have an inevitable impact upon the voters
in any area.

In short, T suggest that the Urban Government Commission establish yards-
ticks which both specify the unit of government, local, metropolitan or re-
gional, to which assistance will be given to deal with particular aspects of a
problem, and analyze existing urban governments in order to identify exces-
sively costly operations because the unit administering the operation is too
sthall or too big or two inefficient. In the case of such excessively costly opera-
tions, federal aid would be withheld.
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This kind of information gathering and publication will not be unwelcome to
the residents of urban areas, or, in some cases, to their administrators. For
many of the latter are prisoners of the past and are merely paying for what
their predecessors unwisely agreed to three, and four and five years earlier.
The existence of a federal yardstick, and the threat and the actuality of with-
holding of federal assistance, are effective tools to a beleaguered urban execu-
tive struggling with civil service unions and an unhappy populace.

Third, I suggest that national legislation must be regionalized. The notion
that an urban federal aid program can or should be uniform and have the
same applicability to every city in the country, is simplistic. There are local
variations in demands, in needs, in costs, and in possibilities. And so national
legislation in the housing field should reflect and make room for variations in
local needs and in local costs. (The minimum cost of housing construction in
New York City is usually somewhat above the maximum which the Federal
Government will approve. And yet those costs are to a great extent the prod-
uct of the federal government’s own tax policies and labor policies.)

Similarly, different regions have different problems, different priorities, dif-
ferent objectives. Old cities have problems that differ from those of new cities.
Small cities have problems that differ from those of large cities. And while
small cities perhaps should consolidate operations and enlarge their population
and governing bases, usually large cities have far too much in the way of peo-
ple and territory to deal with. Federal legislation should recognize these varia-
tions and give each area maximum choices as to the uses to which federal aid
is to be put.

In addition, in order to make room for these local variations in needs, the
many, many grant programs which the federal government now sponsors
should be consolidated and the regions and the cities should be afforded some
degree of choice as to which of those particular programs are of particular im-
portance in that region or that city. )

Fourth, I suggest that there exists in the Congress of the United States
today the base for the creation of regional planning units throughout the coun-
try. The elected representatives of the people, elected every two years, and
quite frequently through hotly contested election, are the most appropriate peo-
ple to plan—to decide upon objectives and upon methods to accomplish those
objectives—for any region.

If there is to be a regional planning unit for the metropolitan area of New
York to deal with transportation and air pollution problems for example why
should it not consist of the Congressmen representing those areas within 100
miles of the city? If there is to be regional planning dealing with Long Island
Sound and its development, why should not the regional planners consist of
the Congressmen whose districts abut upon that magnificent waterway? If in-
deed the federal government is to foster regional planning, what better repre-
sentatives of the region can there be than those elected by the voters every
two years to represent them?

For these planners also have substantial power over resource allocations, un-
like the planning units which we in New York City have become familiar
with.

1 suggest that the Congress of the United States contains within it the mak-
ings of every regional planning council that this country needs. The appropri-
ate region or other planning unit in each case depends upon the nature of the
problem presented. The unit which should plan mass transport is not identical
in size to the unit which should plan to deal with air or water pollution. In
New York City, New Jersey helps to pollute our air and upstate cities help to
pollute our water.

Yet we cannot create separate permanent planning units of such diversity to
deal with each of these and other problems. But, Congress contains within it
representatives of each area. Out of the Congress one can put together a re-
gional planning unit of whatever size is appropriate for the problems to be
dealt with. Each such planning unit will be an ad hoc unit—perhaps specified
by the Federal Urban Commission I have suggested—but it will carry with it
a substantial voice in the legislative process. Its members will have direct re-
sponsibility to the voters for what they do or fail to do. These two elements—
power to act and voter responsibility—seem to me to be two critical elements
lacking in .the traditional planning concept which have made planning so inef-
fective as a device to shape the future of the cities.

52-355—71—pt. 4 2
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Finally, I suggest that what is needed more than anything else today is a
national analrsis of the purpose to be served in our national economy and na-
tional life by the cities in the coming decade and a national plan for the utili-
zation of our cities. For it seems to me that today’s urban erisis is largely the
result of the loss by the City of its reason for being and the absence of any
newly discovered rationale to replace the old.

We are told that historically cities existed in order to provide defense to
their inhabitants. That rationale is no longer valid.

Later cities existed because they provided places for ‘people to live and to
work : the existence of business and industry in the cities attracted residents ;
the existence of residents in the cities attracted business and industry. The
city grew from this interplay between the business seeking workers and the
worker seeking a job. The city thrived and grew. Its economy has basically
healthy. .

In the 1970°s, all of this has changed. A network of roads has been built,
which makes it possible for people to travel short distances relatively rapidly.
Communications today by telephone and by air make a centrally located busi-
ness activity of less significance. Population has increasingly dispersed from
the cities to the suburbs under the encouragement of the federal government’s
tax policies. And today the city no longer lives upon the mutual attraction be-
tween those who seek work and those who seek to employ them. The workers
increasingly live in the suburbs. The businesses increasingly are moving closer
to the places where their people live. According to The New York Times of
May 11, 80,000 jobs were lost by the New York Metropolitan Area last year
alone.

This move is a national one, affecting every major city. The outflow of busi-
ness is no temporary phenomenon. As costs of urban governmernt rise every
businessman must ask himself at some point when the latest increase in the
cost of doing business hits: “Why are we here?”

If there were a first rate mass transit system that could speed the employ-
ees into the heart of the city from the surrounding countryside in convenience
and comfort, the city might remain the center of business. But absent such a
transportation system, the pressure from the center to the outskirts is unre-
lenting.

In addition, population growth, we are told, requires the construction of per-
haps 100 new cities in the next twenty or thirty years. It will not be easy to
build these new cities within the existing ones without massive disruption and
massive costs. But these new cities will not be economically viable unless their
residents have either ready access to the existing centers of business or busi-
ness moves closer to these new cities. .

The current trend is clear. The businesses are moving to where the people
are. Transportation systems are not being developed in order to bring the peo-
pie to the cities where the businesses used to be. ’

If this trend continues, and there is no evidence to suggest it will not, what
functions will the cities perform? It seems to me some understanding of the
answer to this question is essential if we are to have a rational national
urban policy and if the federal government is to play a rational role in the
urban planning process. )

T have not made the study which I believe is necessary to answer this ques-
tion. But it is clear that today the cities are increasingly performing the finc-
tion of being the depository of the nation’s poor. According to the Mayor of
Boston one-fifth of the people in his city are on Welfare. According to the
Mayor of New York one-seventh of ‘the people in New York City are on wel-
fare. The rate continues to increase. The flow of the poor into the city contin-
ues unchanged. '

In this context, if the process continues as it has in the past, it is silly to
suggest that a plan or a planner can buck the tide, reverse the trend, and so
manipulate the future that the flow of people and business will reverse, unless
that planner has massive resources behind him and is willing to use them. The
necessary resources would have to include the power to enact national legisla-
tion. ‘ '

One can conceive of a set of circumstances ‘which might reverse the trend:
toll highways charging high tolls instead of free ones; high gas taxes; tax de-
ductions for residents paying rent in the city instead of for suburban home-
owners : substantial tax incentives for businesses which locate within the me-
tropolis instead of outside it. ’
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Indeed one can conjure up a number of proposals which might tend to
encourage business to stay and residents to move back, but I would question
both the feasibility and the desirability of such attempts.

Are our cities really the best places for people to live?

Is not dispersion of both population and business to outlying areas desira-
ble?

Is it necessary to centralize commercial activity in an era of such rapid and
instant communication?

Would it not be cheaper and wiser, than attempting to build a mass trans-
portation system capable of carrying millions of people into the city, to encour-
age or at least fo permit the natural outmigration .of the businesses to the
places where people live? . .
I do not attempt to answer these questions as to feasibility and desirability.
T suggest, however, that the idea is so strong that only the most massive in-
vestment of assets and the most strenuous interference with the natural flow
of economwic forces could reverse it.

What role, then, will the cities play? Surely they will remain cultural cen-
ters. Possibly they will remain financial centers. And if the poor of the nation
are to continue to flow into the cities, then the cities may functionally be best
adapted to be used as nationally financed educational, training and rehabilita-
tion centers—for the permanently poor, many of whom 4liwie out their lives on
welfare without ever becoming effective members of society.

The bulk of those on welfare are children. A major investment in education,
in training, in the children, could mean that the trend of the last ten years
which has so crippled the cities, might be reversed in the next generation.

Perhaps all of the foregoing places undue emphasis upon a temporary phe-
nomenon. If that i$ the case, the need for a federal study on the future of the
cities is even more pressing. For the cities need some insight into where they
are going. The mayors haven’t time to think of the future because they are so
beset by the problems of today. Some attention must be given now to how this
country can take advantage of and use the magnificent capital plants that
make up our cities—their streets, utilities, water supplies, buildings, cultural
centers, educational institutions and all the rest—before those capital assets
deteriorate from misuse or non-use.

Central to this question is some determination as to what economically feasi-
ble role the cities will play in the America of 30 years from .today. It is proba-
bly too late to save the cities as they have been but it is not too soon to start
planning how to convert them and rehabilitate them for the uses to which
they are increasingly being put and to the uses to which, in today’s economy,
they can best be put.

I suggest that such a national definition of the function of the cities in the
1970’s is essential if the federal government is to play an appropriate role in
encouraging and facilitating cooperative efforts by local authorities and local
interests who are trying to save their cities.

{From the Saturday Review, Apr. 4, 1970]
Cities CAN WORK

(By Edward N. Costikyan)

(Note : Edward N..Costikyan, a New York attorney and former leader of the
Democratic Committee of New York County is author of Behind Closed Doors:
Politics in the Public Interest.)

“Why are the mayors all quitting?
Why are the cities all broke?
Why are the people all angry ?
Why are we dying of smoke?
Why are the Streets unprotected?
Why are the schools in distress?
Why is the trash uncollected?
How did we make such a mess?”’ .

’ —Anon.

This bit of verse sums up with commendable clarity and directness the prob-

lems of the cities as we enter a new decade. The answers are less clear, and
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the solutions still more obscure. But a misunderstanding of the causes of the
trouble has led most urbanologists to a wholly ineffective and unlikely cure.
For the nearly universal prescription would have the federal government pro-
vide massive financial assistance and take over as many city governmental
functions as can possibly be palmed off upwards.

I doubt that the federal government will provide money in sufficient
amounts to reconstruct our cities within the near future. Although some of a
city’s money problems, such as the costs of welfare, properly are financed in
whole, instead of only in part, by the federal government, massive increases in
federal and would not solve a city’s problems, but rather would be quickly in-
gested by the money-consuming monster that city government can become.
Therefore, the causes of the crises within our cities demand a different type of
federal help for two reasons: The predominant cause of city crises is the col-
lapse and destruction of the political machine. The second cause is the short-
age of a supply of cheap labor essential to the growth and life of any city.

The political machine was the institutional backbone of city government dur-
ing the period in which our cities were built. It played a multitude of
governmental roles. And it gave the average citizen the direct access to gov-
ernment services, which he eannot find today.

The base of the machine was the captain of the election district or precinet.
He was in charge of a one-to two-block area for the party. And he was in
charge year round. If a resident had a problem——a leaking ceiling, no water or
heat, a son in trouble with the law, a shortage of cash or food—he turned to.
his neighbor the captain. The captain, if he himself could not deal with the
problem, took the constituent to “the leader” at the local clubhouse. There the
problem was explained, and the leader undertook to solve it. If it was a leaky
roof, the leader called someone he knew in the appropriate city department—
often someone the leader had placed there—explained the problem, and got ac-
tion. .

This power of lateral invasion into the bureaucracy made efficient adminis-
tration of a large city possible. It kept the bureaucracy hopping. But it also
encouraged corruption. The average citizen, however, was willing to tolerate a
degree of corruption as the price of his having ready access to government
services. But the more affluent members of society (the backbone of every re-
form movement), seeing in this lateral access to government services (and not
needing those services) potential and actual corruptionn set out to destroy
that access and the system that produced it.

By and large, these efforts have succeeded in their intent. But we will never
know whether their success represents, on balance, progress or retrogression,
for all the histories of the political machines and their workings have been
written from a reform orientation. It should be observed, however, in the ab-
sence of fairer contemporaneous data, that the political machines built the cit-
ies, paved their streets, dug their sewers, and piped their water supply sys-
tems. Furthermore, under the administration of the machines, mass transit
systems, school systems and massive developments of new housing were con-
structed. .

It would be laughable to suggest that any of our present city administra-
tions could accomplish one-tenth of what the political machines accomplished
during the period from the Civil War to World War 1.

The machine was also the source of manpower to staff the city government,
Of course, the city jobs available to the machine were part of its lifeblood.
But the reservoir of people with some training in city government was also a
resource for the city—a resource whose absence today has contributed to the
“mess” referred to in the verse. People untrained in government try to learn
what it is all about while on the job, wandering in and out of office at a pace
that staggers the minds of the citizenry. By and large, these untrained people
find themselves unable to effectivély control or direct the bureaucracy, and fre-
quently they quit in frustration. '

The reform answer to the machine as the personnel pool for government was
the creation of a competing source of manpower : civil service. As long as civil
service and the machine remained in competition for the staffing of the govern-
ment, the administrative result was good. But with the collapse of the ma-
chine, eivil service has monopolized the field, and the administrative results
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have been disastrous, for the bureaucracies have a double layer of protection
that deprives any elected official of the power to get the bureaucrats to do
their jobs. One layer is the impossibility of firing a civil servant. The other is
the civil service unions, which have such power over the city—in the absence
of alternative sources of manpower—that in the final analysis the bureaucra-
cies are in a position to dictate to elected officials and their appointees. The
bureaucrats can specify what they will and will not do (such as inspect boil-
ers during a cold wave), what they will wear, and where they will work. The
elected official (or his appointee) is at their mercy.

And these bureaucracies of unionized civil servants are strangling the cities.
In New York City, for example, the police force has been doubled in the past
fifteen years, although the population figures have remained almost constant.
Fewer, not more policemen are on the line. There are supposedly six policemen
for every one- to two-block election district in Manhattan. Tell that to a New
Yorker and he’ll laugh at you. He hasn’'t seen one of those policemen on the
beat for yvears—unless it’s to protect Khrushchev or Castro or the President of
the United States. And then the question is, “Where did they all come from?”

There are fewer than 3,000 policemen assigned to duty on New York City
streets (in ears or on foot) at any one time. (Put aside whether those as-
gigned are where they are supposed to be.) One night last year, according to
former Mayor Robert Wagner, there was not a single policeman on duty on
the streets of Brooklyn. And the cost of all this “protection” has been esti-
mated to be about $39 per citizen in New York City, as compared with about
$18 per capita in a city of 100,000 people. When Mayor John Lindsay tried to
change an archaic state statute that stipulated police be assigned to only three
equal shifts, the police union first fought him in the state legislature, and lost.
Ultimately, however, the union won by simply refusing to go along, and the
fourth shift, which increases the number of police on duty during high crime
periods, is now “voluntary” and is paid overtime.

The same phenomena of high costs, large numbers of employees with few on
the line, rigidity, and immunity from discipline by elected officials or their ap-
pointees are found in every city department.

The cost of all this leaps and leaps. In New York City, the cost of providing
essential services goes up every year by about 15 percent, while revenues rise
by less than 5 per cent. The result is the annual budget gap, with which city
dwellers are familiar, and which causes the cry for more federal money. New
York City’s budget, at $3-billion in 1965, is more than double that five years
later. This $3-billion increase has not been absorbed by the cost of new serv-
ices, but by the cost of existing programs. More federal aid will not solve the
problem created by the capacity of the present bureaucracies to absorb more
and more money for the same, or perhaps less, service. B

The destruection of the political machine has left thc unionized civil service
bureaucracies with the same control over the life of the city that the machine
once enjoyed and abused sufficiently to lead to the growth of civil service.

Finally, the destruction of the machine has left some governmental function
without anyone to perform them. The city’s election machinery, for example,
was once operated by the political parties. The parties, rather than the city,
not only trained thé election inspectors but paid them (the city paid a pit-
tance, and still does, but the parties no longer can transform this pittance inte
reasonable compensation). The parties saw that the polls were open when they
should be, and that the voting machines worked. True, the parties sometimes
abused their power. There were conflicts of interest in primary elections where
one faction or another selected the inspectors. (In the first primary in which I
was elected a district leader, my opponent selected the thirty-two Democratic
inspectors who, with thirty-two Republican ones, operated our sixteen polling
places, T won, nonetheless.)

But if the parties no longer are capable of performing this governmental
function. And although some critics attribute breakdowns in the electoral ma-
chinery to the venality of the political machine, in fact, it is the result of im-
competence.

The political consequences of the destruction of the machine are far more
obvious than the governmental ones. The wave of upset victories in recent city
primaries and elections all over the country is the obvious product of the
death of the political party machines and party loyalty and party discipline.
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The solution to all this is not the recreation of the political machines, an
impossible task given the level of competence of their present leaders and per-
sonnel. Rather it is to stimulate alternative methods of performing the neces-
sary governmental and political functions that the machines once performed.

The second major cause of the crisis of the cities has been the loss of a sup-
ply of cheap labor. This loss has not only escalated municipal government
costs. but has posed the most serious threat to the capacity of the cities to
survive.

Eliel Saarinen in his book The City: Its Growth, Its Decay, Its Future
pointed out that the basic function of a city is to provide places for people to
live and work. Indeed, without places to live, there can be no city.

The loss of a supply of cheap labor has eliminated the capacity of the city
(here I mean not the city government, but the totality of its institutions) to
provide the places for people to live. In New York City, residential construe-
tion has come to a halt—literally, not figuratively, for construction capital and
labor can far more profitably be devoted to commercial construction, where
rents of $16 per year per square foot can be earned, .

Unless some solution is found to this problem, the city is doomed to a slow
death as its existing supply of residential housing decays and becomes uninhah-
itable, and the city’s people are pushed out.

The second major problem created by the loss of a supply of cheap labor
has already been noted—the 15 per cent increase in the costs of city govern-
ment each yedr. Once city employment was attractive to ambitious young men
as well as to security-seeking citizens. There was a surplus of cheap labor.
Jobs were impermanent in an nonunionized volatile economy, and many offered
little in the way of a future. Lower paying government jobs were attractive.
They provided security and a step up the ladder. That is no longer true. To get
people to work for it, the city must now compete with the attempt to mateh
the private sector. As a result, the costs of city government had skyrocketed,
and will continue to skyrocket sufficiently to absorb all that giant transfusion
of federal aid to the cities that everyone calls for, and that is supposed to be
on the way. ) ,

Again. the solution is not to re-create a supply of cheap labor by having a
nice little recession (a solution the Nixon administration more and more ap-
pears to be pursuing). Rather the creation of alternative work forces, not
drawn from the existing high cost labor supply, seems essential.

So much for the causes of the crisis. What are the cures?

On the governmental level, the first task is to create a device to perform the
function once provided by.the machine of giving the citicen direct lateral ac-
cess to his government. The most popular proposal to accomplish this has been
called decentralization. I prefer to call it reallocation of government functions.
The proposal is that each government function will be assigned to the lowest
the smallest governmental entity qualified.to perform it. Under this approach,
basic government services, such as police patrolling, street cleaning, and parking
and housing enforcement, will be overseen by a local administrator in charge
of a district of about 100,000 people. Other services, such as those dealing with
air and -water pollution, would be administered on a regional basis. In between,
city or county governments would perform those functions they are best capable
of. .

The details of such a reorganization of city government are far too complex
to deal with here. But essential to the proposal is the notion that the local
administrator be elected by and be responsible to the voters whose streets he
is supposed to keep clean and safe, that the existing civil service bureaucracies
be -eliminated, that their functions and personnel be ‘reassigned to the appro-
priate level of government—local, city. county. or regional—and that. the
elected administrator of each level of government be given substantially
greater power over those he supervises then city officials now have over union-
ized civil servants, who also possess a fair amount of politieal power.

Finally, the proposal envisages the creation of local district councils consist-
ing of approwimately eighty committeemen. These committeemen would each
represent an election district, (or precinct)—one to two city blocks (about
1.500 people). The committeemen would be part-time city -employees elected by



563

their neighbors. They would act much as the old captain did; if there were a
problem about a leaky roof or a dirty street, the committeeman would be the
person to see. He would have direct aceess to the loeal administrator, as his
predecessor the captain had to the leader. Similar proposals have been made
elsewhere. In Los Angeles, a similar recent proposal gives the committeeman
the unwieldy but descriptive title of “neighborhoodman.”

Since the committeeman would be an elected official, he would be far more
sensitive to constituents’ problems than any remote unionized civil servant
downtown. And if the committeeman was not more sensitive, he could hardly
survive the next election.

It is hoped that this reallocation of government functions will achieve a
number of salutary effects:

Humanizing the presently impersonal government furnished by most cities to
their citizenry ;

liminatng the bureaucratic rigidity and waste of manpower that have char-
acterized increasingly centralized city government;

Placing responsibility for city government on identifiable individuals subject
to popular control and, when appropriate, to removal from office by those they
are supposed to be serving; and . o

Reducing the cost of government by eliminating the layers of administrators,
whieh result, for example, in less than 10 per cent of the New York City Po-
lice Department’s personnel (and analogous percentages in other departments)
performing line duty. . )

Without such a reorganization of city government, I do not believe massive
federal aid—if it ever comes—will solve the problems of the cities. And, al-
though the cities need the money, I'd rather not wait for it. Instead, I would
suggest that two other steps be taken by the federal government to help cities
$olve the basic problem of staying alive. .

First: On the city g'overnmental level, there is a' tremendous need for short-
term. vigorous, young manpower to deal with the emergencies that every city
constantly faces from time to time. The city’s existing manpower cannot meet
or effectively deal with ‘these emergencies. '

Consider: If teachers make demands that a city cannot or should not accept,
and they go on strike, what happens? The city capitulates, and up go the costs
of government. If there is a cold wave and a rash of complaints about lack of
heat. and building inspectors cannot keep up with the volume or refuse to try,
what happens People stay cold. If sanitationmen go on strike and there is a
health crisis, what happens? Unless the mayor can find a way to blame it on
the governor, the city capitulates.

And what of the many areas in every city similar to those in New York
City, such as Bedford-Stuyvesant in Brooklyn, Harlem in Manhattan, ‘and
Funts Point in the Bronx, where local government has broken down and the
city's total existing manpower, even if it were working at full strength, could
not deal with a particular areas’ problems unless it worked sixteen hours a
day and disregarded the remainder of the city?

The answer to all these situations is a special emergency force, consisting of
young men and women who would devote two to three years of their lives to
serving their city just as they are nmow asked to serve their counftry. They
could quickly be given sufficient knowledge of city government to spot housing
violations and to file compldints. They could move into a problem area, take it
over house by house, and clean it up. They could provide extra police protec-
tion in high crime areas; collect garbage, if that were necessary; patrol the
streets, if that were necessary; arrest nacotics pushers (which would be neces-
sary) : and bring help and guidancé to the oppressed city dwellers who live in
degradation. They could collect the rents. and make the repairs the absent
landlords refused to make. Some could first complete their educations and then
hring medical and legal services to the people and places that need it. No
pienie, it would be hard and sometimes dangerous work. What mayor would
not rejoice at such an emergency force?

The possibilities are limitless. It is clear that a force such as this is neces-
sary if the cities are ever going to undo the damage that time, bureaucracy,
and lack of money and manpower have already done.
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Federal sponsorship of such a program, including financial help and espe-
cially exemption from the draft, would do more to revitalize our cities than
any big gobs of money we are likely to see from Washington.

The most rewardng dividend, however, would be a generation of graduates
of the emergency force. Undoubtedly, some would stay in government. And all
would have a working knowledge of the problems of government that would
act as a bulwark against the electoral appeal of the demagogues we can confi-
dently expect to proliferate as television increasingly becomes politics’ princi-
pal medium of communications. Furthermore, it might supply some of the
meaning to life that so many of our young people seem to be seeking.

Second : the housing problem. If city governments were to operate to perfec-
tion but their present failure to build and maintain residential housing were
to continue, the cities would soon die, for private enterprise, using the money
and manpower available at present, simply cannot meet the cities’ housing
needs.

When a similar condition existed during the 1930s in the electric industry in
the South, the federal government found a solution. Through the Tennessee
Valley Authority and the Rural Electrification Administration, the federal
government did what private industry could not do. And, while TVA was a
yardstick, it was more than that; it was a stimulus to industrial growth and
expansion throughout the South. ’

The cities need a federal yardstick program to build housing at rational
costs. If industry and labor cannot do the job—and they simply eannot, given
today’s costs—let the federal government do what it did in the South in the
1930s ; unabashedly to into the business of dong what the private sector cannot
do.

This move would raise many problems. Vested interests in some labor unions
would protest., as would construction firms and bankers. But basically all con-
struction labor. building companies. and real estate bankers are at present de-
voting their efforts to commercial projects. They cannot build or finance hous-
ing at commercial construction costs, and they have not set up for themselves
two scales of costs that would permit the production of expensive commercial
buildings and less expensive housing. Accordingly. the cost of building housing
is the same as the cost of building commercial structures, but the returns on
commercial construction are many times higher. Small wonder that housing
construction has stopped and private financing for housing has dried up, while
new office buildings spring up one after another.

We need a federal yardstick operation with self-renewing federal money, and,
if necessary, the creation of a new housing construction work force to build
the millions of dwellings the cities will need in the coming years. The creation
of such a housing work force might well go a long way toward solving the im-
passe between the black man and the existing construction unions. There is no
stimulus competition, or even the threat of it, to produce action where ac-
tion is needed.

This kind of federal assistance would be far more effective than the pie-in-
the-sky massive assistance most urbanologists call for. For as cities get larger
and larger, their actions more and more seem to resemble those of the dino-
saur—or what we imagine the dinosaur to have been in its declining years:
large. clumsy, slow-moving. unable to deal with small enemies. too big to be
viable, afflicted with hardening of the arteries. The extinction of the dinosaurs
ultimately resulted from its inability to function and to regenerate itself.

Cities are already in that condition. They are not performing their basic
purpose of providing places for people to live, and because of this failure they
are dying. Hungry dinosaurs would probably have been kept alive a little
longer if there had been a heneficient federal government to provide food. But
extinction would have remained the dinosaur's fate.

Our cities will survive and be governable only if those we elect have effec-
tive power over those who are supposed to do the work, only if those we elect
are responsible and accountable to the people who elect them. and only if the
federal government gives the kind of help that will make manpower available
to do the work that survival requires.

Representative MooruEeap. Thank you, Mr. Costikyan, for a very
interesting, challenging and stimulating statement. I look forward to
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asking you some questions on several of the points you have raised.
Now we will hear from Mr. Feiss.

STATEMENT OF CARL FEISS, FAIA, MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON UR-
BAN PLANNING AND DESIGN, THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF
ARCHITECTS, ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEL BARKER, DIRECTOR,
URBAN PROGRAMS, AIA

Mr. Fess. Mr. Chairman, I am Carl Feiss, fellow of the Ameri-
can Institute of Architects, member of the ATA Urban Planning
and Design Committee.

Mr. Chairman, may I request a small change in the introduction,
please? T am not to be dean of the School of Architecture, I am sim-
ply to be a professor of architecture and urban studies at the univer-
sity.

Representative MooruEeap. Certainly, Mr. Feiss.

Mr. Feiss. The American Institute of Architects is a professional
society of 24,000 licensed architects with headquarters in Washing-
ton, D.C. The ATA has been deeply concerned with regional devel-
opment issues for many years ranging from the National Resources
Planning Board to the development and protection of the Appa-
lachian Trail System. But, perhaps, I have been at it longer than
any other of my peers, as you can tell by my gray beard.

Starting in the 1930’s, I was involved in the development of re-
gional farm labor settlements; then worked on regional planning is-
sues with the Region ITI Office of the National Resources Planning
Board (NRPS) out of Baltimore and Richmond, Va. I also worked
with the NRPB in New York State and with Region VIII centered
in Denver, Colo. (at the time I served as city planning director for
that city). For 6 years I was prime consultant to the Connecticut
Development Commission working on the inter-regional program for
that State subsequent to its having established its official regions,
having dropped its own county government system. Currently, I
have just completed my fifth year with the Tampa Bay Regional
Planning Council, an official agency established in a five-county area
on the west coast of Florida. I have also helped establish the Falls
of the Ohio Council of Governments, centered in Louisville, the
Mississippi-Arkansas-Tennessee Council of Governments, a tristate,
tricounty council centered in Memphis, and am currently working
with the mid-Cumberland Council of Governments, a 13-county area,
centered in Nashville, Davidson County. My involvement is merely
illustrative of my profession’s concern with regional issues.

The AIA is pleased to be able to participate in a discussion
charged with such interest and importance in the welfare of the
country as a whole. In reviewing the testimony presented thus far in
the hearings, we would like to compliment the American Institute of
Planners, with whom we often work, for their thorough and expert
exposition on the subject. Instead of reiterating the learned discus-
sion presented by the ATP and others, we will emphasize those as-
pects of regional planning which we believe are particularly impor-
tant.
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In order to set the stage for our comments, I would like to .quote
from a letter on these hearings, in which Chairman Bolling stated:

It might be desirable for Congress to begin consideration of some kind of a
National Planning Act that would provide for the establishment of Regional
Planning Organizations ranging in size from a part of a major metropolitan
area up to interstate combinations. At the Federal level. planning and action
programs would be brutally decentralized to regional offices set up in the 10
Federal administrative regions that have been established during the last 2
years.

As an aside, I like the word “brutally.”

Review bheyond these Federal regional offices would be possible only in the
most exceptional circumstances. This would insure that local planning units
could go to a single delivery point of contact with the Federal Government
from which they could get firm answers and commitments.

We strongly agree with the need for national planning and mech-
anisms to implement a regional approach for controlling growth.
Whether or not the established 10 Federal regional offices are geo-
graphically sensitive enough for the new administrative regions is
yet to be determined. :

It is not as though the subject of regional development is new to
our Nation. At the time of the unfortunate demise of the National
Resources Planning Board in 1943; after 10 years of most useful op-
eration, there was considerable discussion about the possible develop-
ment of other such authorities in other parts of the country which
needed regional approaches to handle economic, social, environmen-
tal. and other major planning problems.

Perhaps one of the most significant regional planning efforts ever
undertaken by this country was the Tennessee Valley Authority re-
ferred to by the Chairman in his opening remarks on October 13

It happens that I grew up in the Tennessee Valley area where there was an
overall regional plan that encompassed a number of States and very compli-
cated problems, and yet there was probably the most effective use of so-called
grass roots democracy in the modern experience of the Federal Government.

Although other countries in other parts of the world were quick
to imitate our success with the TV A, we ourselves failed to take our
own mitiative and apply it elsewhere within our own boundaries.
However, it is never to late to pick np on a good idea. enlarge on it.
and improve on it. .

One of the sad parts of our record in these matters is that TVA
itself did not undertake to improve its own performance much be-
yond its original scope. The result is that as the valley became eco-
nomically successful and manv of the original problems for which
TVA was invented were solved, the organization did not increase in
scope to coordinate other Federal programs as part of its overall
planning process. Such an increase in scope is essential to improve
urbanization and land use and to prevent many of the pathological
urbanization patterns which have been discussed in this committee
and.elsewhere in Congress over the years. The result is that a bril-
liant effort through the TVA’s attraction of industry and people
into the valley has inadvertently created all of those problems which
we are now facing in the rapidly expanding urban regions of our
country. .
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Two years ago I recommended to the Tampa Bay Regional Plan-
ning Council that there be established in that region a regional eco-
nomic development corporation backed by private enterprise. This is
obviously essential in any rapidly growing area in which there are
gigantic investments of private as well as public funds. The rela-
tionship which exists between private development planning and
public development planning can only be rationalized and ultimately
solved by joint efforts in regional development. There must be estab-
lished common goals, common objectives, and joint solutions. The
current experiment in Hartford, Conn., with the New Greater Hart-
ford Development Corporation working on a regional basis is well
worth watching. There the intent is to develop a marriage between
the public interest and the private interest. , ,

A similar opportunity could readily be developed within a power-
ful complex like the TVA with the industries and developers that
have been brought into that valley by the success of the powerful
federally sponsored operation of the TVA. itself. I am not aware of
any other federally financed regional program existing today which
can be considered as germinal to the type of essential' operation
needed to meet the impact of disorganized urban growth common to
the destruction of the natural environment and the destruction of
the quality of social and economic life, both in our cities and in our
rapidly urbanizing areas. 5 , .

If Federal administrative regions are to be effective mechanisms
to control regional growth, then they must also have clout. There
should not be withholding of any Federal programs outside of the
responsibilities and jurisdictions of such regions. The corps of engi-
neers. for example, should be part of regional development planning
as well as other Federal environmental agencies. There can be no
holdouts or special privileges, otherwise the regional approach will
not succeed. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to
enter for the record an article by Mr. Alfred Friendly in the Wash-
ington Post of May 15, 1971, entitled “Britain’s Peter Walker:
Power To Improve the Environment.” T would like to quote from
two parts of this article now. : .

Representative Moorreap. Would you like to have the article in-
cluded following your testimony ?

Mr. Frss. Yes, I think it should be inserted at the end of my
statement.?

Representative Mooraeap. Without objection, it will be included.

Mr. Friss. T am quoting from the article:

Peter Walker, Britain's first minister of environment, would be the envy of
ali of his counterparts around the world—if there were any.

The point is. there aren't. Britain is the first nation to have put into the
hands of one cabinet department responsibility for and authority over all
major aspects of the society affecting environmental quality.

Then the article lists Mr. Walker’s responsibilities, which include
all land use planning, “which is to say full authority over zoning,
urban and rural, on a national scale,” and——

1 See article on p. 569.
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Representative Moorueap. Would you suspend for just a moment?
Tam bringing Chairman Bolling up to date.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Feiss. “Policy and administrative responsibility for all
agencies regulating pollution of air, rivers, coastal waters, noise, and
so forth.”

Mr. Bolling, I am quoting from a newspaper article, by Alfred
Friendly published by the Washington Post on May 15, which I
have entered for the record.

“The most important single instrument in his hands”—Mr. Peter
Walker’s hands—“for conserving and improving Britain’s environ-
ment is the ministry’s authority to make regional plans for the land
use of the entire country, and to make them stick.”

I will not quote further from this, since the entire article will be
in the record, but I would like to address my remarks to a couple of
things that it suggests.

Several years ago, I had the opportunity to meet with Mr. Dun-
can Sandys, then minister of housing and local government, in Lon-
don, at a time when all of the regional plans, required by statute for
Great Britain, had to come to his office. I asked Mr. Sandys whether
he was going to assemble these in one pattern. He said no, that his
ministry did not have that responsibility. I asked how it would be
possible, under the circumstances, to develop a national program for
publicly assisted projects without assembling these plans and finding
and developing an overall land use program. Again I was informed
that he did not have the responsibility.

Apparently Great Britain has decided that it is important to de-
velop some kind of understanding about what the public overall re-
gional plans mean in the total pattern of that country.

Returning to my prepared text, on the metropolitan scale, the cur-
rent mechanisms which help support and build up the prestige of
our official regional planning agencies—the 204-A-95 review agen-
cies which grew out of the Inter-Governmental Cooperation Act of
1968—can only be considered interim functions in a rapidly chang-
Ing governmental process at the regional level. There is no question
in my mind that the Inter-Governmental Cooperation Act of 1968
was an excellent and important step forward in the validation of a
need for the strengthening of regional planning. However, these
tunctions, mostly performed by councils of governments—(COG)—
haye been woefully weak, operating on a voluntary basis. But the re-
quirements of the Inter-Governmental Cooperation Act have necessi-
tated that lag and States set up official planning regions and that
these official metropolitan planning regions perform a clearinghouse
function for Federal programs.

Until such time as a national urban growth policy is actually in
effect and we can clearly apply those new elements of Federal aid
growing out of the 1970 Housing and Urban Development Act, we
are in a very weak position to instruct the Federal ‘regional offices as
to the appropriate directions for their programs. One of the goals of
the National Resources Planning Board was to coordinate Federal
programs in regional offices. We recommend that this coordinating
function be assigned to an expanded Council on Environmental
Quality.
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We are not certain whether the 10 regional coordinators who
would function under the proposed National Planning Act should be
tied to the Executive Office of the President in Washington. So
much depends on whether or not the power vested with these re-
gional offices would include developmental powers. In other words,
would these regional offices have full responsibility for the construc-
tion of Federal projects and direct regional control of projects? I
am speaking here of highways, water and sewer systems, housing,
environmental protection, land management, the whole spectrum of
public aid of the physical development type, as well as health and
welfare programs and other programs which also involve direct
Federal grants and loan assistance. If the power vested in these 10
agencies is to be that of dimension, then mechanisms similar to the
TVA, beefed up to meet today’s broader range of interests and re-
uirements, would make some kind of sense. We cannot speak for it
in terms. of political acceptance across the board, but certainly the
concept would be worth testing in.a specific region; perhaps even
using the TVA as a model.

It s clear that e do not have the institutional tools to deal with
the regional development problems of the 1970’s much less those an-
ticipated due to the doubling of our urbanization by the year 2000.
The many gains which we have made as.a prosperous, rich, and suc-
cessful country are being negated by our planning failures in our
cities and.in our rural areas. The American Institute of Architects,
representing professionals working in the public interest on physical
and social development programs, is at your service to assist in pre-
paring legislation which will result in the proper development and
design of all the regions of our Nation and hope that we can pro-
vide this subcommittee with further information on the issue of- re-
gional planning at a later date.

Thank you. :

(The newspaper article referred to in Mr. Feiss oral statement
follows:)

[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1971]

BRITAIN'S PETER WALKER: POWER T0o IMPROVE THE ENVIRONMENT

~(By Alfred Friendly)

LoNpoN, May 14.—Peter Walker, Britain's first minister of environment,
would be the envy of all of his counterparts around the world—if there were
any.

The point is, there aren’t. Britain is the first nation to have put into the
hands of one cabinet department responsibility for and authority over all
major aspects of the society affecting environmental quality.

That concentration of national control may help Britain move more effec-
tively than any other country in conquering or at a minimum abating the in-
dustrialized world’'s most recently recognized curse.

Walker, a mature 37, is coming to Washington. for two days beginning on
May 23 before attending the Conference on Cities in Indianapolis. He can tick
off to associates there the formidable list of powers he enjoys:

Determination of all questions of transport in Britain—investment, location,
quality and restrictions of roads. railroads and airports.

Complete authority for housing, including specifications, locations and admin-
istration of government grants for low rent projects. '

The same for all landuse planning, which is to say full authority over zon-
ing, urban and rural, on a national secale.



370

Planning-and veto powers over local government authorities.

Policy and administrative responsibility for all agencies regulating poliution
of air, rivers, coastal waters, noise, ete.

The most important single instrument in his hands for conserving and im-
proving Britain’s environment is the ministry’s authority to make regional
plans for the land use of the entire country, and to make the stick.

It can and does determine, then what lands will be held as scenic and agri-
cultural greenbelt and what areas will be urban “growth points,” beyond any
possibility of being upset or encroached upon by municipal, private or specia]
interests.

Walker has already issued the regional “planning strategy” for northwestem
England; those for the Midlands and the Southeast will come out later this
year and seven others, to cover the rest of Britain, will follow by 1974 or
1975.

Prepared jointly with local authorities, the ‘“strategies” admit of appeal
from them as the years go on, but the minister’s decision on allowing amend-
ments is final. The “strategies” have in every respect the force of law.

This means, for an example, that a real estate developer cnnnot bludgeon ‘a
municipal government into allowing him to build a project on land designated
as greenbelt; further, no development whether for housing or industry can be
undertaken without proper sewage facilities which do not add to pollution; no
factory can be built without meeting atmospheric pollution limitations that the
government has prescribed for the area. (The agency involved here carries the
resounding title of the Alkaline Inspectorate, created a century ago by, of all
people, Disraeli.)

In controlling the “quality of life” factors, Britain’s national governmental
system has always enjoyed an advantage that the United States, for example,
with its states’ rights and proliferation of county and local governments, does
not have.

It has always been more difficult for a private interest to dominate a local
or state government authority and get its way. A second advantage is a popu-
lation growing at an almost minimal rate.

With the consolidation of the various national agencies and departments into
a .single ministry by the Conservative government last year, Walker believes
progress toward a beneficient environment will be even more marked.

It is already considerable. As has been widely reported, Britain’s Clean Air
Act of 19568 has worked wonders, even though many areas of the country. are
still permitted to burn smoky fuel. In the places such as London where only
clean fuel may be burned the effect has been sensational: London’s black-fogs
are so much a thing of the past as to have been almost forgotten; 17 varie-
ties of birds which had disappeared from London by 1956 are now back; visi-
bility has increased sensationally—one can-see distances of 20 to 25 miles.

Rivers, still dirty, have nevertheless been cleaned up credibly—there are fish
now to be caught in the Thames as far up as the Houses of Parliament.

Walker insists that Britain is doing much better with atmospheric and river
pollution than merely holding its own. The government is stea(hly increasing
expenditures on sewage treatment—it will be up 60 per cent in the next five
years from the levels in the last five—and very tough new controls are being
planned.

Pollution as a political issue—in the sense.of provoking student demonstra-
tions election promises or citizens’ movements—is not so intense in Britain as
in the United States. But Walker argues that it is no less deeply felt. In a
-quieter ‘way, perhaps. Britain cherishes the idea of ‘“‘quality’ of life” more fun-
damentally than any other country.

An example of Walker’s response to that feeling is his recent de01s1on to lo-
‘cate London’s third airport, for the 1980’s, at a sparsely populated site on the
Thames Estuary further away from London and costing $350 million more
than the site initially recommended by a government-appomted board of in-
quiry.

The site recommended would have disrupted one of Britain’s loveliest pieces
of landscape and gravely reduced the amenities for far more residents.

Another example was the requirement Walker recently set for a firm proc-
essing potash on the Yorkshire moors. Permission was-granted to pour the
waste by pipeline into the sea only if an independent laboratory maintains



571

continual monitoring; were there a showing of damage to the marine environ-
ment, the process would be halted. .

Britain is presently engaged on a project to remove, mainly by re-landscap-
ing, the scars of its ‘“derelect ‘land.” This consists largely of ancient slag
heaps, some of them hundreds of feet high, in the old coal fields, and other de-
tritus of the 18th and 19th Century industrial revolution. Walker estimates
that 80 per cent of it will be reclaimed from its present. ugliness in 10 years
time.

All of these efforts should not give the 1mpressxon that Britain’s env1ronmen-
tal problems are solved or are even totally in hand.

Noise pollution, to the abatement of which Walker gives high priority, has
scarcely been touched. The grimy, smoke-covered industrial cities of the Mid-
lands retain their high quotient of miserableness.

Most rivers are still filthy, sewage treatment is still far from satisfactory
and Britain's shores are still fouled from the dirty rivers and offshore waste
dumping of its Continental neighbors and, indeed, from its own.

Its principal pollution problem, though, is a much deeper one. It is urban
and dates from a century ago when industrial concentration produced Britain’s
slums.

‘Forty per cent ‘of the British live in drab areas and rundown surroundings
where the conditions are far from meeting modern needs, a recent study re-
ported. The nation’s slums. are only too obvious and depressing to the eyes of
any visitor who gets off the tourist tract.

‘Walker himself reports that 414 of the nation’s 18 million households, or one-
fourth, are without one or more of three basic amenities: insxde toilet, bath
and running hot water.

“It would be easy to operate a nice middle-class environment program, con-
serving the beauties of the landscape for those -with the means to enjoy it.”
Walker declared in-an interview. “The important thing, instead, is- to get the
prlorltles right.”

His first pnorlty, therefore, is to 1mpr0ve the envnonment of the poor, the
places where ‘the living condltlons in themselves are wretched, 'the places
where pollution in the deepest- sense takes its most fundamental and decisive
forms—in bad housing; crowded slums, drab and ugly .neighborhoods, without
adequate parks and playgrounds, rundown school facilities and so on and on.

It is in that area, he realizes, that the main expense and effort must be
made toward the creation of decent environment. -

- The second priority .is easier and less expensive to work on, the quality of
the env1r01;menf in the conventlonal middle-class, currently agxtated sense of
the word.

" Chairman BOLLNG (presldm ) Thdnk you, ’\Ir Felss

. Congressman Moorhead,

Representative MoORHEAD.. Thank you, Mr Chalrman. FII‘St Mr.
Feiss, you referred to the various councils of government with which
you are famﬂlar ‘Were they merely. planning groups or .were they
true governments. with power to do.various governmental activities?

Mr. Friss. Mr. Moorhead, the pattern of “councils of government
as they have been developmv is that nearly everyone is made up of
elected local public officials who voluntarily form the council which
serves as an overall régional planning agency. Almost all of them
have a planning staff as well as other-staffs. Workmg on the econom-
ics of political and social problems of localities, and so forth. All of
the political jurisdictions within the jurisdiction of these councils of
government are represented if they so wish.

- They also make a local voluntary contribution to the budgets of
the councils of government and to councils of government for re-
gional planning from the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment under the 701 planning assistance program of the Housing
Act of 1954, as extended and implemented. The local contribution
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which is made here, consequently, is one-third of the contribution
from the Department of Housing and Urban Development for plan-
ning and operating expenses.

In some States there are official planning councils which operate
in the same way. They are not called councils of government in the
States where there is not the enabling legislation providing for their
establishment. The Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 re-
quires that all States be officially subdivided into regions by legisla-
tive approval of each State. These official regions are now being es-
tablished, State by State, and there are now some 150 .which may
receive Federal ald through the 701 program. They constitute the
local clearing house agencies for Federal aid programs of all types
as required by the 204-A-95 sections of the Intergovernmental Co-
operation Act. - .

Representative Moorreap. Are you familiar with the governmen-
tal structure of Toronto, Canada? They have effective councils of
government, but by provincial law, these councils of government
have true governmental powers in the metropolitan region. Do you
favor that sort of structure in the United States? « - -

Mr. Feiss. We are in the process of -change, Mr. Moorhead. It is
very difficult for me to generalize about whether the Toronto type of
metropolitan government is applicable in-every. instance. I am not
certain that it is. You are familiar with the Miami-Dade County
metropolitan government in south Florida, with the recent consoli-
dation of Jacksonville and Duval County in north central Florida
into one governmental structure, and the. Nashville-Davidson County
amalgamation occurring several years ago in central Tennessee.
These are all apparently successful and’ there is an experiment in
progress in semiconsolidation in Indianapolis and surrounding coun-
ties in Indiana. :

It is too early to say what form these shifts in metropolitan area
consolidation will take or how effective they will be. Governmental
structure is a difficult thing to change. Political structure is a diffi-
cult thing to change, of course. With the high speed of metropolitan
growth and the shifts to the suburbs, which are common all over the
country, the kind of regional governmental structure which is devel-
oping 1s up for grabs. We do not know what it-is going to be.

I do recommend very sincerely that they be-watched closely so
that the people who are in charge of these new kinds of governmen-
tal structures can be consulted for the problems that occur affecting
the success of their governmental management and financial opera-
tions. I believe that on the face of it, they appear to be a simplifica-
tion of metropolitan government structure simply because they elim-
inate a number of jurisdictional boundary lines. That in itself
should be helpful. - :

Representative MooruEAaD. Both the MOD report in Great Britain
and the CED report in the United States recommended working to-
ward what they called a two-tiet level of government and Mr. Cos-
tikyan, in a Saturday Review article, I believe, said we might even
think of a third tier. I think it is something we should éxplore. -

Mr. Feiss, you mentioned delegating, I suppose you said, to the 10
regions this tremendous power and centralization of power. I am
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concerned a little bit, and maybe Mr. Costikyan would like to com-
ment on it, where would the citizen input be? These would be feder-
ally appointed officials: There would be, as I understand it, no local
government officials participating, no members of Congress partici-
pating. This would be a Federal bureaucracy—reorganization, but
still a Federal bureaucracy, would it not ¢ :

Mr. Feiss. From what I know of it at the present time, it would
be.-I was very impressed with what Mr. Costikyan said about how
to make it possible for a better expression of the popular interest
and will. We are on the horns of a vast dilemma. Mr. Costikyan ex-
pressed it extremely well. But I have a question which I would like
to pose to you and to him in relation to his remarks. I agree with
him particularly on the last two recommendations which were con-
tained in his statement on the need for a national analysis of our
urban situation, and the need for the creation of regional planning
units throughout-the country. - ' : -

In a number of instances, councils of government have, following
the requirements of the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, attempted to develop public interest and public consent on
plans and programs in which they have been involved at the large-
scale regional level. This has proved very difficult. In the case of one
experiment in Louisville, Ky., with which I was associated, the Uni-
versity of ‘Louisville, in cooperation with the Falls of the Ohio
Councils of Government, a series of community units was established
within the urbanized area of the region in order to obtain the public
interest. This was a two-State region involving both Indiana and
Kentucky, and three counties, two in Indiana and one in Kentucky.
A series of monthly meetings was held in each of these neighbor-
hood units, selected by the university in cooperation with the wel-
fare groups, political groups, and others in the city. They issued a
monthly newspaper on newsprint, looking like a regular paper. They
went on the air. They brought as many people together as they pos-
sibly could. Major issues involving school bond and sewage bonds
were proposed and discussed. When the time came for a vote, these
essential bond issues were turned down by the public. Over and over
again, we have faced in city after city and in metropolitan areas the
difficulty of cominunicating the important scientific and technical
problems between the electorate and the public officials.

At one place, I am told a public vote was taken on whether a
bridge across a body of water should be a suspension bridge or a
bascule or something of this type. This kind of nonsense is part of
the problem that we are up against in knowing how to communicate
the 1mportant issues of technical planning programs that we plan-
ners believe are doing something good for the public.

Communicating with the public on these issues largely has not
been successful. We are using, over and over again, all the media we
know. I am personally working with media. For instance, when I
am doing technical consulting work, I do not appeal personally be-
fore the public simply because I do not speak the public language. I
speak the language of a professional and technical man, so my abil-
ity to communicate is limited. Therefore, I go to translators—news-
paper reporters and broadcasters—and work with them until I am
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fairly well convinced that they understand what I am talking about.
I have to translate to them also.

Representative Moorueap. Mr. Costikyan would answer that by
this very interesting proposal about a congressional planning com-
mission. :

Mr. Costisyan. Might I comment on that, Mr. Moorhead, because
it is an idea that really grows out of another set of ideas. The prob-
lem that Mr. Feiss refers to of communication with the public is a
very serious one and it is partly the byproduct of an attitude that
we have developed in this country in the last 80 or 100 years about
politics. I was very facinated to read a book by Professor Hofstad-
ter—1I think the last book that he published—on the emergency of a
party system in the United States. Nobody planned that we should
have political parties, but they developed because they were needed.
Until about 60 or 70 years ago, they were accepted as part of the
process by which Government did communicate with its citizens. But
in the last 60 years, because of a lot of improprieties, shall I say, by
some of the people who are my predecessors as the leader of Tam-
many Hall, a lot of people got fed up with politicians and decided
that the political system should not be used. As a result, in the last
10 years particularly, the Federal Government has attempted to find
ways to get citizens input into Federal programs. But they have been
grossly unsuccessful because you cannot run political elections with-
out political parties. We get 5 to 10 percent of the vote. What that
results in is when you consult the community, you generally get peo-
ple who are not representative. They are not representative because
they are particularly interested and their interest is not part of a
general concern about Government but their concern about what is
happening on their street.

We have dealt with or tried to deal with this problem of decen-
tralizing and Toronto’s experience and London’s experience has been
a process of centralization. New York’s problem is the opposite. We
have to go the other way if we are going to get a two-tier system.

The Association of the Bar of the City of New York has had a
2-year staff study working on the problem of how you deal with this
problem of citizen input. We have come to the conclusion that in the
planning process, citizen input should be minimized. They should be
consulted and there should be some room for Jocal option. If you de-
cide you need a school in a particular area, you can let the local citi-
zenry make a decision as to where that school or that sewage plant
or whatever it is should go. But the notion of a referendum on every
proposal is totally self-defeating and simply does not work.

What we have been trying to develop in New York is a notion of
decentralizing those functions of government that can be better ad-
ministered locally and that does not include local planning and we
recognize that. But we do think, for example, that we can get better
sanitation services. If instead of trying to run one sanitation depart-
ment to cover 7 million people—New York City is larger than 24 of
the States in this country; the 18 smallest States combined would
make up New York City. And we are running one sanitation depart-
ment for the whole 7 million. That is why it costs us $49 a ton to
pick it up. We have been talking about taking some of those services
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and creating the bottom tier of a two- or three-tier system of gov-
ernment and letting them do the administration. o

I think ultimately, the problem with planning is that it is most
effective when one is dealing with an area which is growing and
where there is not local citizen resistance to the plans. It is nice and
easy to plan for an open space. When you have to plan change
where you have existing institutions, it becomes very troublesome.
That is the area where I do not think the planning device has been
particularly effective. ] .

Commenting just on the notion of 10 regional administrators with
Federal power, I would find that very troublesome. They would be
Federal appointees. If they had massive power and had some of the
" breadth of power that Chairman Bolling’s letter suggested, that is
pretty broad discretion to decide what to do. I do not see how you
can get citizen input into it. You can have local councils and you
will have the people who are very interested and who will want to
have some kind of little election. You will have 5 percent of the vot-
ers participating. But if there is to be genuine political participa-
tion, I think it has to be not through referendums but through the
participation of the people that are elected every 2 years or every
4 vears or whatever it is. They will be accountable not for one
particular project or one particular decision, but for a stewardship
over a period of 2, 4, 6 years, whatever it is, and then at that point,
whether or not they have done a proper kind of job can be passed
upon by the voters.

I am a great believer in the political system. I think that voters
eenerally make the right decision, even when I disagree with it.
They have a kind of instinctive judgment as to what kind of man
they are dealing with and what kind of record he has made. It is
the best system we have and I would like to see it encouraged. I do
not think it will work if we set up a series of regional officers who
are appointed by the President or by anybody and then vest in them
very broad discretion as to how to use Federal funds and what proj-
ects to approve, what projects to disapprove. I think that system has
to go back ultimately to the people who are responsible to the voters
and I think the Congress is perhaps most responsible.

Representative MoormEAD. Mr. Feiss wants to comment.

Mr. Friss. May I ask Mr. Costikyan a question, because I think
he has hit a very important point.

Representative Moorareap. Yes.

Mor. Frrss. If my recollection is correct, there are eight States in
the Appalachian Regional Commission. The commission is directed
by the Governors of the cooperative States and the chairman is
elected by them. Would a technique of this kind, in some measure
answer your problem?

Mr. CosTixyax. It has not worked for us, Mr. Feiss. That really
is the kind of thing that the New York Port Authority is. It is a
bistate agency appointed by the Government and has its chairman.
It was created to develop the Port of New York. It has used the
money that it has gotten to build office buildings which are destroy-
ing the real estate industry in New York City. These two massive
structures are going to just dry up new construction and dry up the
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existing market. And it is really the instrument of the Governors
and unless a Governor gets his back up, it goes and does what it
wants. '

We have the same experience with the Triborough Bridge Author-
ity. We are having the same experience with the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority. I do not think the authority device or
that kind of a regional unit works. I think it has to have some re-
sponsibility to the voters. It has to be reviewed; its work has to be
reviewed by the voters through some mechanism. I am not sure I
know what it is.

But in New York, it has not been an effective way in which to get
the kind of development we should have gotten. If we had the kind
of port authority that we should have had, we would not be wres- -
tling with the terrible mass transportation problems that we have.

Representative Moormeap. Mr. Costikyan, I am intrigued with
your idea of the urban commission. A few questions—one, would
this commission have any power or only the power to recommend to
departments like HUD ¢

Mr. Costreyan. I would think it would have power to recommend
both to departments and to the Congress. I should think—I really
think it ought to have a rather broad mandate to examine the prob-
lem and to advise those who have the authority and those who have
the power—and I would think that the critical area is really the
Congress where the basic decisions have been made that have
brought about the kind of conditions that we are dealing with in
New York City and so is every other major city.

1 think also it should report to the agencies who are charged with
the disbursement of funds. :

Representative MooruEap. You have said in your testimony that
we have had congressional planning decisions. I think that would
probably send a traditional planner up the walls, because we have
not had planning decisions as such. :

But to continue, you propose a national plan for cities—a study of
the future function of the cities. Would this be part of the jurisdic-
tion of your urban commission ?

Mr. CosTirxaN, Yes, I would think so. A

Representative MooreEap. You mentioned that the urban commis-
sion would report on whether a city’s administration of programs
was good or bad. Would this not have tremendous political hazards?
I mean a bad report just before an election would kill a mayor,
would it not?

Mr. Costixyan. Well, I have enough confidence in the good judg-
ment of such a commission that it would not attempt to intervene in
th.atdsense. But let me give you an example of what I really had in
mind.

Our mayor has been down in Washington with some frequency in
the last 2 years saying that the city needs Federal help. And I think
our city does need Federal help. But one of the things that bothers
me about it is that if we get Federal help it is going to be poured
into a bottomless sink of pensions. We have a pension system that is
totally irrational. In 20 years, we have to build up reserves to give
someone retirement at better than half pay that will last -30 or 40



577

years. You can simply not fund that kind of pension. What I am
afraid of is in these circumstances, when a mayor says, I need help,
I need help, the Congress will say, well, he needs help, he needs
help, we will give him help. And 1t won’t be any help; it will just
be wasted money.

In those circumstances, it seems to me if a mayor comes down and
says, I need help, it is perfectly appropriate for an urban commis-
sion to-look and see why he needs help. Why is it costing him $49 a
ton to pick up garbage when private people in the very city—this is
not someplace else; they are working the same streets and picking
up the same garbage—are doing it at $17 a ton, with the same
union, or a branch of the same union. Those are the problems it
seems to me an urban commission could look into.

I would assume that it would be unwise, if the commission wished
to preserve its credibility, to issue a report 3 weeks before election
and say this mayor is perfectly terrible. But if it did it a year be-
fore in response to a request for aid, I do not see why there would
be any political implications.

Representative Moorueap. One final question, Mr. Chairman. I
have been talking to Mr. Feiss about the council of governments, the
higher level or the upper tier of local government and presumably,
we would maintain the existing city or borough or whatever local
level of government. But Mr. Costikyan talks about, I think, an even
lower level of government when you have referred to the direct lat-
eral assistance to government in Los Angeles, I think you said it
was the neighborhood man. What is that concept ? ) :

Mr. Costisyan. I am not too familiar with it. I picked it up at
the time I was writing that article and I think it was in a new
charter that was proposed. But the concept is similar to what we
have been talking about in New York.

We would like to have in each block or two blocks or three blocks
someone who plays the kind of role that the election district captain
used to play in the old machine. When I first got started in demo-
cratic politics in New York, I was fairly young, I guess, and I
learned, not from my college government professors, how the city
was governed, but T learned it by watching the way it was done in
the clubhouse, whose leader we ultimately threw out because he was
not too honest. But what happened was if you had a problem, any
kind of a problem with the city, you went to the captain and you
said, I have a problem, can you help me? The captain lived in that
block or the next block. He either would take care of it, tell you
where to go or lead you by the hand there, or he would take you to
the district leader. And if you had a problem about a hole in the
ceiling and there was no inspector coming, the district leader would
call the department and say, we have a hole in the ceiling in so and
so’s department, call the inspector.

That kind of lateral invasion of the bureaucracy enabled it to
function far more efficiently than it does now when we have to call a
number and then it filters up and filters down and 3 months later,
somebody comes and fixes the hole in the ceiling. The trouble was it
gave rise to corruption, and there was corruption. I do not think
there was as much as people thought there was, but there was, so we
abolished it.
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What the neighborhood man concept is, is trying to restore that,
but not using the captain or political person because they do not
exist any more, but to use a position which pays a modest amount—
it would be part-time—and have somebody perform that function. It
would be a lot cheaper than maintaining the kind of structure we
now maintain to try to make sure our bureaucrats do what they are
supposed to do.

Tt is similar to the ombudsman concept, too, except it is localized.

Representative Moorzean. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Borrixe. Mr. Widnall had asked me to go ahead with
my questions while he reads your testimony.

I will pursue that one to begin with, because it is one of the
things that has fascinated me ever since I read the article. I like the
idea. I come from a one-time machine town, myself, Kansas City. I
would like to pursue it a little bit and then go to an entirely differ-
ent set of subjects with Mr. Feiss. Is this going to be an elected
person?

Mr, Cosrieyax. Oh, yes.

Chairman Borrixa. Is it going to be a party election?

Mr. Cosricyan. No, it would be a general election. It would come
up at the same time one elects mayors, city councilmen, Congress-
men. The parties would participate in it, inevitably.

Chairman Bourine. He would be elected to whatever the title is
and2 he would be elected to presumably the shortest term that one
has? :

Mr. CosTieyaxn. Yes.

Chairman Borrixe. I like the idea so much that I have been
thinking about it ever since I read the article. How do you figure
out a way if you look at it from where I am, not just from the nar-
row point of view that this person would be a potential rival for
the same power, for congressional power, as he would be for senato-
rial power, mayor’s power, councilman’s power—because very
clearly, if you had a revolt of this type of official, he could overturn
anybody if he and his fellows got together. I think that is lovely. I
think that is just what the democratic process needs in this country
at the moment, everybody in further jeopardy in any election. But
{)102{7 ;io you go about giving this man the capacity to get at every-

ody ?

The problem I have is how do you give him a writ that says he
has a priority to come to Congressman Bolling and raise hell
about this particular problem or go to the mayor of Kansas City or
tht:,i cguncihnan from his district? How do we get him in to every-
body?

Mr. Costiryan. We tried to talk about structuring it a little bit
and there have been a number of variants. But if you take what
used to be an assembly district or part of an assembly district, you
might have, say, 25 precincts, each with one committeeman. Then
you would have a fellow on top of that who would be the equivalent
of the old district leader. Now, how does this fellow at the bottom
of the pile go to Congressman Bolling or Congressman Koch or the
mayor? e does not. He does what the captain did. If it is a local
problem which he can do something about, like the garbage or the
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street is not being swept, and the sanitation men are under the juris-
diction of the person right above him, he can go to the person right
above him and say, your sanitation man is leaving our street dirty
and the residents are up in arms and you had better do something
about it. And if the person in charge of it, the local executive, does
not do anything about it, and he does not do anything about it in a
series of streets, the chances are he will get defeated.

When you get above the local problems—that is, street, sanitation,
safety, housing violations—possibly, ultimately, welfare—then you
have to work through the structure. You would have to go to the ex-
ecutive, who would be in charge of, say, 25 districts, and do what
you did years ago: I have a problem. It involves Congressman
Koch; would you be willing to get in touch with him? As being
part of the political process, the executive, the fellow with the 25
districts under his jurisdiction, will undertake to do that and he did
traditionally and there is no reason why he would not now. He
would not be part-time. He would be a local executive with govern-
mental power and jurisdiction over certain city services—such power
as there is to hire and fire and power to discipline, such power as
there is. But it would be a hierarchical arrangement. And it is al-
most patterned on the classic model of the political machine. But
presumably—hopefully—it would be more honest and presumably, it
would be more responsive today than it was 50 years ago because we
have a population that demands more responsiveness. It is easy to
throw somebody out of office if he is not responsive.

Chairman Borrixe. Of course, this approach would have the ad-
vantage of making everybody along the line more accountable be-
cause they would all be elected instead of appointed. I think the po-
tential for corruption in an organization or a machine, depending on
whose organization or machine it was, was based on the fact that the
power all funneled up in a curious kind of way and ended up in a
relatively few hands. This would be very widely dispersed.

I happen to believe that both ends of the point you have made in
various places make a lot of sense. Where it comes to power of a cer-
tain kind, you fractionalize it and you make it easier to change. You
have frequent elections, mainly for the philosophical reason that if
people know they can get a change withn a relatively short time,
they are less likely to resort to force.

Mr. Costiryaw. That 1s right.

Chairman Borrixe. They are more likely to resort to the ballot
box. But when you get to doing the technical things, and I speak to
that with admiration—I wish I had more technical skills—then you
have to have your translators who come back down this political
chain and when you do your planning, you do it in very large units.
You move from large units. You start with a national plan, move to
regional, whatever it is. Then you move finally down here, but the
other thing comes up the exact opposite. :

My, Costiryan. The key that we thought of or I thought of was
to separate planning from administration. Administration is locally
based to the extent possible and any function that can be based lo-
cally should be based locally. On the planning side, the draft that
the Bar Association’s committee has come out with is, I think, a
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very sensible compromise and a very sensible disposition of the
problem. What is contemplated is a citywide planning system—in-
deed, we have had regional planning systems in New York which
have not been pursued in recent years, and the establishment by the
citywide planning agency of broad plans saying you need a school
here, you need a sewage plant there, and then allowing the local area
to participate in basically an advisory function, giving them as
much power—if we say you are going to have to have a sewage
plant in this part of the city, we are not asking the local areas to
tell us that they do not want a sewage plant, but we are asking them
to say, well, where would you like it.

But you are right, the difference is that on the planning function,
the power is on the top and on the administrative side, the power is
as low down as you can do it effectively and efficiently. :

Chairman Borrine. Thank you.

Now, Mr. Feiss, I have discovered something that I consider
rather tragic. That is, that it is almost incredible how little people
know about their past. Most congressmen do not know anything
about the history of the Congress. The young do not know anything
about the depression or World War II. Well, almost nobody knows
anything about the National Resources Planning Board. I would
like you for the record now to give us a little summary of what the
National Resources Planning Board was. I know what happened to
it. Then I would be interested to see if you would be willing to tell
me why you think it happened. I think I know, but I think it is
very important that the record show that at some time in this Na-
tion’s history, there was an effort made to do some forward planning
on a very large scale. .

Mr. Friss. Thank you, Mr. Bolling. I will try to do this but I
would ask your indulgence if I make errors of memory and perhaps
I can correct the record later.

Chairman Borring. Absolutely. .

Mr. Ferss. The National Resources Planning Board was set up by
act of Congress during the depression in, I believe, 1933. It grew out
of the National Resources Committee, which had been established by
President Hoover. Many people think that this National Resources
Planning Board was a Democratic aberration. Actually, it began
under a Republican administration. Mr. Hoover was a very sensible
mining engineer and an environmentalist. He knew a great deal
about resource needs. Therefore, he set up a National Resources
Committee which published as one of its most important early re-
ports an extremely important document called, “Our Cities, Their
Role in the National Economy.” It was published in 1931 and al-
though it has been out of print for many years, it reads very much
as though it had been written today. The only differences are the fig-
ures and the size of the cities. :

But it is an extraordinarily valuable document. Congressman Ash-
ley, at my suggestion, had it reprinted in the second volume of his
hearings on urban growth policy. In volume 2, “The Quality of
Urban Life,” you will find-a reprint of “Our Cities, Their Role in
the National Economy.” I would recommend this to anybody who is
interested In the history not only of our cities, but also of the Na-
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tional Resources Committee which later was changed to the National
Resources Planning Board under President Franklin Roosevelt.

The National Resources Planning Board was established in the
Executive Office of the President under the chairmanship of the
President’s uncle, Mr. Frederick Delano, a very wise and very com-
petent person. The Commission itself, and I cannot give the names
of all the people who were on it, was made up of extremely fine, in-
telligent, apolitical people who had the interest of the country very
much at heart. ,

The country was divided into regions after a careful study of re-
gional problems and regional divisions which already existed in the
country. The Commission issued a_very interesting report on the
subject of regions and regional jurisdictions, including all types of
Federal agency activities, authority activities, and so on.

In 1937, I was in charge of the Planning and Housing Division at
Columbia University. We had as a responsibility, for example, to
work within States and under the general jurisdiction of the Gover-
nors to which the staff of the National Resources Planning Commis-
sion were consultants in each of these regions. Region 1, for in-
stance, was New England and all the States of New England were
part of that region. Region 2 was New York State and I believe
New Jersey. Region 3 included Virginia, North Carolina, and so on.

One of my assignments was to help a regional council, established
in the early stages of the war specifically to work out the relation-
ships between civilian planning problems and military planning
problems—ivater supply, sewage disposal, housing, the whole spec-
trum of things that needed to be done. As a consultant, I was as-
signed as the planning director for that particular function. Similar
technical consultants were assigned for other similar reasons in var-
ious parts of the country as part of Federal participation in large
scale regional planning affairs. ,

The central secretary of the Commission in Washington published
a series of extremely valuable documents, including one on transpor-
tation which I commend to your attention. They recognized in ad-
vance the competitive elements of air and other programs, and the
highway program in particular, and made recommendations which 1
believe, if they had been followed, we would not be in our present
transportation dilemma with our railroads. .

In my opinion, what killed the NRPB in 1943, and this is purely a
personal opinion, was that in Great Britain, there had been pub-
lished the previous year a report known as the, “Cradle to the Grave
Report,” which dealt with health and welfare on a national scale.
The National Resources Planning Board staff prepared a similar re-
port for this country which contained a recommended national
health and welfare programs which were some 20 to 25 years ahead
of their time. Although almost all of them have been adopted by the
Congress and are now in effect at that time, the report was consid-
ered socialistic. Because of this, the entire organization did not get
financing from the Congress and died.

I lr()lelieve that historic analysis will bear out what I believe hap-
pened.
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One other reason for the demise of the National Resources Plan-
ning Board is the fact that it worked only to the States. That is to
say that the consulting work that was done from the regional office
was to the State capitals and as far as the general body politic was
concerned, they almost never heard of the organization. When the
National Resources Planning Commission was permitted to die,
there was no public clamor. There was barely mention of it in the
newspapers. It simply was not known. In a sense, at the levels you
are talking about, Mr. Costikyan, it was simply an unknown effort.

Chairman Borrixe. They had no constituency which would pro-
tect it from a few, I think, Senators who were rather determined to
cut its throat.

Mr. Friss. That is correct. That should be an historical warning
on anything that might be created that would have similar functions
today. I believe very strongly in what you have said, Mr. Bolling,
about the need for a strengthening of Federal involvement in ro.
gional issues. I also believe very strongly that something equivalent
to the National Resources Planning Board is going to be the kind of
thing that we have to look to in the immediate future.

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to comment on grassroots partici-
pation relating to what Mr. Costikyan has said and because of your
Interest in this question. In the large-scale regional issues that we
are facing in this country and the urbanization that is taking place,
we must recognize the fact that urbanization takes place in rural
areas. It must. We must also recognize, that the structure of rural
government, particularly rural county government, has been bril-
liantly related to the structure of probably the master planning
agency that the Federal Government has ever established. That is
the Department of Agriculture. The Department of Agriculture has
created, through its county agents, a hierarchical system of political
contact with the locality, even down to the youngsters of the 4-H
Clubs the kind of political contact that we have never achieved in
our cities between the Federal Government and the locality and the
voter in the locality. If there is a lesson to be derived historically
from any successful governmental structure handling planning at a
very large scale—whether it is soil conservation or all of the finan-
cial benefits that have been made available to the farmer and related
industry and commerce through the Department of Agriculture—I
call your attention to this very apparent success of the Agriculture
Department. We are dealing, as T have said with the urbanization of
our open spaces which are converting from rural county government
to a kind of new amalgamation of nonstructured urban growth not
unlike the kind of structure that we have had in our agricultural
economy. This has succeeded in some places and Perhaps has not in
others. But I believe the point is a valid one.

The Department of Agriculture has recognized this disruption of
rural areas and political systems by urban growth in a number of
the land grant colleges, is now training former rural county agents
to study urban managing, zoning, subdivision control, and a variety
of other urban problems as they relate directly to the impact of ur-
banization on open spaces.
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You cannot retain many of these people who are experts in the
growing of corn and hogs, but it is an interesting and valid attempt
to find some way of handling these fringe area situations which are
constantly moving out along our highways, at the interesections of
our interstates, and all of the other germinal or energy centers that
we are creating in new areas.

The very important new communities program, Title 7 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1970, the operational
framework of which is now being structured at HUD, that very im-
portant new law providing for assistance to new communities from
the Federal Government will come head on, into the political struc-
tures of these new areas seminew areas or conversion areas. I would
suggest, gentlemen, that in the large scale regional planning pro-
grams which you are considering, the protection or control of this
kind of development will depend, in large part, on a strong Federal
interest in national land use and in the development of valid and
well-designed regional planning programs—not modeled on the 1930
type that Mr. Costikyan is talking about but modeled on today’s re-
quirements.

Chairman Borrixe. Thank you very much.

Mr. Widnall.

Representative WinxaLr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Costikyan, you intrigue me when you suggest that the Con-
gressmen might better do a job on regional planning than some of
the others who have been in the business. I find as just an individual
Member of Congress that I have not enough time to do what is as-
signed to me right now with all the marching and mobilizing and
pressure groups on your neck everyday these days.

The whole idea that you have offered to us today is intriguing. It
involves innovation and change and T certainly would admit that we
are very much in need of some drastic changes in order to meet the
problems, not just of the immediate present but the future. I think
that you have certainly given us a lot of room for discussion and
thought.

In your testimony, you suggest that regional planning units might
well be composed of the Congressmen from the affected areas. You
make the point that having Congressmen as such planners would
have the advantage of sceing planning done by persons with sub-
stantial power over national resource allocations.

Do you believe that Congress is equipped to take on a regional
planning function in addition to the other functions which it now
discharges?

Mr. Costikyan. Mr. Widnall, I think in part that Congress is
performing that function already without knowing it and that, yes,
1t would require additional staff to do it. Perhaps the urban govern-
ment commission I suggested, among its functions would be to »d-
vise Congressmen as to the development of their area. But one idea
that stimulated this has been my experience with the proposal to
build a bridge across Long Island Sound. So far as I know, every
Congressman from the affected area thinks it is a terrible idea. I do
not think they think so merely because they have to run for reelec-
tion every 2 years. I think they think so for that reason plus the
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fact that they think it is a rotten idea. There is at least one local
planning entity which is the creature of the executive and the execu-
tive in New York State happens to want to build that bridge, so
that local planning entity has said they think it is a good idea.
Everybody else, the regional planning association has been down on
it, every other planning group has been.

My thinking was stimulated by, I thought to myself, well, how
does one plan for Long Island Sound? Who ought to be involved in
that? I thought that basically, the Congressmen who live, who rep-
resent that area, are the ones that have the most direct interest and
that it would be great when there is an application to the Depart-
ment of Transportation for money to build the approaches for this
bridge if there were an entity in the Congress to which one could go
which had access to some good professional planner which could say,
as an entity, as the people responsible to the voters of this area, we
think this 1s a terrible idea, and could do what they wanted in terms
of cutting off funds.

Now, what you say, can the Congress take on this task in addition
to all its other tasks—I suppose the real answer to that is basically,
it is doing it already, but it is not doing it with the notion that it 1s
indeed acting as a planning entity and it is not doing it with access
to the kind of professional advice and counsel that Mr. Feiss repre-
sents. I think that if that professionalism were available to it, it
could perform the planning function better and we would see the
creation of some regional blocs that have some political muscle. And
T am sure that all of the representatives who came from a particular
area, if they felt strongly about the proposal, their colleagues in the
Congress would pay some attention to them.

Representative Wmw~arL. Continuing again with your testimony,
you make reference to the ineffectiveness of the local planning
boards in New York City. You suggest that the boards are ineffec-
tive because they are not selected by the local communities but are
appointed by centralized authorities.

Has any consideration been given to having these boards elected
on the local level ?

Mr. Costixyan. Not by our city administration. Such considera-
tion has been given by the committee of the association of the bar,
which has been studying the whole problem of decentralization. It
has not been suggested that the local planning boards be elected.
Rather, it has been suggested that the function that the local plan-
ning boards are supposed to perform be translated into the elected
officials that we are talking about electing from the local areas.

There are about two or three good ones in the city, but they are
the high visibility local planning units who are independent of the
people who appointed them. But the bulk of them, they are ap-
pointed by the borough presidents and the mayor has some partici-
pation in it. They have largely not represented the communities
which they are supposed to represent. That is one of the problems
when you appoint people to.be representatives of the local commu-
nity.

I think the only way to get representatives of a local community
is to let the local community pick them. The only way I know how
to do that is to have elections.
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Representative WionaLt. Do you feel they could operate effec-
tively?

Mz. Costixyan. If that were not their sole function, yes. If they
performed the functions they were supposed to perform administra-
tively and became the representatives of the local attitude yes; I
think they could be effective within the limits established for them.

I do not think you would want to give local planning boards the
power to decide that the sewage treatment plant was going to be in
somebody else’s backyard, not their own, because they will always
reach that decision.

Representative Wipxarr. You have also suggested that national
legislation be regionalized. Do you foresee any Federal legal prob-
lems with such an approach?

Mr. Costieyan. I must confess, Mr. Widnall, I have not thought
about it. I can see some Federal political problems in regionalizing.
But I do not think I ought to try to express an opinion on a legal
question off the top of my head.

I think it should be possible to avoid legal problems if one region-
alizes legislation. Certainly, TVA was a reglonal program. It had
national implications. Every regional program has national implica-
tions because all regions have an interaction on other regions.

Representative WmwaLL. I would like to ask both of you to com-
ment on this: I have been very much aware of the flight from the
cities of large corporations, their top executive management, and
particularly with the firms that do the actual manufacturing, 1deas,
systems, and things like that. Do you think there is any chance of
turning that back? I have found that the people connected with the

. corporations are so happy with the change that they wish they had
made it some time ago and everybody is talking about it, and if they
have not already made the change, they are in the planning stage of
going some other place. From the outside of New York City, I can-
not see anything but a worsening condition for that city. I do not
see how you are going to improve it.

Mr. Costieyan. Well, Mr. Widnall, I must confess that without a
massive change in the transportation system or the housing situa-
tion, I would agree with you. Our problem in New York at this
point is that our supply of housing is decreasing each year. Last
year, according to the figures that I have seen—nobody has accurate
figures on this—but last year, according to the figures that I got
from some of the real estate people, there were some 50,000 units of
housing that were simply abandoned. The total number of comple-
tions of new construction in the city was about 15,000. The city put
out some figures suggesting that it was 23,000 but they did that by
including units that had not been completed and it was not a fair
count.

If that is so, we had a net loss last year of about 85,000 units. As
far as I can tell from talking to people in the construction industry,
there is no desire and no interest in investing in new construction in
the city and the number of completions we will have this year will
be less than last year. I also understand the number of abandon-
nrents we have will be greater than last year.
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Now, if we do not have places for people to live and we cannot
bring them in in decent, rapid mass transit, then the businesses more
and more have to ask themselves, why are we here? What services
do we get out of living in the city, paying a State income tax if they
live in New Jersey or Connecticut, to New York, now paying a city
income tax, and paying all the other taxes that the city feels neces-
sary to impose in order to keep itself going. And I think that the
trend is inevitable.

The real thing that bothers me is what happens after Mr. Feiss
and his associates plan for those open areas and start developing or
shaping the way in which these new areas are being developed? I as-
sume they are going to make them even more attractive and then we
are going to see more and more of an outflow of people from the
city. °

I think in the last 10 years, we lost 70,000 people who migrated
out. They have been replaced by approximately the same number
and that is where our welfare population has come from. What I see
happening. unless something 1s done to face up to the problem, is
that the planners and the IFFederal Government together will turn
the surrounding countryside into an Kden and they will encourage
the businesses to move and then those of us who have an affection
and a commitment to the city will be sitting there with a vacant and
empty capital plant without the capacity to support itself. And I do
not *hink that one is going to be able to.deal with that problem by
public relations or by persuading businesses that they really have it
verv good in the middle of the city when they know better.

Representative Wmwxarn. I remember having some housing hear-
ings in New York when the mayor was Wagner. At that time, I
asked him the question, how are you ever going to catch up when
you are trying to make New York so attractive for those who will
go on relief? We were particularly talking about the Puerto Rican
problem. You had people living in absolute slums in Puerto Rico,
where there is not even the minimum of decency—housing, lights
sanitary facilitics, anything like that, and no income. The minute
they came to New York, in 24 hours, they were on relief and they
were wealthy, getting the first money they had ever really gotten.
With that continued, with the bunching up of the people that were
coming in. I said, you are going to have a problem that you just
can’t solve in New York.

Well, T think they have finally reached a point where they are be-
ginning to admit that they do have a problem, self-incurred to a
Iarge extent. .

Mr. Costicyax. Mr. Widnall, it is very interesting that the
Puerto Rican migration has been a little different from some of the
migrations from other parts of the country. I can not generalize, but
a large, lavrge part of the population that moved to New York City
from Puerto Rico very soon became working parts and contributing
members of our economy. That problem has not been our major one.
Our major one has been as people leave, we are a magnet, but we are
not so much different from Boston or Chicago or any other major
city. Every major city is becoming a magnet for the poor. They
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move there and every city has this problem of increasing percent-
ages of its population being on welfare. )

- Representative Wipvarw. Well, the welfare problem 1s about the
major problem in the United States today and it had better be given
a priority. -

Mzr. Costiryax. Yes; and I think it is having its worst impact on
the old cities, like New York.

Representative Wipxarr. That is right.

Myr. Feiss, would you care to comment?

Mr. Friss. Yes, Mr. Widnall. I want to respond to one thing Mr.
Costikyan just said, because I believe he has an erroneous impression
about planners and the whole regional planning concept.

In the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970, there is a
provision which deals with new towns in town and the Federal assist-
ance for that program. Any regional planning operation that is
worth its name in urban and urbanizing areas has, as one of its
major work program elements these programs for the central cities
of the type you just mentioned Mr. Widnall, and that Mr. Costikyan
was speaking about. A plan for an urban region which omits
the problems of health and welfare, police, fire, and so forth,
is not worth being called a plan. In many of the councils of govern-
ment which I mentioned earlier, there are metropolitanwide or re-
gionwide narcotics programs, health programs, police and communi-
cations programs, fire programs, and so on being administered.

We are not just working in the glamorous potential of the
countryside, we are working also with the nitty-gritty problems of
the heart of the city—not any more successfully, of course, than any-
body else.

. Mr. Costiryax. That is the problem. You will be more successful
in the countryside and your plan is great, but it does not work in
the city.

Mr. Feiss. Give us fewer people. In my long life in planning, I
have been an optimist. If you do not look at these things optimistic-
ally and say there is a solution, you give up to the kind of despair
which is purely negative and we will accomplish nothing. I cannot
say with any degree of pride that any mechanism with which T
have been involved over the years in urban renewal, public housing,
planning at the municipal, the county, the State and the national
level, has been quite successful. Quite obviously, I think, these things
have not been successful or we would not be witnessing the things
that Mr. Widnall and other members of this committee have been
discussing. '

But this committee and the Congress also have been working on
these problems for a long time. I remember the first White House
Conference on Homebuilding and Home Ownership called by Presi-
dent Hoover in 1931. Out of this grew the FHA, the first public
housing program and a great many other programs. We have been
trying to solve these problems for many years, after many years of
recognizing them and we have never been able to catch up.

Possibly, the mechanisms that this committee is discussing—the
development of a new system, which sets its sights ahead of the
problems as they are occurring and then works backward, is a better
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solution in the long run than trying to catch up, always running be-
hind the issues as they arise.

This is the actual plyanning function, planning ahead and then de-
veloping programs and projects to anticipate the difficulties as best
you can. You cannot always guess them, but you can certainly work
toward trying to find the solution.

Representative WipNaLL, Thank you very much.

Chairman Boruixe. Mr. Brown.

Representative Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. )

To pick up that exact point, what worries me about planners is
the Maginot Line. It is the concern that the planner is always plan-
ning for the future of things as they are today and by the time the
future gets here, the plan is outdated. I think in the context of our
current society, that this may be even a greater problem tomorrow
than it is today. What I mean is that we are seeing more and more
individual legal efforts taken to stop community decisions in such
areas as the situation that exists here in Washington on transporta-
tion. We get into the impasse over freeway, subway, and bridge
business and all of a sudden, what we had planned to meet this
year’s needs is not even underway until several years later and per-
haps by the time we can get them completed, they are not the best
solution for what we need 10 years hence.

What do you see as the answer to that problem perhaps, a combi-
nation of human fallibility of the planner and an altering social
phenomenon in our society ?

Mr. Friss. Mr. Brown, you pose the No. 1 question for all of us.

It seems to me there are two ways we have to look at it. The
American Institute of Architects has been experimenting with what
it calls community development centers. In well over 50 cities right
now, these organizations of volunteers are working with local com-
munity groups to help people understand the community in which
they are living and to discuss with them some of the essential large
scale public issues which will affect the environment in which they
are living. Of course, one of the major problems everywhere, and
particularly in the ghetto area, is the fact that we are dealing with a
highly mobile population, not only in New York City but in every
other city, people who have not been in residence long enough to un-
derstand the place they are in.

Representative Brown. Or said another way, today’s decision will
be made by people who will refuse to live with it tomorrow.

Mzr. Friss. That is correct. American society has become a mobile
society. This mobility is a national phenomenon and it becomes very
difficult to make decisions today that will relate to the people who
will be involved in the future.

The best we can do under these circumstances is to get involved
with as much data collecting and interpretations as we can using
computers and so on.

There is a great deal of new information and means of interpret-
ing it which we must use in order to have a reasonable relationship
to the major issues that we are facing and decisions that have to be
made about them.
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Representative Brow~. What you are saying is that you must ed-
ucate people in the area of community responsibility in addition to
personal rights so as to get them to accept from time to time, the
unacceptable. To accept in the community interest the things that are
not acceptable personally. It is a frustrating situation and I gather
that it is one that changes with the fashions of the times. I do not
cite the election of Philadelphia as a necessary example, but perhaps
we see down the road some more general acceptance of meeting com-
munity deciplines rather than protecting totally local disciplines and
local rights.

Mr. Fess. Obviously, there has to be a combination of the two,
Congressman. There must be an attempt to add the public decision-
making process to the opinions and needs of the people as they are
identified.

Representative Brown. Well, this is exactly where I am headed.
That is, it seems to me that any regionalization, whatever the region
of interest, we would benefit from some kind of democratic proce-
dure rather than the appointive procedure or the self-annointed
board which makes the decisions. Because this, then, at least pro-
vides the outlet for participation on the part of those people who
might otherwise be easily given ‘to legal or some extra-legal group
action with reference to a particular problem.

So I would like to suggest that while it does not assure local or
minority—and I use that in a political sense and not the racial sense—
acquiescence to public decisions, it at least gives them their day in
court—that is a bad metaphor; their day at the power docks—on the
issue involved.

Now, let me move from that into another area, if T may. It occurs
to me that it speaks to the difference that you and Mr. Costikyan
were having a moment ago in response to Mr. Widnall’s questions.

It is a chicken-and-egg question as to whether the planning se-
duces people out of the city or whether the people have been seduced
from the city for other reasons which I would suggest are largely
technological, not necessarily economic—although economics certainly
bears a part in it, such as the recently and rapidly developed State
transportation system. That sucks people out of the environs of the
city into the suburbs, because if they can travel 20 miles in half an
hour and have a little fresh air and a big shaggy dog and four kids,
rather than having to take 30 minutes to go 3 miles in the city, they
may find it more attractive to live in the suburbs.

The other thing that makes it possible for businesses to move out, is
the modern communications techniques which now make almost in-
stant communications possible. Literally, your business can be oper-
ated from any place.

In an article in one of the Sunday supplements here in Washing-
ton about two or three young fellows who were operating a business
in the Virginia countryside, complete with scantily clad females run-
ning around the town house, and apparently thriving economically.
This is only possible because they can be in instant communication
with whatever it is their business may involve by telephone. All they
are is a master center for this decisionmaking process which is in-
volved in the business. What occurs is a private enterprise develop-
ment, so to speak.

52-355—71—pt. 4——4
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Now, the difficulty of getting a lock on private enterprise ap-
proaches 1s much more involved than getting a lock on the interstate
highway system or the green space situation. How do you resolve
that part of the problem in community planning, whether it is plan-
ning for the city center or planning for the suburban development?

Mr. Costirya~. Could I comment on that, because it is a problem
that we deal with in our law firm all the time as we each year go
around to all the law schools to importune young men who are sup-
posed to be very capable law students to come to practice law in
New York City. You are absolutely right, Mr. Brown, it is a combi-
nation of circumstances. But the way it starts is the young man
says, where can I live? Then you start looking, as we do every year.
What does it cost to rent an apartment in Manhattan, where we
practice law ? And most people like to live somewhere close.

Well, they cannot get apartments in Manhattan then the pressure
outward starts. We have talked about the possibility—not seriously,
but in one of those moods when someone is philosophizing about the
future, that in 20 years, the headquarters of Paul, Weiss, Goldberg,
Rifkind, Wharton and Garrison will be somewhere west of White
Plains. :

Representative Browx. Or in western Connecticut ?

Mr. Costrxyan. Well, we have to stay in New York because we
are New York lawyers, but somewhere in the border area. What
happens now is we have a Washington tieline so if you want to call
Washington, you deal as if you were down the hall. And eventually,
we will have a small office 1n the city where people who have to be
there in the day are required

Representative Browx. To show the flag?

Mr. Costixyax (continuing). To show the flag or if you have a
lawsuit and you are in town that week or that day, you have that
little office, and you can meet people there. The trend is obvious in
the law business.

We used to have all our law firms down on Wall Street. Now half
of us are uptown and the other half that are still down there have
uptown offices.

Representative Browx. Then they leap-frog you and get to White
Plains before you do, then you will have real problems.

Mr. Costiryaxn. Then we will have problems catching up to them.
But the pressure, it seems to me, is there, and I do not think there is
any planning that is going to be able to avert this or change it.

I think you put your finger on two basic problems that we are
trying to wrestle with in the 1970’s and we are not quite sure what
the problems are, but they are there. One is that we have grown up
in an era in which all of us were taught that the human mind can
solve every problem and that all one needs to do to chart the future
is to use the brains that .are available and then you can figure out
where you are going to end up. Yet if we know anything from the
last 10 years, it is that we cannot do that. Nobody planned our com-
mitments abroad, nobody planned to get into the messes we have
gotten into, although each step along the way made perfect sense in
terms of the current thinking.
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Representative Browx. Spoken like a disillusioned liberal, Mr.
Costikyan.

Mr. Costiryax. I am not a disillusioned liberal.

Representative Browx. I am a progressive conservative and I was
going to suggest that perhaps it is not the human mind that can
solve these tlnncrs, but I am sure if we can put them all in a com-
puter, we can work them out.

Mr. Cosrigyax. I think the computer will make the same mis-
takes the human mind does. That is why I see the notion that plan-
ning can deal with the future in terms of the kind of sense that
p](mners like to think they can, because they cannot foresee it. The
planning process can take you so far and then political processes
move in on it. And political processes work on it. Once you start
trying to leap-frog too far ahead, you do &nd up building Maginot
Lines that make no sense in light of what’s happened in the interim.

Representative Browx. Let me move to the political process,
which may conclude my part of this discussion today. It seems that
the regional idea has considerable merit but that we also have an-
other thln«r in the history of our country that has merit. That is our
political process and planning has merit, too. I would like to marry
this political process into the regional system It occurs to me that
this may be one of the more difficult parts of the whole process. All
of us love to plan, particularly if it is for somebody else, and I
think that being the social people that we are, we are all willing to
group ourselves together from time to time in different societies,
thus regionalism becomes practical. But we also are creatures of past
habit and have a tendency to think regionally in terms of cities,
townships, counties, States, and perhaps now with some of the
changes that have occurred in recent years, regional compacts. But
we tend to think along formalized lines rather than problem lines.
We tend to think pohtlcqll) on political organization lines. I would
like to suggest that perhaps we ought to have some kind of disrup-
tion in our system which would allow us to think in terms of elect-
ing the Hudson River Valley Commission. In a certain geographic
area and everybody in that avea the right to vote. New York, of
course, is going to dominate it.

Then we think in terms of the New York City transportation au-
thority and that may skip a lot of those upstate people who never
think of going to New York for reasons many of which I am sure
have merit. Then you would haye maybe the industrial planning re-
gion, et cetera.

Why can’t we break ourselves of this sort of political unit, have it
and have these various interests represented in a political sense, at
the same time, even though they have sort of an amoeba-like charac-
teristic, they put themsel ves together in different patterns for differ-
ent problem approaches? Is that sensible or not ?

Mr. Costmcya~. Yes; it is, and I tried to suggest that in my state-
ment when I suggested that each of these regions or regional units
that I suggested be put together out of the conﬂressmml representa-
tives be ad hoc units. E\'ery problem has its own region. Our air
pollution region is different from our water pollutlon region. The
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water pollution, if one were to deal with water pollution of the
Hudson River, the region would run all the way up past Albany
and all the way down. What they do in Albany is not polluting our
air, but what they are doing in New Jersey is, and vice versa.

I would suggest, however, that there is one shortcoming to the no-
tion of electing a Hudson River Water Pollution Commission or a
Metropolitan Area Transportation and Air Pollution Region. That |
is that it becomes increasingly difficult for citizens to make rational
selections when the number of people they have to choose to do their
functions increases. And there is a limit to what we can ask our vot-
ers to do intelligently. )

Representative Brow~. But, Mr. Widnall makes a very excellent
point, though. There is a limit to the expectations of public officials
in the area of this ration4l judgment. You may elect them to do the
job and they may do it in name. But in point of fact, the decision-
making process, the information-gathering responsibility, becomes
someone else’s and they merely become the head of the staff that
made the decision and you have a great deal of nonpolitical judg-
ment in that decision.

Now, there is a problem. When he was discussing this, I was re-
minded of the fact that my father, who served in Congress from es-
sentially the same congressional district I now represent, came here
33 years ago with two staff members and they sat over there in the
Cannon Building in two separate offices, the two ladies out in front
with the potted palms and the fan going around very slowly, and he
sat in the other room making all the substantive decisions, including
how the press release should be punctuated. Now all that is changed.
Members of Congress to a great extent become office managers for
people who are doing a lot of the administrative work that Members
of Congress used to do and who are making, in essence, some of the
decisions that Members of Congress used to make.

Now, if you regionalize Members of Congress too much and multi-
ply the hours that they are expected to meet and resolve these re-
gional problems, it seems to me that you may not be serving in the
best interests of the constituencies involved.

I like the idea of having an elected representative. That appeals to
me. But it seems to me that when you get together on the problems
of the pollution of the Hudson River, you ought to have some other
elected group that can then relate their solution to the various Con-
gressmen involved, in that wholesome American way that everyone
does, the pressure group or the lobbyist.

Mr. CostikyaN. I question whether you need the two elections.
The reason is that it seems to me that if you have a staff that does
what your staff does and what everyone’s staff does, to work on, say,
the pollution problems of the Hudson and report to you, there is no
occasion to have that staff subject to the electoral process. We will
hold you accountable. We will hold the congressman accountable, as
we do now, for the decisions that his staff makes, basically, but he
approves. And the Congressman then becomes an instrument in our
political process, a responsible point, someone to whom we can point
and say, this is your decision, you made it; it is true you had staff
and you had their advice, but you are the one that we are going to
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elect to be responsible for that decision and if it is a decision that is
disapproved of by the community at large, it will be your responsi-
bility.

Rgpresentative Browx. I accept the argument to the extent that it
deals with a national problem such as legislation involving air pollu-
tion. But to the extent that it deals with problems such as industrial
development and limiting the regional development in the industrial
sense to affect air pollution, or to the extent that it deals with the
Hudson River pollution problem, I wonder if that problem does not
become a good deal more local than can be resolved by a compact or
an association of members of Congress.

Now, in dealing with the Federal Government, to be sure, there is
a relationship that flows through the Congressman and the executive
branch to the local community and from the local community back
to the executive branch and that is our job. It is an ombudsman
type requirement. But is it practical to have Members of Congress
deal with all these problems?

Mr. CostiryaN. No, I would think, Mr. Brown, that if what I
suggested were pursued on the Federal level, when one is dealing
with the allocation of Federal resources, hopefully, it would become
a model, and there are State legislators who similarly, if they follow
the Federal pattern, would attempt to band themselves together as a
regional unit to deal with the aspects of the problem that are within
the jurisdiction of the State. I am not suggesting that the Congress
should assume all of the burdens of all of the regional planning, be-
i:)ause much of it is vested in local governmental entities and should

e.

Representative Brown. Well, if it heartens you at all, even in a
rather conservative area such as that which I represent, many of us
have banned together to form a regional grouping in the Congress,
and as a matter of fact, meet on a regular basis to discuss problems.
We have even accepted within the group, a Member of Congress
from Indiana, which I think is being very ecumenical. And more
than that, accepted a few Democrats to discuss these problems, too.
It is underway, whether with any degree of success or not, I do not
know. The only thing which discourages me is that some of us get so
busy that the staff winds up going to meetings. Your suggestion that
we hold the Member accountable for the staff is a sound one. I think
that it would be nice if we could get our State legislators to combine
in the same way which would fill in the blank between that and the
council of government which has been organized in the area. It
would be very helpful. :

The only provision that I do not like is that my district is not the
center of it, you see. I am on the fringe.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Representative Mooraeap (presiding). Thank you, Mr. Costikyan
and Mr. Feiss. You have certainly stimulated an interesting ex-
change of ideas and have been very helpful to this subcommittee.

If there are no further questions, the subcommittee will stand in
recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock in this same room.

Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned until
10 a.m., Thursday, May 20, 1971.)
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The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room
1202, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard Bolling (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Representatives Bolling and Brown.

Also present: James W. Knovwles, director of research; and Walter
B. Laessig and Leslie J. Barr, economists for the minority.

OPrENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BOLLING

Chairman Borri~xe. The subcommittee will be in order.

Today is the sixth day of the 9-day set of hearings on regional
planning issues being conducted by the Subcommittee on Urban Af-
fairs. So far we have heard from a variety of eminent individuals—
those from the academic world and those practically involved in mu-
nicipal and State planning. We have gained some insight into the
overall tangles confronting us when we talk about assets and liabili-
ties of decentralization. This morning we will hear from two gentle-
men who are directly involved in the practical application of re-
gional planning concepts. Joseph P. Bort is chairman of the
Association of Bay Area Government and California Assemblyman
John T. Knox is concerned with these concepts from the State leg-
islature’s viewpoint. They will contribute to our hearings immensely
since they are from the fastest-growing part of the Nation today.
We are interested in hearing how you propose to handle the juris-
dictional complexities besetting all of us in our attempt to establish
a concept for regional government.

We will hear from the two witnesses and then proceed with ques-
tions.

Mz, Bort, please begin and proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. BORT, COUNTY SUPERVISOR, ALAMEDA
COUNTY, CALIF.

Mr. Bort. Thank you very much. :

Mr. Bolling, I am especially privileged to be here with my es-
teemed colleague, Assemblyman John Knox. I am impressed with
the readings I have made of your previous hearings and feel quite
flattered that I was invited.

(593)
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I will give you a little bit of my background, with one correction.
I am not chairman of the Association of Bay Area Government, but
am chairman of its Subcommittee on Home Rule and also on Fi-
nance.

I am a supervisor, often known as county commissioner in other
parts of the country, in Alameda County, which has a population of
over 1 million people, 13 cities, of which two would be considered core
cities.

It is a fast-growing county with a good racial mix, real problems
in poverty and environment.

T have been appointed as the intergovernmental relation represent-
ative of the board, and as such I sit on the nine-county air pollution
control board.

I am a past member of the Bay Conservation & Development Com-
mission of San Francisco Bay which is a special commission to pre-
serve the Bay. It regulates all fillings and dredgings and the shore-
lines. I am also the representative to the Association of Bay
Governments and on its board of directors.

Previous to that I served as city councilman in the city of Berke-
ley for a little over 4 years, so my background is really on the lower
local level and from a practical level.

I would like to talk just a little bit about the difference, in the
Bay area and some of the other regions of the nation. Most regions
that T have studied that have been successful in meeting regional
problems have been areas where there has been one dominant city,
and it has been done through consolidation.

I think Honolulu, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, and Baton Rouge,
are several examples, where, In a sense, they have been pretty much
consolidations and they have been able to handle regional problems.

What this amounts to, is that they have broken down into basi-
cally three levels of government, Federal, State, and the regional
government, which has been merged with the local government.

In our situation the Association of Bay Area Governments covers
about 7,000 square miles, nine counties, and 92 incorporated cities. In
that area eight of the nine counties and about 86 of the incorporated
cities have joined the Association of Bay Governments, which is
strictly a voluntary joint powers arrangement. Its membership rep-
resents about 98 percent of the population of the area.

We really would not have been successful at all without the sup-
port of the Federal Government. Very frankly, we have gotten very
little support from the State government for our operations.

Tt was formed in about 1961, well before the multiplicity of Fed-
eral grant programs got started, but when that multiplicity of grant
programs came forward, most of them required a regional plan and
usually an approval through the review and comment program and
this gave a great boost and strength to the Association of Bay Area
Governments.

We are underfinanced and it is still a voluntary organization and
we can’t take much action that isn’t pretty well accepted by a sub-
stantial majority and, as you know, most of the hard decisions are
made by 51 or 55 percent majorities.
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You have asked some questions particularly of the Federal action
and I have some suggestions that I would like to make that I think
the Federal Government could do that would strengthen the re-
gional organizations. :

One, the planning program in the Bay area, we estimate has cost
about $29 million over the last 10 years. Of the $29 million, only
about $1 million has been on a comprehensive basis. All the rest of 1t
has been done on a functional basis and I have listed here the var-
ious items that have been studied.

There have been transit plans, San Francisco Bay plans, airport
plans, plans for water quality, highway corridors, comprehen-
sive health plans, geological soil studies, water quality studies, crimi-
nal justice studies, management studies, etc. In many cases there has
been duplication in data gathering.

Many of these plans, independently, have developed population
projections, land use, industrial locations and housing patterns.
There has been virtually no coordination. All that has been done on
the coordinated basis has been done through the Association of Bay
Area Governments and over this decade we have spent about $2 mil-
lion, but even in this case, about half of what we have spent has
been on specific plans such as an airport study, and only about half
or $1 million has been spent on comprehensive planning.

One of the things very much needed is coordination and elimina-
tion of duplication. I would hope that the Federal Government
would not withdraw its support of comprehensive planning. It
should be well financed; the local comprehensive plan should be
completed as soon as possible, and then, of course, continued support
to keep the plan updated and refined.

“ You have asked about a national planning act and I would sup-
port this, but T would like to give a little different emphasis to it. I
would suggest that it should be called a National Intergovernmental
Planning Act, so that we can assure ourselves that there is input up
from the local level as well as down to it.

In other words, I would indicate that the grant review and com-
ment programs should go both ways, that there should be a
strengthening, for instance, of the review and comment of local gov-
ernment to Federal and State plans when the Federal and State
Government anticipates building capital improvements, taking cer-
tain actions that would influence any local area.

Tt would be very worthwhile, to have a coordination of EPA, the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department of agriculture, the
Department of Commerce, the Department of Labor, the Depart-
ment of Transportation (and as a subheading Urban Mass Transit
Administration, Department of Justice). Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, and a very substantial spender of money in planning in the
Bay area, the Army Corps of Engineers.

A third point that I would suggest would be worth while for the
Federal Government, would be to supply multiyear funding rather
than year-to-year funding. .

We have found that lead time in the planning and public hear-
ings, if there is to be input, cannot be done within 1 year, and unless
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there is guarantee of multiyear funding it leaves us in a much
weaker position.

Fourth, that the regional councils and the local organizations
should be required to set priorities. Right now our review and com-
ment 1s largely “does it meet a regional plan?” There is no priority
setting in the process and therefore, we are not sure that our review
and comment has much meaning. I don’t think we can anticipate
that there are unlimited funds to do everything that might need to
be done.

Pretty generally, the review and comment that ABAG has made
has not been followed and, generally, we don’t know why.

Planning itself has been weak from one standpoint in the fact
that most of the planning has been done on a functional basis, that
is, how to move people from one place to another, how to clean up
the air, but the impact of what we have planned has never been
really studied.

This would be particularly true in the transportation field.

I really believe that the planning needs to go a step further and
more effort has to be made on the side effects, or total impact of
what is to be built.

I would strongly oppose a single Federal regional coordinator in
each of the 10 districts. It would appear to me, we might end up
having 10 sort of presidencies which I just don’t believe would be
desirable. -

It would eliminate people participation. I would suggest that the
intergovernmental councils, which are already in each region with
representatives from HUD, Commerce, Labor, OEOQ, HEW, be con-
tinued.

In addition to this, we might add five people from State Govern-
ment and five people from regional councils and that you in a sense
create a regional commission made up of Federal, State and local
people who would oversee the planning and the coordination of the
planning. The byplay and the interaction of the review and com-
ment from Federal, State, and local representatives would be most
valuable. '

%ou have asked some questions. Yes, it should be adequately
staffed. '

Now, I come back to the topic that my colleague, Assemblyman
Knox, and I perhaps disagree most on, though we usually walk
pretty hand-in-hand, in the realization of the need of regional au-
thority. :

"Mr. Knox has introduced legislation which would create a compre-
hensive coordinating planning organization where you would divide
the area into 40 equal districts and have trustees or councilmen or
supervisors; or whatever you might call them; a new set of legisla-
tors; that would handle regional problems. Where my approach goes
more to the constituency appointed methods, that is, where you use
city councilmen, mayors and supervisors, the method used to staff
the Association of Bay Area Governments. :

I would like to outline why I take the viewpoint that I do.

There are two rather significant thrusts to government right now.
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One is the great movement toward centralized government, coordi-
nation; the other one is the very rapid move and desire of many
people toward neighborhood government.

It appears to me that the constituency type of arrangement meets
these two problems the best. ’

There has been criticism of the constituent type of arrangement,
that they will be provincial. Very frankly, my experience as a mem-
ber of the Association of Bay Area Governments and on the Air
Pollution Control Board and the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission has been just the opposite, rather than taking a provincial
view, I find it brought the regional view back to the local govern-
ment.

Frankly, I don’t know of anybody under certain circumstances who
is any more provincial than a Congressman who has to look after
his own territory. Yet the great majority of them draw the line in
an appropriate place and generally do what is best for the Nation.

T see nothing wrong in taking a provincial view to a regional or-
ganization -so that there can be a complete understanding of what
the problems are in every corner. Certanly this is one of the reasons
why we want minority representation, simply so they can set forth
their viewpoints.

Let me point out one other item, and that is this: We have set up
a system in the United States, and I am going to speak of welfare,
that has become a mess. The reason for this is there is a centralized
government of directly elected people, whether Federal or State peo-
ple, who have drawn the rules for welfare but the implementation of
those laws is left to the local government, and he has to do it with-
out much input as to the rules.

T see with a new directly elected government on a regional basis,
that they would set the rules, pass the ordinances, but not raise the
money and not be the implementing agency.

The agency will manage open space, but not get into zoning. Any-
body who thinks about what is going to happen in the future really
knows they will have to be doing zoning.

If we plan on a regional basis as to where open space is going to
be, where people are going to live, where the work force and indus-
try are going to be developed, what we are really going to be doing
is zoning but asking the guy on the firing line, the city councilman,
to implement the rules and to raise the money.

There is one other aspect. As a county supervisor I am in my dis-
trict every day in the office and I get a lot of calls; a lot of people
call me. T would say that over half of the people that call me have
called the wrong legislator. Their problem has to be solved at the
city level, or the State or Federal level.

1 take a lot of time explaining to them and I say write John
Knox or go see your city councilman. For the average citizen to
know where to go to be heard is difficult. Where they have three lev-
cls of govenment, it is difficult enough. To set up five levels of gov-
ernment would be a disaster. We would have the State, the Federal,
the regional county government, and city government. His bill
would destroy county and city government. The average citizen is
going to be more confused, he is going to be more frustrated, and it
is really one of the things he is complaining about today.
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If the city and the county officials not only had to do the zoning
and implementation and raising of money, but also the planning, he
may not like the ultimate decision but at least he has had a platform
where his views could be expressed, and if somebody calls me and
says I don’t like the elimination of backyard burning, for instance,
which was eliminated by the Air Pollution Control Board, at least I
could tell him, Well, I either agree with you or disagree with you,
and why, and I had something to say about it. I

This type of government (comstitutent representation) has been
known as long as man has had any government. In tribal systems
where different tribes have had to get together and solve regional
problems, it has usually been the chief or the mayor who has gone
and represented it and not a new separate elected official with dif-
ferent 1deas and approach than the elected leader.

I think it is an adaptation that we need today.

With these oral comments, rather than reading my entire prepared
statement I will stop and listen to the comments of my friend and
colleague, John Knox.

Chairman Borrine. Thank you very much, Mr. Bort.

The record will include the full text of your prepared statement
and its attachments.

(The prepared statement, with attachments, of Mr. Bort follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. BORT

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am especially happy to
appear before this subcommittee with my esteemed colleague from the San
Francisco Bay Area, Assemblyman John T. Knox of Richmond, California. Al-
though we disagree on some measures, we agree on many other matters that
he has carried through the legislature to the benefit of the people of the Bay
Area and the State of California.

The letter from Mr. Bolling inviting me to appear at this hearing stated
“These hearings are intended to increase our understanding of how political
structures can be adapted to facilitate solutions to regional, social and eco-
nomic problems.” I will attempt to use what experience I have had to speak
directly to that quotation. However, I woald like to add the work “environ-
mental” to the words “social and economic problems.” I am sure that concept
was intended to be included.

May I give a brief background of my experience. I am a County Supervisor
of Alameda County, California. Before being elected to the Alameda County
Board of Supervisors, I served for five years as City Councilman in Berkeley.
I have served for three years as a member of the Executive Committee of the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). I am Chairman of its Finance
Subcommittee and of the Committee on Regional Home Rule. I assume that I
have been invited to appear before this committee in the capacity of Chairman
of the Regional Home Rule Committee. I have served on the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission which regulates the entire
shoreline and all dredging and filling operations in the Bay. I now serve on
the Air Pollution Control Board whose borders are practically identical with
those of ABAG, and I am the first and recently appointed Chairman of the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, covering the same nine Bay Area
counties and charged with the responsibility of developing a comprehensive,
balanced transportation system including a method of financing the system.

Alameda County, with a population of over a million, contains the City of
Oakland and 12 other incorporated cities as well as a substantial unineorpo-
rated population. The County has grown rapidly and has a very substantial ra-
cial mixture. Like many other counties in the nation, it is faced with the prob-
lem of preserving open space as well as the need for new approaches in
dealing with the problems of core cities. In fact, many of these problems are
also found in the suburbs and in unincorporated areas.
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Alameda County is one of nine counties comprising the Bay Area surround-
ing San Francisco Bay. The Bay Area contains 7,000 square miles and a popu-
lation of 4.6 millions of people. It is larger than Connecticut and Rhode Island
combined and more populous than two-thirds of the states of the Union. I live
in Berkeley which is one of 92 municipalities in the Bay Area.

The Bay Area is by no means a simple metropolis like so many single-county
metropolitan areas. It contains four standard metropolitan statistical areas
and six central cities. Its complexity and vastness set it apart from many
areas in North America that have been relatively successful in regional gov-
ernment—Indianapolis, Honolulu, Baton Rouge, Nashville, Columbus (Ga.),
and Jacksonville.

Most of the other areas that I have mentioned above have obtained coordi-
nated control by merging the county with its cities into a single government.
This means that in each of these areas a person lives basically under three
levels of government-—federal, state and regional. In our area, most people live
under four levels—federal, state, county and city (not to mention numerous
special districts).

However, most of the large metropolitan areas in the United States have
complex governmental systems. The 1970 Census reveals that there are 33
SMSA’s of over 1,000,000 inhabitants each, and another 32 with populations be-
tween 500,000 and 1,000,000. Most of these are multi-county and many are in-
terstate.

For these large urban centers simple consolidation or any other form of all-
embracive metropolitan government is out of the question. Even if it were
politically feasible, it would be, politically undesirable. To further complicate
the situation, state and federal agencies are becoming increasingly involved in
activities that affect people living and working in metropolitan areas. The
magnitude of intergovernmental operations is strikingly illustrated by what
has been called the “Bay Area Governmental Budget” in the late 1960's. The
following is a breakdown by governmental levels on an annual basis:

Milliong

Federal expenditures (excluding Federal contracts, social security,
_FHA) ___ : $3, 000
State expenditures (excluding local assistance)._-_- 500
Local expenditures .- 2,500
Regional expenditures 100
Total : 6,100

The problem of governing our large metropolitan regions is a problem of in-
tergovernmental relations. I am not saying that there are not other articulate
interests who demand and may get participation in regional government but 1
do say that local governments as well as the state and federal governments
should also be formally involved.

However we may attempt to reform the government of metropolitan areas, we
will still be faced with the necessity of involving many governmental agencies
at many levels and then of coordinating their efforts into regional policies.

LOCAL AND REGIONAL ACTION

The cities and counties of the Bay Area first undertook to learn how, by
trial and error, to do this, in 1961, when they organized themselves under the
Joint Powers Aect into the Association of Bay Area Governments. During its
first decade, ABAG has survived many events which threatened it from within
and from without. It has adopted a Regional Plan 1970:1990 and has negoti-
ated working agreements with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
and with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission.
It is negotiating mutual agreements with the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the Comprehensive Health Planning Council and the Air Pollution Con-
trol Board. ABAG is a voluntary agency organized through a joint powers
agreement with 8 of the 9 counties and 85 of the 92 cities in the Bay Area. Al-
most 98 percent of the regional population is covered by member cities and
counties. As early as 1967, it was clear to city and county officials in the San
Francisco Bay Area that a voluntary association of governments would not be
able to act to meet regional needs rapidly enough to make it unnecessary to
create additional special districts and other special purpose regional agencies.
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In 1967 the General Assembly of ABAG voted to request the State Legislature
to empower it, under limited conditions, to implement a regional plan with re-
spect to regional parks and open space, housing, transportation including air-
ports, solid waste disposal, water pollution, and the development and conserva-
tion of the Bay and its shoreline.

Again in 1969, the General Assembly voted to request the Legislature to
enact special legislation to convert ABAG into a regional home rule agency for
the Bay Area.

Our basic concept was a limited function, multi-purpose agency with limited
governmental powers and independent revenue sources, governed by locally
elected officials of the constituent local governments. We viewed this as an ex-
tension of local government at the regional level. Hence, the term “regional
home rule.” :

The state and federal governments and perhaps such regional special dis-
tricts would also have had representation on the governing body.

Others in the Bay Area had different concepts as to powers, governing body,
and so on. The Legislature has studied this as a localized question, not high in
the list of statewide priorities, and no action has been forthcoming.

Now, in 1971, ABAG is faced with the same problem: Regional needs are
more pressing and new needs are becoming salient—each of which may lead
(some already have led) to the creation of new regional special purpose agen-
cies.

For the third time in 5 years, ABAG is requesting legislative action, but this

time omr a statewide basis. See the attached resolution on Regional Home Rule
adopted by the General Assembly of ABAG on February 18, 1971.
* The need for a regional home rule agency to build on the foundation laid by
voluntary cooperation of city and county governments is not confined to Cali-
fornia or the Bay Area. To quote one reference to other parts of the country :
A report of September, 1970, from the Office of the Governor of Texas, said
that “ironically” councils of governments at the very moment of their highest
achievement and acceptance “may have reached their high-water mark at this
early stage in their development.”

“The reason is that while they have been moving toward maturity at a rela-
tively rapid rate, the problems confronting the State’s urban and rural areas
have been growing even faster. In many parts of the State, problems such as
water and air pollution, water supply and economic development simply will
not wait.”

The result in Texas as in California is tremendous pressure to bypass coun-
cils of governments and create a bevy of new special purpose agencies to con-
struct and operate regional facilities and to regulate the regionally significant
uses of land and other natural resources.

A voluntary council of governments with no operating functions can continue
in these circumstances until it finds nothing left of regional significance for it
to cooperate on.

There are three major proposals, or directions, that our region might take in
attempting to handle its regional, environmental, social and economic problems.
First is the one which is well under way—the repeated establishment of single
purpose regional authorities, such as the Comprehensive Health Planning
Council, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, and the Air Pollution Control Board, as well as
numerous subregional organizations, such as the Bay Area Rapid Transit Dis-
trict covering three counties, the AC Transit District covering two counties,
the Golden Gate Bridge Authority covering three counties in the Bay Area and
two other counties up to the Oregon border, the East Bay Regional Park Dis-
triet covering two counties. Legislation now proposed would create an ocean
coastline district covering five counties, a water quality commission covering
probably nine counties, and an open space commission covering nine counties.
In addition to this, we have about five substantial water districts. However,
there is really no coordinated planning among the special districts, except on a
purely voluntary basis through ABAG planning and whatever power it may de-
rive from federal grant review.

The second approach is the proposed legislation which would create a fifth
level of government of 40 directly elected legislators who would act as a re-
gional governing body having such taxation, eminent domain and regulatory
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powers as given to them by the state Legislature and initially taking over at
least a portion of the many special single purpose districts which I have enu-
merated. This proposal is widely supported by a limited number of state legis-
lators, many active environmentalists, and some big business men. City and
county officials rather generally oppose this approach because it would proba-
bly in the future destroy city and county government, create additional confu-
sion and argument over jurisdiction, create a greater bureaucracy and add
considerably to the expenses of government. Moreover, elected city and county
officials would be excluded from participation in the planning, decision making,
and administration of regional programs affecting the lives and future of their
constituents. ’

The' third approach might be classified as a federated approach by making
representatives from the cities and the counties into an organization charged
with comprehensive regional planning and giving the region authority to re-
quire special distriets, as well as cities and counties, to conform to the plan.
This body would act as an umbrella agency, as well as an appellate organiza-
tion to require cooperation and coordination among many special districts and
to resolve disputes that might arise, say, between an open space commission
and a transportation commission.

Some people have suggested a compromise scheme in' which one-half the
members of the regional governing body would be directly elected and the
other half appointed by and from elected city and county officials. I under-
stand that Professor Victor Jones discussed this proposed compromise with
you at your hearing of October 13, 1970.

I support the transformation of ABAG into a regional umbrella agency with
a governing body consisting primarily of elected city and county officials. If
this principle is accepted, as President Vella of ABAG told the National Serv-
ice to Regional Councils last March, “it would be easy to develop local or
statewide formulas to bring into the governing body representatives of other
articulate interests in the region.”

My personal experience leads me to believe that a regional agency so consti-
tuted would be successful, strong, and incisive in its action, and that once
taken, the cities and counties of the region would accept the decision because
they would have had a part in its making.

(Two documents are attached to this statement for the Subcommittee’s in-
formation) :

(1) Part of a statement on Regional Home Rule by Supervisor Ignacio
Vella, President of ABAG, urging action by the national and state govern-
ments and (2) the Resolution on Regional Home Rule: 1971, passed by the
General Assembly of ABAG on January 21, 1971).

STATE ACTION

State government has frequently been criticized for ignoring urban problems
and leaving local governments, without adequate power, broken up into a mul-
titude of small and overlapping jurisdictions and impoverished to face a
mounting number and intensity of urban problems. In large part of this eriti-
cism has been justified. In California, however, there is clear evidence that the
Governor, the State Legislature and many administrative agencies are at least
concerned with some of the social, economic and environmental problems of
the urban communities.

Many of us may not be pleased with the particular decision they make nor
the general policies‘they pursue. But they can no longer be accused of indiffer-
ence to the concerns of 18.5 million Californians who live in its 16 metropoli-
tan areas.

I have already spoken of the failure of the Legislature either to grant re-
gional home rule powers to ABAG or to enact legislation that would require
cities and counties in each planning region of the state to participate in the
development of regional environmental quality plans. The enactment of a bill
to create regional environmental planning councils has been introduced by As-
semblyman Knox as Assembly Bill 515. The bill is based on a recommendation
in 1969 of the Assembly Selected Committee on Environmental Quality and
was almost enacted last session. It is supported by ABAG and other councils of
governments in the state, League of California Cities, County Supervisors’ As-
sociation of California, and by the State Council on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions.
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The enactment of AB 515 would be a giant step toward meeting regional
and statewide problems in California. Its principal advantages are:

1. It requires all cities and counties within planning reglons established
by the State to partlcxpate in regional planning;

2. Its coverage is statewide and not confined to a particular region: .

3. By July 1, 1973, each regional environmental planning council would
be required to-adopt an interim regional environmental quality plan;

4. Based upon the regional plans and the environmental quality plans
and policies of State agencies, a joint State-Regional-Local program of im-
plementation can be developed and put into effect;

5. In fact, the regional plans can be used as building blocks to be re-
- shaped to conform with statewide standards. It will provide a systematic
way to include regional plans and priorities in the State’s planning efforts.
This has never before been possible.

The outcome of this collaboration between the State, regional planning
agencies, and local governments would be a State planning process accept-
.able to the people and at the same time effective in protecting our envi-
ronment.

6. It uses governmental resources that are already available and already
engaged .in planning activities. It does not create new governmental units.

7. It provides an opportunity to test the ability of local government to
rise to the regional challenge. If, after a proper time, local government
must be bypassed, such action can be taken with full knowledge that the.
failure was not due to a withholding of the tools necessary to complete
the task.

8. The regional environmental quahty planmng councils (AB 515-Knox)
can be more easily modified or replaced, if necessary, than could a sepa-
rate regional government with a directly elected governing board. :

Although the Legislature has yet to create an overall political process by
which scarce regional resources can be allocated among conflicting demands in
a balanced and coordinated approach to areawide governmental problems, it
has created special purpose agencies in the Bay Area and authorized single
purpose approaches to urban problems within state agencies.

This piece-meal functional approach to the interrelated problems of metro-
politan areas makes it all the more imperative that there be at both the re-
gional and state (as well as the federal) levels a comprehensive planning and
coordinative agency. Although the use by the federal government of regional
councils of governments as regional clearinghouses to review and comment on
applications for federal assistance has developed at least rudimentary planning
and coordinative umbrella agencies in metropolitan regions there is little evi-
dence that state A-95 clearinghouses have developed in a similar manner.

However, a development of great potentiality is the Office of Intergovern-
mental Management, established by executive order and headed by Lieutenant
Governor Reineke. Associated with this Office is the Council on Intergovern-
mental Relations, patterned after the U.S. Advisory Committee on Intergovern-
mental Relations, on which there are representatives of cities, counties and
school districts, as well as of state agencies and the publie. This Council has
demonstrated the value of intergovernmental involvement and responsibility-
for facing urban and state problems. However, its budget is very low and it is
used as a genuine intergovernmental clearinghouse on all too few matters. It
could if properly staffed and used, introduce as inputs into local and regional
planning and policy-making the outputs of state planning, program decision, and
proposed policies. It could secure valuable feedback from local and regional
agencies at the crucial stages of planning and program development. Equally
important, it could be the focal point for collecting regional plans and pro-
posed policies for feeding into state planning and bounce back to the regional
and local agencies the comments of state agencies.

More specifically, I believe that there should be a state review and comment
process (similar but more extensive than the OBM A-95 process). It should
operate on a 2-way street with state review and comments on local and re-
gional plans and projects and regional review and comment on state plans and
projects. It should not be confined, therefore, to review and comment on appli-
cations for financial assistance. In fact, the structure of such an intergovern-
mental review and comment process was beautifully laid out in Assemblyman
Knox’s 1967 regional government Bill (AB 711) but there it would only have
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applied to highways. All state agencies and all local and regional agencies
should be subject to mutual review and comment on all plans, regulations, cap-
ital improvement programs, and applications for financial assistance if they
have regional or statewide impact.

The State also has the responsibility for developing and promulgating state-
wide standards on matters of statewide concern. No one in local government
disputes this and most local officials would welcome a more energetic discharge
of this responsibility by the State.

However, a recent development in California and I believe also New York, is
for the State not only to lay down standards but to create a state agency with
power to operate in the regions of the state to enforce sate standards. For in-
stance, the California State Water Quality Control Board establishes statewide
standards of water quality and depends upon regional water quality control
boards, appointed by the Governor, to enforce those standards. Under no
stretch of the imagination can such a “regional” board be considered as any-
thing else than an administrative arm of the State Board.

The State Legislature has now before it a Bill (AB 1056) to use the same
model to create a State Environmental Quality Board with jurisdiction over
solid ‘waste disposal, air pollution, water pollution, conservation and develop-
ment of the ocean coastline, noise regulation, nuclear radiation regulation, pes-
ticide regulation, power plant siting, and visual protection.

The bill provides for 8 regional environmental guality boards “functioning as
regional arms of the board.” The regional boards would be appointed by the
Governor. Thus would local governments, in fact the voters, of each metropoli-
tan region be excluded from planning, decision-making, and administration of
some of the most important matters affecting the lives and the livelihood of
Americans in this decade.

ABAG sees nothing inconsistent with regional home rule for the State to es-
tablish statewide standards, after due participation by local governments in
considering proposed standards. But the end of local governments has certainly
come when gubernatorial commissions take over the administration of the most
important matters of regional welfare.

The State of California has made no provision for either authorizing com-
prehensive regional planning agencies to levy taxes nor has it made state finan-
cial assistance available for the support of regional planning. The Capital Re- -
gion Planning Commission, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, reports that 14 states give
financial assistance to regional -planning commission and to councils of
governments :

Arkansas_________ 830,000 to each of eight districts.

Connecticut._..___ $200,000 to regional planning commissions.

Georgia_ ._.______ $900,000 to regional planning commissions on a matching

basis.

Kentueky .- ...__. $300,000 to planning and development districts in inkind
services to be used as the local share in matching Federal
grants.

Massachusetts. . __  $30,000 for general support of regional councils.

Minnesota.________ Up to $25,000 per regional council. A total of $125,000

appropriated in 1971.

Nebraska.....____ Legislatlon passed authorizing general support. Funding to

come in 1971 session.

Oregon____.._.___ $81,250 allocated for 1970-71 for regional agencies.

Pennsylvania_____ $20,000 for councils of governments programs on a matching

. basis.
Tennessee...._.._. $150,000 appropriated for regional planning districts.
Maximum of $25,000 per district.
Texas__.-—_._____ $500,000 annually provided for regional councils. Minimum

of $10,000 per district plus 5 cents per capita for all areas
over 100,000.

Vermont_____.____ $259,000 appropriated for general support to regional
councils for 1971. The State also gives $30,000 in inkind

) services which can be matched against Federal funds. :

Virginia_ __.___._. Up to $5,000 for each 25,000 people residing in regional
planning districts with no grant less than $10,000. Fiscal
1972 appropriation, $750,000.

Wisconsin_—____._ $200,000 for 1970 and 1971 as general support for regional
planning agencies.

52-355 0—71—pt. 4——5
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Councils of governments would become considerably more independent if the
local share of their revenues could be increased or if the mix of revenue could
be changed to decrease their reliance upon the federal government.

In summary the state’s role as a partner in the intergovernmental planning,
decision-making, and administration of metropolitan areas should be decisively
increased through legislation empowering local governments to meet regional
problems, providing means for intergovernmental collaboration at both the
state and regional level, setting state standards and requiring local govern-
ments to meet those standards on a regional basis, and provide financial assist-
ance to multi-purpose regional agencies. )

FEDERAL ACTION

The Congress, the President, and many Federal agencies have provided lead-
ership in intergovernmental relations since the creation in 1955 of the
Kestnbaum Commission under President Eisenhower. This leadership has been
especially notable since the enactment of the Demonstration Cities and Metro-
politan Development Act of 1966, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of
1968, and the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970. Both President John-
son and Nixon have contributed with no table executive orders. Undergirding the
emphasis on intergovernmental relations has been the magnificent work for the
past 10 years of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. We
have been happy in the Bay Area that a Mayor of one of the cities of Ala-
meda County and a former president of ABAG, Jack Maltester, is a member of
ACIR.

The special importance of urban problems and of intergovernmental ap-
proaches to their solution is demonstrated by the work of your Joint Subcom-
mittee on Urban Affairs and of the House and Senate Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations.

The Office of Management and Budget has under the leadership of Mr. Wil-
liam K. Brussatt done a tremendous job in developing and administering OMB
Circular A-95. This intergovernmental mechanism has given local government
operating through areawide agencies, such as ABAG, an opportunity to play
an important role in the American federal system. Mr. Brussatt has been a
model in solicitingt and listening to gripes and suggestions from regional plan-
ning agencies. ) :

There is no doubt that two federal policies—review and comment by regional
planning agencies of applications for federal aid and the support, principally by
701 funds, of the development of comprehensive regional plans—have done
more to encourage and to enable local governments to face up to regional prob-
lems than any thing else during the past half century. Although ABAG was
formed before the avalanche of regional planning agencies was started by fed-
eral action, and it formally began its regional planning program as early as 1962
it has certainly been helped by these two programs.

It would be very unfortunate if Congress or the Administration were to
relax the A-95 regionel review requirement or to cut back on funds to support
comprehensive regional planning. I have suggested earlier, you will recall, that
the federal policy be supplemented by the adoption of similar policies by state
governments. Perhaps the Congress can encourage and support such state
action.

However, the continuation of regional review and comments on applications
for federal Aid and support of regional planning at the present scope will
soon level off into a pro forme ritual among local, regional and federal
officials. I would like to suggest some steps the federal governments could take
to see that this does not happen. )

(1) Sufiicient funds should be appropriated to enable a comprehensive re-
gional plan to be completed within e reasonable, but short, time. Once the
“Plan” has been adopted it should, of course, be immediately subjected to revi-
sion as it is run through the guantlet of public discussion and eriticism, of
reconciliation (and vice versa) with local state and federal plans, and of in-
sertion of new or increasingly salient matters of regional importance.

(2) Congress should enact an Intergovernmental Planning Act to replace the
scores of planning requirements in the many categorical grant programs. Al-
though the phrase “comprehensive planning” is frequently used, most of the
planning now undertaken at both the regional and state level is functionally
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oriented. The natural tendency is for functional specialists to seek out their
counterparts to do their own kind of “comprehensive planning.”

The following is a partial list of federal planning requirements and of direct
federal planning within the San Francisco Bay Area with a suggestion of the
kinds of actions and problems which they generate in our region :

1. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

(a) Waste Water Quality Management Planning.—The EPA has issued plan-
ning requirements which require a waste water management plan to be
adopted by States as their plan for water quality management. These plans are

 functionally oriented in that they are directed toward water quality standards
and not to the water resources system which in the Bay Area we find is a
critical planning (Federal Register Volume 35, No. 128 July 2, 1970).

(b) Air Quality Management Plans.—The EPA, under the Clean Air Act of
1970, has issued regulations requiring Air Quality Plans be adopted by States
for each air basin (Sec. 110, P.L. 91-604). The Bay Area Air Pollution Con-
trol District recently passed a resolution indicating its intent to relate air
quality standards to land use. Will it be required by . EPA to base its func-
tional planning on the land use elements of the Regional Plan?

2. Department of Housing and Urban Development

(a) Open Space Planning.—HUD requires a regional open space plan be pre-
pared and that an open space planning process be maintained (HUD Adminis-
trative Circular MPD 6415.3). This functional activity has been the
responsibility of ABAG and has been approached as a mechanism to control
growth.

(b) Water Sewer and Storm Drainage Planning.—HUD requires a regional
Water, Sewer and Storm Drainage Plan be prepared and that a Water, Sewer
and Storm Draining Planning process be maintained. (HUD) Administrative
Circular MPD 6415.2) These requirements have been combined with the EPA
Planning requirements regarding Waste Water Management. ABAG and the
State are cooperating in this regard.

(¢) Comprehensive Land Use Planning.—HUD requires that a comprehen-
sive regional land use plan and a- land planning process be maintained. A
Housing and Transportation element are also required (HUD Administrative
Circular MPD 6415.1). ABAG has had the primary responsibility for this ac-
tivity. The approach has been comprehensive to the extent that other agencies.
(Federal, State and local) will actively participate in the program.

8. Department of Health Education and Welfare Th——

(a) Comprehensive Health Planning.—Under the Comprehensxve Health
Planning and Public Health Services Act of 1966, a network of function re-
gxonal agencies have been established. This new plannmg and management effort
is aimed at public and private health care. Regional and local plans must con-
sider health facilities, health manpower, health information systems and envi-
ronmental Health (P.L. 83-749). The Bay Area Comprehensive Health Planning
Council, Inc. has developed a functional planning program concerned with
health delivery.

(b) Regional Medical Programs.—The Health Services and Mental Health
Administration of HEW has a program to initiate regional cooperative ar-
rangements among all elements of the health establishment for the purpose of
improving the delivery of health care services (P.L. 89-239, P.L. 90-574).

4. Department of Agricullure

The Department of Agriculture has a comprehensive areawide water and
sewer planning program for non-urban areas. Prior to awarding a grant for
water and sewer facilities there must be an areawide plan. (Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of 1961, Sec. 306).

5. Department of Commerce

The Economic Development Administration administers a program to assist
in the development of planning capabilities in redevelopment areas, multi-
county development districts which are found to have consistent high rates of
unemployment. An overall Economic Development Program must be prepared
prior to the EDA granting any assistance for the development of public works



facilities and business for the development of public works facilities and busi-
ness loans or loan guarantees. (P.L. 89-136, P.L. 90-103, P.L. 9}-123).

6. Department of Labor

The Manpower Administration administers the cooperative area Manpower
Planning System. This program provides for a systematic planning -of man-
power development and related activities at the National, State and Regional
levels. (P.L. 90-636).

7. Department of Transportation

(a) Federal Highway Administration—The Federal nghway Administra-
tion requires that state and Metropolitan areas maintain a transportation
planning process which deals with Highways and related transportation sys-
tems. Federal Highway funds cannot be expended until metropolitan area has
a transportation Planning process. (Highway Act of 1962, Sec. 134). ABAG
has been directly involved in the land use input into the transportation studies
conducted in the Bay Area.

(b) Urban Mass Transportation Administration.—In administering the capi-
tal grant program UMTA requires that a transit improvement planning process
be maintained. A base for the coordination and the planning of transit in a re-
gional area must be established (P.L. 91-453). This will be done by the re-
cently formed Metropolitan Transit Commission. Funds are anticiptated from
UMTA but state matching funds have not been forthcoming nor is there a
method by which local funds for this purpose can be raised.

8. Department of Justice

Though the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, grants are made to
states for Criminal Justice Planning Programs. Regional programs exist as a
supplement to the statewide planning activity.

9. Office of Economic Opportunity

The OEQ administers a Community Action Planning Program which is di-
rected toward channeling the resources of community groups into antipoverty
action to increase the capabilities as well as opportunities for participation of
the poor in the planning process. (P.L. 88-452).

10. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The Corps of Engineers maintains an extensive regional (basin) planning
program. Beyond their normal investigations regarding flood control projects
the Corps of Engineers is authorized from time to time to develop and admin-
ister functional regional planning. In the San Francisco Bay Area the Corps of
Engineers is involved in a regional navigations study and a regional water.
quality study both totally slightly less than $10,000,000.

The extent of functional regional planning and the realtively small amount
of comprehensive regional planning in the Bay Area is shown by the following
table :

MAJOR PAST AND CURRENT REGIONAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA

Activity Sponsor/director Cost Status/results
Rapid transit plan._..........._. Bay Area Rapid Transit Com- $800, 000 Bay Area rapid transit plan being
mission. implemented by the San Fran-
gusco Bay Area rapid transit
istrict.
Regional plan for transportation_._ Bay Area Transportation Study 6,000, 000 Development guides for highway and
Commission. transit network, study not
completed. .
Conservation plan for San Bay Conservation and Develop- 900, 000 San Francisco Bay plan adopted
Francisco Bay and Shore Line.  ment Commission. by legislature, permanent
comttnj:sion formed to imple-
ment it.
Plan for coordination with the BART, Alameda-Contra Costa 650, 000 Coordination plan prepared.
BART system. Transit District and San

Francisco Municipal Railway.
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MAJOR PAST AND CURRENT REGIONAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA—Con.

Actlvity Sponsor/director Cost Status/results

Mnsster l:nf%rotransportutlon In  West Bay Rapld Transit Authority.  $570,000 Not being Implemented.
an Mateo Co.

Interllm Is:lg&lt’:‘qr panglng Inclu«  Marin County Transit District..... 60,000 Belng implemented.
sion system,
Plan for water quality control State Water-Quallty Control 2,800,000 Plan redport published, recom-
In the San Francisco Bay- Board, . mendation not acted upon,
Delta Aroa, basin planning, study continued.
Comd)rehenslve planaing for the  Assoclation of Bay Area Govern- 1,880,000 Numerous studles and reports
ay Area, ments, Including a proposed raglonal
land-use plan, open sgace plan,
coastline study, aspacts of &
trangportation plan, housing,
employment, etc.
Mlghwq1 101 corridor study....... Golden Gate Commission......... 1800, 000 Study underway.
Comprehensive heaith planning... Comprehensive Health Planning 900, 000 Organcllzecti plannlng program,
ready to procee:

ency. 5

U.S.G.S. ﬁeologlcal topographic u.s.%.s.,y HUD, and Department  t 3,100,000 Work program belng prepared.
and soils study. of Agriculture,

SantFénncIsco Bay Area in-depth  U.S, Corps of Engineers_.__...._. 4,500,000 Being initiated.

study,
Water quality study

... U.S. Corps of Engineers. .... 5,000,000 Do,
Criminal justice planning. o ABAG. ... iaiciciiaanan 306,900 Underway.
Interim water quality manage- Regiona! Water Quality Control (%) Being reviewed.
. ment plan. oard. .
Metropolitan waste water man- Regional Water Quality Control 350,000 Being initiated.
agement plan, oard,
California Division of Highways Urban planning. .« oo cccnaennn- 861,000 1971-72,
(Bay Area District),
Other State ﬁlanning activities Recreation, water resources, land ® @.
affecting the region, use, solid waste, etc.
Other Federal planning activities.. Dept. of Defense, Governmental ® .
ervices Administration, Bureau
of Outdoor Recreation, Na-
tional Park Service, etc.
TOba) e o e 29, 327,900

1 Budgeted figure.
2 | nformation unknown.

Note that of the $29,377,900, less than $2 million (or only 6.0%) was spent
by ABAG, the only agency responsible for comprehensive regional planning.
Even this amount overstates the money available to support comprehensive in-
tegrative planning, since fully half of ABAG’s funds were spent on functional
planning, e.g., transportation, airports. What we need in the Bay Area is to
move from the traditional functional approach of making a “mess of things”
to making a “mesh of things” through comprehensive planning and action.

What is clearly lacking in the Bay Region, as is demonstrated by the above
task is the lack of mechanisms to unify and integrate this tremendous expend-
iture of Federal and State funds to insure that each program area is assisting
the other and that common goals are being achieved. Mechanisms must be de-
veloped to counter fragmentation end duplications, and generate partnership
approaches, Each Federal and State planning program and budget with re-
gional focus should allocate a meaningful percentage of that program budget
to facilitate and expedite the role of unification and integration of separate
activities. What is needed now is a regionally managed process that will focus
attention on the making of these coordinated decisions and that will provide
guidance and coordination to all planning of regional significance.

The Congress should enact a planning-management act which will require all
Federal and federally assisted areawide planning programs to be supervised by
a comprehensive agency which would have the resources to bring planning ac-
tivities of all kinds together.

The planning-management process would include the following phases:

1. Identify planning needs

2. Establish planning priorities

3. Obtain and channel funds for planning

4. Coordinate the activities and results of planning
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B. Assure adequate discussion and understanding of issues and programs

6. Translate the results of planning work into policies and action

7. Bvaluate the results of planning and action programs and make recom-
mendations for improvement in the programs and process.

The National Service to Reglonal Counell meeting in New Orleans last
March, approved the following programs and activities that should be included
in a planning management process.

1. Bupporting general policy development and coordination activities neces-
sary fo: executive management at the state, regional and local levels of gov-
ernment;

2. Establishing and maintaining management information systems H

8. Developing procedure and techniques for coordinating and reviewing proj-
ects and activities that affect domestic development and management ;

4, Identifying growth areas and areas of critical environmental concern
where development should be restricted ; .

5. Analyzing and evaluating governmental organization, systems and pro-
grams for the purpose of improving, modifying or changing to better provide
governmental services and enhance growth objectives;

6. Analyzing and recommending fiscal policies and arrangements to meet the
needs for providing governmental services; s

7. Providing training programs and activities for public employees ;

" 8. Developing policies and procedures to assure citizen involvement in deci-
sion making;

9. Preparing implementation programs;

10. Providing technical assistance and joint services for local governments to

- improve their program capability.

I am not suggesting that functional agencies be consolidated into a single
metropolitan government. I am suggesting that ways be sought to relate one
program to another and to develop regional policies which can be implemented
under a coordinated intergovernmental approach. The enactment of an Inter-
governmental Planning Act would be a powerful stimulant and catalyst.

Continuation of the present federal and state policies of functionally ori-
ented planning and action will make it impossible for a regional umbrella
agency to develop. Special purpose agencies in the region are now able to say
that they would like to cooperate but federal law and regulations require them
to pursue their own planning and action programs. :

(3) The Intergovernmental Planning Act should provide for multi-year fund- ~
ing.—Technical requirements of planning, negotiation among units of govern-
ment, solicitation and consideration of public reaction, and poliecy formation all
require considerable lead time before the end-product of planning can be
reached. The planning process leading to regionwide plans that are accepted by
the citizenry and are, therefore, politically supportable often require severai
years. The generation of citizen involvement, program design, interagency and
organization is a lengthy process that cannot be sidestepped if the plans are to
be effective. All too frequently, work must be halted or scaled down because of
budgetary or program changes by Congress or the federal agencies. This, of
course, means lost time, lost effort, lost local funds, and lost staff. Starting up
again is costly and often duplicative. Commitment to multi-year funding based
on an overall program design, rather than annual funding cycles and one-year, -
work programs as at present, will greatly improve the effectiveness of the
Federal investment under a coordinated intergovernmental approach.

Most important, the vagaries of federal funding leads to a credibility gap
between federal promises and local officials who often put their political neck
on the line only to lose it when federal agencies fail to deliver.

(4) Regional Councils of Governments should be required to set priorities
for projects of areawide significance—A 5 year regional capital improvements
program should be developed by regional agencies and submitted to the State
and Federal agencies for funding. In this way federal and state agencies
would be funding projects within the context of “regional development” rather
than responding to localized pressure which has a regional impact once imple-
mented. This requirement would change a council of governments from merely
a planning agency to a planning and management or implementing agency.

ABAG is currently developing a 5 year regional capital improvement pro-
gram (CIP). This program will identify in a unified manner the kinds of re-
gional public expenditures that will be needed in order to implement the
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ABAG regional plan. Most importantly the regional ecapital improvement pro-
gram will be a mechanism through which regional priorities can be identified
and implemented.

(5) An evaluagion should be made of the usefulness to federal agencies of
the A-95 review and comment by regional planning agencies of applications
for federal assistance.—I believe that such review and comment has been in-
strumental in bringing councils of governments to their present level of devel-
opment. However, we in ABAG continue to comment on application without
any real knowledge of how the comments are used, how they are evaluated by
the federal agencies, whether different agencies treat them in different ways,
ete. ’

Certainly the old stamp “not inconsistent with the regional plan” (especially
when there is no plan) can be of no use whatsoever. Once there is a plan, how
should the regional planning agencies relate a given project to the plan. If the
federal agency is not satisfied that the relationship has been identified, consid-
ered, and commented upon, will the application be returned for another re-
view?

In any event, this would be an important phase of formulating an intergov-
ernmental planning-management process. I should think it would be in order
for Congress to establish a federal-state-regional-local task purpose to make:
such an evaluation. .

(6) The impact on other aspects of community life of the implementation of
particular funotional plans should be studied and the results reporied to plan-
ners and decision-makers.—Undesirable side effects are bound to occur but if

.they are not identified, precisely measured, and related to their most probable

“cause” we shall continue to plan and act in ignorance and most of our public
debate will be heated but unenlightened.

(7) AWl federal, state and regional programs should have an independent
scheme of evaluation worked into the program design.—With respect to the
questions witnesses were asked to respond to the chairman’s letter of January

11, 1971: I do not favor a “national planning act” but I am strongly in favor

of an Intergovernmental Planning Act. The standards should be devised by-an
intergovernmental process in which representatives (not advisor to the Federal
government and appointed by it) of federal, state, regional and local govern-
ments participate. ' :

1 am most strongly opposed to a single federal regional coordinator in each
of the 10 federal administrative regions. The creation of little presidencies
would restrict access to planners and policy-makers and replace an intergov-
ernmental process with a unified federal stance in the field.

I recommend that Intergovernmental Council be set up in each of the 10 fed-
eral administrative regions to consist -of the present Federal Regional Councils
(Regional direction of HUD, Commerce, Labor, OEOQ, and HEW), five repre-
sentatives of state governments and five representatives of areawide planning
agencies. For strictly federal business, the 5 regional directors can continue to
function as a Federal Regional Council. However, much of the assignment to
the Council can more properly become the -business of the proposed Intergov-
ernmental Council. ) :

By all means, the proposed Council must be adequately staffed. Funds
should be made available to it for this purpose.

At the same time, it might be desirable for the Office of Budget and Man-
agement or the Domestic Council to have a liaison and intelligence staff in
each of the 10 federal regional administrative headquarters cities.

For use on the West Coast we would only be returning to the days-after
World War II when the San Francisco field office of the Bureau of the Budget
in collaboration with governors, mayor, and county supervisors in § western
states operated a very successful Pacific Coast Board of Intergovernmental Re-
lations. ’

Attachments

(1) ABAG, Regional Plan 1970: 1990, San Francisco Bay Region (summary
and map?').

(2) Part of a statement on Regional Home Rule by Supervisor Ignacio Vella,
President of ABAG, urging action by the national and state governments.

(8) Resolution on Regional Home Rule: 1971, passed by the General Assembly
of ABAG on January 21, 1971.

1 A copy of the map may be found in the subcommittee files.
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{’% BACKGROUND

THE PHYSICAL SETTING

A wide variety of natural features — Ocean,
mountains, hills, bays, valleys, etc.,—and over-
all mild temperature contribute to a unique
and highly desirable living environment in the
Bay Region. These same natural features con-
tinue to play an important role in determining
areawide land development patterns, regard-
less of recent innovations in engineering and
construction technology.

Although they often conflict, man and nature
should exist in a balanced relationship. Urban
expansion left to spread in an unconstrained
fashion could prove disastrous by upsetting
this balance. It could create serious hazards
for both man and nature in areas subject to
landslides, flooding, and earthquakes, or by
furthering pollution and congestion. It is,
therefore, essential to relate the region’s man-
made setting to the natural environment.
One of the Association’s primary goals in pre-
paring the Regional Plan is to promote the
most efficient and economical land develop-
ment possible, while conserving the natural
features and environment of the region for
generations to come.

GROWTH AND
CHANGE ELEMENTS

Populations never remain constant; they grow
or diminish, change and shift, locate and relo-

cate. Population flux is closely related to a’

region’s economic climate, both affected by
and affecting prevailing economic conditions.
These two factors, then—population and eco-
nomic growth—are instrumental in shaping the
form and functions of the region.

POPULATION GROWTH

Before the year 2000 it is expected that the
population of the United States will double
again. By comparison, it is predicted that Cali-
fornia's population will increase to three and
one half times its 1950 size. During the same
period, the population of the Bay Region could
triple its 1950 population of 2.7 million. Assum-
ing that present population growth trends re-
main constant, it is estimated that by 1990
between 6.9 and 84 million persons could
be living in the Bay Region.

Using the population estimates proposed as
part of the Transportation Planning Program,
the 1970:1990 Regional Plan assumes a growth
increase that will bring the Bay Area’s popula-
tion to 7.5 million by the end of 1990.

ECONOMIC GROWTH

During the next two decades, employment in
the Bay Region is expected to increase by
about 1.5 million jobs. This growth rate is
higher than the overall population growth rate,
in keeping with the relative increase in the size
of the Region's labor force.

Basic or site-oriented industries are charac-
terized by activities with strong dependence
on regional and inter-regional transportation
facilities, special site requirements or signifi-
cant inter-industry linkages. These industries’
choices of locations are important influences
on the region’s development patterns since
they serve as a major attraction to population
and to service employment. With the exception
of agriculture, basic or site-oriented industries
are expected to increase their employment
from 0.9 million to 1.4 million by 1990. The
growth, location and function of the basic sec-
tor are of prime regional concern, requiring
regional planning and policy guidelines.
Among the fastest growing sources of employ-

ment are those population-serving activities
which serve and are dependent upon the loca-
tion of night time population and the day time
location of workers; by 1990, local govern-
ment, services, and retail trade will provide
over fifty-two percent of the region's employ-
ment, as opposed to forty-eight percent at the
present time. These activities tend to grow and
locate in direct relation to the where-abouts
of households.

Accordingly, population-serving employment
is a local concern and not dealt with on the
Plan.

If present county growth trends continue and the
population and employment distribution of the
region is not managed, about fifty per cent of the
population increase can be expected to occur in
and around existing high growth centers. Such
a tendency could be modified, however, if future
urban growth were guided by the City-Centered
concept for regional development as embodied in
the policies of the 1970:1990 Regional Plan. At
least seventy-five percent of the Bay Area’s 1990
population could then reside in and around exist-
ing and new communities. If the results of such
substantial growth are to be positive, planning
must be prompt and careful.

HISTORIC AND PROJECTED POPULATION
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REGIONAL
PLAN
1970:1990

The 1970:1990 Regional Plan concerns itself
with the whats, wheres, hows, and whys of an
infinitely complex problem: improving the
quality of the living environment of the Bay
Area. It is an attempt on the part of the Asso-
ciation of Bay Area Governments to address
this problem by focusing on such areas as
population and employment location, trans-
portation, and environmental quality for the
entire region.

FRAMEWORK

The following framework or foundation pro-
vides the basis for the Plan’s proposals.

REGIONAL PROBLEMS AND ISSUES
Regional Plan 1970:1990 is addressed primar-
ily to the following problems and issues:

1. POPULATION GROWTH, SHIFTS, AND
SEPARATIONS.

2. UNLIMITED URBAN GROWTH.

3. INCREASING DEMANDS FOR OPEN
SPACE AND NATURAL RESOURCES
AND THE DECREASING SUPPLY OF
THESE FACILITIES.

4. DECREASING QUALITY OF THE
REGION'S ENVIRONMENT.

5. INADEQUATE EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITIES, HOUSING,
EDUCATION, AND COMMUNITY
FACILITIES AND INADEQUATE SERVICES
FOR VARIOUS POPULATION GROUPS.

6. CONGESTED TRANSPORTATION
FACILITIES AND GROWING COSTS FOR
MOVING PEOPLE AND GOODS WITHIN
THE REGION.

7. LACK OF AREAWIDE AWARENESS AND
REGIONAL RESPONSIBILITY.

REGIONAL PLANNING PROGRAM
Evaluation of the 1970:1990 Regional Plan
should take into consideration the continuing
aspects of the Association’s Regional Plan-
ning Program:

1962:63 — Design and financing of the Prelim-
inary Regionat Planning Program.

1964:66 — Preparation of the Preliminary Re-
gional Plan.

1966 — Presentation of the Preliminary Re-
gional Plan to the Association’s
General Assembly.

1967:68 — Public hearings and review process
of the Preliminary Plan conducted
over a 14 month period.

1968 — Establishment of the policy frame-
work for the preparation of the 1970:
1990 Regional Plan based on the
General Assembly’s review process.

1969:70 — Preparation of the 1970:1990 Re-
gional Plan.

1970 - Association’s 1970:1990 Regional
Plan for the Bay Region established
as regional policy by action of the
General Assembly.

REGIONAL GOALS

In September 1968, planning goals were

adopted by the Association’s General Assem-

bly. They provide one part of the foundation

for the 1970:1990 Regional Plan. The goals are:

1. TO PROTECT AND ENHANCE SAN
FRANCISCO BAY AND THE MAJOR
PHYSICAL FEATURES AND ENVIRON-
MENTAL QUALITIES OF THE REGION.

2. TO PROVIDE THE OPPORTUNITY FOR
ALL PERSONS IN THE BAY AREA TO
OBTAIN ADEQUATE SHELTER

CONVENIENT TO OTHER ACTIVITIES
AND FACILITIES, IN NEIGHBORHOODS
THAT ARE SATISFYING TO THEM.

3. TO DESIGNATE AMPLE LAND AND
FACILITIES FOR THE ECONOMIC
GROWTH OF THE REGION IN ORDER
TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL
CITIZENS AND COMMUNITIES TO
IMPROVE THEIR ECONOMIC WELL-
BEING.

4. TO PROVIDE A TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM THAT IS INTEGRATED WITH
LAND USE AND CONSISTENT WITH
THE CITY-CENTERED CONCEPT OF
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

5. TO PROVIDE A PERMANENT REGIONAL
OPEN SPACE SYSTEM THAT MAKES
POSSIBLE THE RANGE OF ACTIVITIES
ESSENTIAL TO THE CITY-CENTERED
CONCEPT OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

6. TO CREATE A SENSE OF REGIONAL
IDENTITY, RESPONSIBILITY, AND
COOPERATION AMONG CITIZENS,
ORGANIZATIONS, AND GOVERNMENTS
IN THE BAY AREA.

CONCEPT FOR A

CITY-CENTERED REGION

The Association’s committees and General
Assembly reviewed and considered the re-
sponse to the Preliminary Regional Plan, and
chose, as a result, the City-Centered concept
as the basis for future regional development.
The central idea of the City-Centered Region
is to accommodate future urban growth within
the region in existing or new urban com-
munities. This concept represents an ideal
that extends far beyond the twenty-year time
horizon of the 1970:1990 Regional Plan. As
such, it provides an on-going basis for all
types of plans, decision and actions. As
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currently defined, the concept of the City-

Centered Region incorporates the following

broad quantitative and qualitative objectives:

1. IDENTIFIABLE CONCENTRATIONS OF
URBAN DEVELOPMENT ARCUND
COMMUNITY CENTERS.

. EXTENSIVE OPEN SPACE AND
CONSERVED AREAS.

. IMPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

. A MULTIPLE-MODE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM.

. AN OPERATIONAL REGIONAL
ORGANIZATION.

. STRONG INTERGOVERNMENTAL
COOPERATION, COORDINATION, AND
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION.

D O bW N

ASSUMPTIONS

Assumptions provide another part of the plan-
ning framework. The major assumptions on
which this Plan has been developed are:

1. The regional population will increase from
4.6 million to approximately 7.6 million in the
next twenty years. More than three-fourths of
this increase will locate in and around existing
and new urban centers.

2. About 1.5 million additional jobs will be
generated in the region by 1990. The service-
oriented sector of the economy will outgrow
the basic industry sector.

3. Progress will be made in the development
of effective regional organization. Better coor-
dination and cooperation between different
levels of government and between public
agencies and the private sector will also
evolve, insuring the realization of the policy
objectives contained in the 1970:1990 Regional
Plan.

GUIDELINES

The Plan is composed of two parts: (1) regional

policy guidelines; and (2) planning recommen-
dations reflecting those policies which can be
expressed in two-dimensional plan map form.
The functions of the guidelines are to:

1. Encourage actions by appropriate agen-
cies that will initiate, direct, and promote
regional growth and development as well
as conservation of the environment.

2. Clarify at all levels the decisionmaking
process related to areawide problems
and issues.

3. Continue the development of the Re-
gional Planning Framework as a guide to
regional planning in the future.

Unlike the general plans adopted by cities and
counties, the Association’s Regional Plan will
not be used as the basis for any detailed appli-
cation of the police power on a parcel-by-par-
cel basis, as in the making of zoning or
subdivision regulations.

PLANNING FOR GROWTH

AND DEVELOPMENT

In order to provide for the expanding popu-
lation and new employment opportunities, it is
proposed that urban development take place
within distinct communities located in a series
of “‘general growth corridors™.

Regional urban development should be
directed to and fostered in communities
located within these corridors. Such develop-
ment should be guided by coordinated local,
regional, State and Federal policies con-
cerned with urban and industrial growth and
open space. The location of future urban
development in communities within general
growth corridors will make it possible to con-
centrate the resources and facilities needed
for the solution of the region’s urban problems.
It is proposed that communities be evolved in
two ways: (1) by organizing and strengthening

developed areas of the region which already
exist; and, (2) by adding new communities or
by planned extensions of existing com-
munities. Communities should also be formed
by clustering urban elements that otherwise
would spread throughout the region. In most
communities sufficient area is left for the
exercise of locational choice. Accordingly, not
every urbanized area shown on the Plan dia-
gram will be developed by 1980.
Transportation, utility, and open space sys-
tems should be planned in support of this
growth policy.

URBANIZED SPACE AND

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Regional urbanization shown on the Plan
diagram includes communities containing
residential development, basic employment
centers, and community centers. They are, on
a regional scale, what might be called the
“neighborhoods” of the region’s urbanized
space. Community centers are shown on the
diagram for towns or combinations of towns
above 50,000 in population, suggesting the
location of future metropolitan communities.

EMPLOYMENT CENTERS

The growth, location, and operation of the
basic employment centers are major priming
agents in determining the location of urban
development. The location of the basic group
industries is instrumental in setting the re-
gional patterns of jobs-to-people distribution.
It is, in addition, a major factor in achieving
balanced community development, minimiz-
ing excessive home-to-work travel, and guid-
ing urban growth into the communities of a
City-Centered Bay Region. The Regional Plan
offers a choice of sites for industrial develop-
ment which are within or adjacent to most
communities. Growth of employment within
the inner core of existing communities should
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be given high regional priority.

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Population growth, shifts and separations are
matters of regional concern. To the extent that
issues such as racial segregation affect popu-
lation changes and shifts, they also become
matters of regional concern and policy. The
Regional Plan necessarily addresses these
problems as it proposes residential-employ-
ment relationships, and space, location, and
form of residential growth to 1990. Land des-
ignated predominately for residential purpases
has been related to land provided for basic
employment purposes within that sub-area of
the region.

Population distribution to sub-areas was used
as the basis for allocating the amount of land
provided in these sub-areas for residential
development.

The Plan does not focus on residential density
gradations or on the manner of distributing
population within individual communities.
The residential land area shown on the Plan
diagram is more than sufficient to accommo-
date the population growth in the region.

The open space policies incorporated in the
Plan will be a critical factor in guiding future
residential development.

NEW OR EXTENDED COMMUNITIES
Substantial reasons can be presented in eco-
nomic, physical and social terms for the
development of completely new communities.
The details for planned, new, or partially inde-
pendent communities will be developed as
part of the Association’'s Housing Plan Ele-
ment.

New towns would only be one part of the solu-
tion to the future growth problem. For example,
if five new towns, each accommodating 100,-
000 people were built in the next 20 years,
they would accommodate only about seven

percent of the region’s 1990 population. Al-
though new communities may be needed in
the Bay Region, the greatest emphasis should
be directed toward physical and economic
growth and social conditions in existing com-
munities.

COMMUNITY CENTERS

The vitality and growth of the centers of cities
is essential to the entire region. Many of the
problems of the inner-core areas are of re-
gional importance and concern. In turn, strong
vital community centers can play an important
role in providing the central attraction to
counter the spread of urbanization.

Each community should center around a core
of intense activity where commercial, govern-
mental, cultural, recreational, health and edu-
cational services are provided. Further, more
detailed study is needed to define the location
and role of community centers throughout the
region. For the purposes of the Regional Plan,
all towns or combinations of towns over 50,000
population are designated as community cen-
ters. Regional fiscal and developmental plans
and programs are needed to assist in the evo-
lution of strong community centers.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT
The 1970:1990 Regional Plan transportation
system is designed to shape and serve aregion
of multiple-communities situated within de-
fined growth corridors. The regional highway
and rapid transit systems shown on the Plan
diagram follow these general growth corridors,
linking together individual communities and
their centers. In order to guide regional growth
and maintain environmental quality, the re-
gion’s surface transportation system should
be developed in such a way as to connect
community centers and provide capacity in
and between growth corridors.

The transportation facilities shown on the Re-

gional Plan diagram should be considered as
corridors, not precise routes, capacities, or
designs. Most corridors already exist or are
committed to transportation development.
Regional highways correspond to the existing
freeway concept — divided highways primarily
for intra-regional traffic, with full control of
access. As shown on the Regional Plan dia-
gram, these highways are generally continu-
ous high-volume facilities.

Major collector-distributor highways maintain
full or partial contro! of access and serve as
connectors between or as extensions of re-
gional highways. They also reach into the
region’s low density urban development and
recreation areas. The routing, capacity, and
design of major collector-distributor corridors
vary with individual areas, depending on the
particular road system, travel patterns, popu-
lation density, land use, and environment.
Planning and design of these special corri-
dors will require detailed studies, involving all
local and regional agencies. The aim of these
studies must be to identify and account for the
unique features and needs of individual areas.
The components of the regional transit system
dealt with on the Regional Plan diagram con-
sist of high-speed rail or bus rapid transit,
proposed to operate on private rights-of-way
between communities.

Future rapid transit services should connect
all major community centers of the metropoli-
tan Bay Region so that no transfer is required
to move from one center to another. Although
continuous, uninterrupted rapid transit service
is recommended, interim solutions may in-
clude bus rapid transit on exclusive roadways
and/or reserved freeway lanes, and priority of
right-of-way in communities.

The development of high standard intra-city
mass transit systems in all metropolitan com-
munities, linked to the regional rapid transit
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system, also requires high priority at all gov-
ernmental levels.

GROWTH BEYOND 1990

Not unlike the other levels of government, the
region has a responsibility to examine the
question of the desirable population-holding
capacity of the region. Although growth can
be accommodated reasonably well for the
next twenty years, the region’s capacity is not
unlimited. As part of its continuing regional
planning process, the Association should in-
quire into the probable course and desir-
ability of regional population growth beyond
1990, especially as it relates to the long-range
City-Centered concept.

PLANNING FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

The regional role in managing urban growth
and development is closely linked to its role
in conserving and improving its natural and
urban environments. The foregoing guidelines
for urban growth and development, transporta-
tion, and utilities must be considered in rela-
tion to the region’s environmental system. For
example, decisions to leave lands in agricul-
ture, recreation, forests, and other open
spaces should be coupled with decisions re-
garding the expansion of urban communities,
which parts of the region can best accommo-
date urban growth, and which areas have high-
est priority for the development of new com-
munities.

OPEN SPACE PROPOSALS

The open space recommendations included in
the Regional Planning diagram are based on
extensive Association work in open space
planning, on the planning guidelines for the
concept of a City-Centered Bay Region, and
on the regional goals.

Open space is proposed in two elements:

controlled development areas and permanent
open space areas.

CONTROLLED DEVELOPMENT AREAS

Between the outer limits of the areas desig-
nated for development by 1990 and the
permanent open space areas, controlled de-
velopment zones have been established with
proximity to most communities. These areas
represent, lands that could be used for urban
purposes, added to the permanent open space
system or utilized in a number of ways to serve
both concepts. In designating these controlled
development areas, the potential need for ad-
ditional lands to be used in urban expansion
beyond 1990 is recognized. At the same time
the actual determination of future use, urban
or open, is left as a matter of choice. The open
lands found in this category should be left as
open space for as long as possible, if not per-
manently. Need for further expansion of the
1990 urban boundaries shown on the Plan map
should be determined only after careful con-
sideration at both the local and regional levels.

PERMANENT OPEN SPACE
A permanent regional open space system is
a key factor in a unified urbanization and con-
servation policy. This policy advocates that
both private and public open lands, as well as
water areas and large and small waterways,
be seen, used, and permanently protected for
their positive openvalue in the region’s urban
and natural environments.
All lands in the permanent open space system
should be under public control, e.g. ownership
or less-than-fee title. One public agency, how-
ever, need not be the sole owner. It is
particularly important to allow public owner-
ship to protect the following environmental
features:

Major ridges

The Bay

Waterways and flood plains

Major recreation areas

The ocean coastline

Selected Bay and river shoreline

Areas of outstanding natural attraction

Strategic areas to guide urban expansion
Other lands should be retained in private
ownership if their essential open and natural
characteristics can be permanently main-
tained.
The region should anticipate its future needs,
securing public open space now, while the
land is still available. First priority should be
given to securing open space in and immedi-
ately around the existing urban areas.

PLANNING FOR OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

Some planning elements of the region’s en-
vironmental syst C: t be exp d in
graphic form on the Regional Plan diagram,
although plans and programs for therm are ex-
tremely important. Air and water quality, solid
waste disposal, ecology, and design of the
urban and natural environment are matters of
key concern for the region. Each should be
the subject of continuing study, policy devel-
opment, and implementation in the continuing
regional planning process.

The concept of a City-Centered Bay Region
addresses the ecological problem by recom-
mending that as litite land as possible be
wasted and that as much of the remainder as
is possible be left in an open state.

The 1970:1990 Regional Plan should be con-
sidered as only one step in a regional pianning
process consisting of a planmaking, decision-
making, action continuum in which functional
and coordinative planning plays a central part.
Furthermore, it is only one part of the Regional
Planning Framework.
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Attachment 2

STATEMENT ON REGIONAL HoME RULE To BE SUBMITTED BY PRESIDENT VELLA,
ABSOOIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS T0 NSRC Tasx FORCE ON INTER-
‘GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Hesential features of Regional Home Rule (the details will vary among the
different states).

1. The division of the state into metropolitan and non-metropolitan regions.

(¢) Many states have already done this for planning purposes.

(d) However, such reglons have not been recognized and used by all state
and federal agencles, -

(0) Reglons should be delineated as political jurisdictions. Therefore, exist-
ing local jurisdictions, such as countles, should not be divided among regions.

(@) Provision should be made for administrative planning and fiscal sub-
reglons where necessary or desireable for topographie, technological, functional,
or financial reasons.

(e) All such subregions should be formally linked with the overall regional
organization.

(7) Regions should be delineated to reflect the varying nature of problems
of regional significance and the political as well as the economic characteris-
tics of the different regions of the state. The boundaries of Standard Metropol-
itan Statistical Areas should be used only as units and should be combined
where necessary to preserve a commonly accepted region. For instance, the
San Francisco Bay Area by common consent consists of 3 SMSA’s and the so-
called “non-metropolitan” county of Sonoma.

(g) Local governments should participate in the delineation of the regional
_boundaries.

2. Require all municipalities and counties within each region to be members
of a regional council and to participate in the preparnation and adoption of a
regional plan.

3. AWl cities, counties, special districts and all statet agencies operating
within o region should be required to submit major plans, regulatory ordi-
nances, rules and regulations, and capital improvement- programs relating to
mandatory elements of the general regional plan to the regional council for re-
view, public hearing if desired, and comment, and be required to consider such
comments before final action is taken.

4, Congress should maintain similar regional review and comment of federal
programs of regional impact.

5. A procedure through which a regional council may ewercise certain pow-
ers to implement one or more elements of the regional plan should be pro-
vided.

(a) Regulatory; eminent domain; construction.and operation of facilities
itself or through subunits

(b) Should require some kind of special approval, such as ]

(1) Favorable action by 609 of the local government units representing
609, of the regional population; or
(2) Approval by state legislature (as now required in California of local
charter amendments) ; or
(3) -Referendum.
6. An independent source of revenue 18 essential.
(@) Details will vary in different states, but the objective should be
(1) sufficient funds to enable the regional agency to meet its responsi-
_ bilities and provide significant regional services, and
(2) sufficient independence from others for fiscal support so that the
- agency can define its own priorities.
(D) Present situation is one of dependence upon:
(1) constituent member dues (tied to local property taxes),
(2) grants predominantly from 4 single federal agency—HUD.

(¢) The many regional planning requirements in diverse federal grant-in-aid
statutes and regulations should be consolidated into a single Regional Planning
Act with a block planning grant to each certified planning agency.

(d) State funds—as Texas and now by constitutional amendment in South
Carolina—should be available to balance COG dependence upon federal fund-
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iélg and provide greater incentive for cooperation between the State and the
0G

(e) Regional Home Rule Agencies should be included in the formula for
distribution of revenues under President Nixon’s Revenue-Sharing Legislation.
(The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments voted January 14, 1971
to request inclusion of COG’s in this formula). .

4 7. The governing body should consist primarily of elected city and county of-
cials

(@) If this principle is accepted, it would be easy to develop local or state-
wide formulas to bring into the governing body representatives of other articu-
late interests in the region.

(b) Regional governance in the United States is inevitably a process of
Intergovernmental relations among a multitude of local, state and federal
agencies. For this reason, it is necessary to increase the capability of local
government, through formal participation in a regional home rule agency, to
play an active and meaningful role as a full partner in the intergovernmental
planning, decision-making and administration of our metropolitan regions.

(¢) Furthermore, local government needs to be able through a regional
home rule agency to participate in decision of regional significance made in
state capitols and in Washington, D.C.

8. The regional home rule policy should be designed to enhance the coordi-
nation of local, regional, state and federal programs with common objectives.

(a.) COG’s and other regional home rule agencies should be represented as
such on the U.S. Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental Relations and on
such state gencies -such as the California Council on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions.

(b.) A state agency (perhaps the state A-95 clearinghouse) should review
and comment upon regional plans.

(¢.) The same state agency, with an advisory_body selected by regional
home rule agencies, should coordinate the various regional plans with state
plans.

9. In most, but nat all states, the newt step should be to establish regional
planning and “umbrella” agencies, in each region of the state.

In most instances, it would not be necessary for the regional home rule
agency to operate regional programs itself, but it should have authority to re-
quire adherence of existing operating agencies to the regional plan and, when
necessary, to establish new operating agencies. The model of the Twin Cities’
Metropolitan Council is a good illustration of a regional umbrella agency. It
should be pointed out, however, that it does not meet the specifications of re-
gional home rule in two respects:

(a.) Its governing body is appointed by the Governor, and

(b.) No local officials serve on either the Governing body or any operating
board.

CONCLUSION

I can conclude in no better way than by paraphrasing the conclusions
reached in 1969 by ABAGs Special Committee on Regional Home Rule:

1. There is need for limited, muiti-purpose regional agencies to avoid the
creation of additional special purpose districts and authorities;

2. Attempts to solve regional problems can only be successful if all local
governments, as well as the state and national governments, collaborate in the
effort ;

3. Regional home rule requires the formal participation of city and county
governments in any regional agency which may be established ;

4. A representative cross-section of the citizens of a region should be in-
volved in planning, in making decisions, and in the implementation of policies
and programs to meet regional needs; and

5. The objective should be to improve the effectiveness, responsibility and re-
sponsiveness of governments functioning within a region without creating a
new and unrelated level of government.
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Attachment 3
ABSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS RESOLUTION No. 1-71

REGIONAL HOME RULE: 1971

Whereas the Association of Bay Area Governments is a legally constituted
council of governments, organized on January 12, 1961 under the Joint Exer-
cise of Powers Act (Government Code, Title 1 Div. 7, Ch. §) ; and

Whereas eight counties and 85 in nine counties are members of the Associa-
tion, representing over 999 of the regional population ; and

Whereas the Association has approved a regional general plan; and

Whereas the Association has been certified by the U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development as the areawide planning organization for the Bay
Area making the local governments of the Bay Area eligible for certain types
of federal assistance; and

Whereas the Association has been designated by the U.S. Office of Manage-
ment and Budget as the the metropolitan clearinghouse to review and com-
ment on applications for federal assistance and on regional implication of proj-
ects initiated by federal agencies (Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Development Act of 1966; Governmental Cooperation Act of 1968; and Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969) ; and :

Whereas the Association has been recognized by the California Council on
Intergovernmental Relations and by the California Council on Criminal Jus-
tice; and

Whereas the Association concluded as early as 1966 and again in 1969 that:

1. Attempts to solve regional problems can only be successful if all loeal
governments, as well as the state and national governments, collaborate in the
effort ;

2. Regional home rule requires the formal participation of city and county
governments from each county in any regional agency which may be estab-
lished for the Bay Area:

3. A representative cross-section of the citizens of the Bay Area should be
involved in planning, in making decisions, and in the implementation of poli-
cies and programs to meet the regional needs of the Bay Area;

4. There is a need for a limited multi-purpose regional government in the
Bay Area to avoid the creation of additional special purpose districts and au-
thorities ; and

6. The objective should be to improve the effectiveness, responsibility, and
responsiveness of governments in the Bay Area to meet regional needs without
creating a new level of government ; and

Whereas the need for a limited multi-purpose regional organization has been
recognized by many other private and public agencies in the Bay Area; and

Whereas similar needs have been identified throughout California by the As-
sembly Select Committee on the Environment, the Joint Legislative Committee
on Bay Area Organization, other standing committees of the Assembly and the
Senate, the Council on Intergovernmental Relations, the League of California
Cities, the County Supervisors Association, councils of governments, and other
interests in the several regions of the state, therefore be it

Resolved, by the Association of Bay Area Governments that

1. The following approaches be applied on a statewide basis to all regional
planning councils and other types of regional organizations;

2. The Legislature should require cities and counties in each planning region
of the state to create a regional planning council ;

3. The regional organizations so created should reflect the varying nature of
problems of regional significance and political and economic characteristics of
different regions of the state;

4. Bach regional organization shall prepare and adopt a regional general
plan with the following mandatory elements:

(a.) a general waste disposal

(b.) a general open space

(c.) a regional transportation

(d.) a regional land use

(e.) conservation of natural resources

(f.) regional criminal justice

(g.) regional housing;
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5. The proposed regional plan should be submitted to the CIR for review
and comment before adoption by the regional organization;

6. Annual reports should be filed by each regional organization with the
CIR, which should transmit the reports with its comments and recommenda-
tions to the Governor and the Legislature;

7. Regional organizations should be represented on the Council of Intergov-
ernmental Relations;

8. All special districts, cities and counties and all state agencies operating
within a region should be required to submit plans, regulatory ordinances,
rules and regulations, and capital improvement programs relating to manda-
tory elements of the general regional plan to the regional council for review,
public hearing if desired, and comment, and be required to consider such com-
ments before final action is taken;

9. Regional organizations should be authorized to assume limited powers and
functions with reference to the operation of regional services;

10. Regional organizations should be granted such regulatory powers and
revenue sources as necessary to carry out regional functions;

11. The statute creating the regional organizations should provide an “um-
brella” relationship between the regional councils and existing regional special
districts and agencies;

12. The regional organization should be empowered to establish new sub-
units as the need arises, subject to legislative approval;

13. The governing body of the regional agency should be composed primarily
of elected city and county officials;

14. The statute creating the regional organization should provide for the
participation of interested and knowledgeable citizens in the discussion of re-
gional goals, the development of regional plans and policies, and in the
achievement of regional objectives, and be it further

Resolved, That the Executive Committee take all necessary steps to confer
and cooperate with the chairman of the Assembly Committee on Local Govern-
ment, the chairman of the Senate Committee on Local Government, the South-
ern California Association of Governments, the San Diego Comprehensive Plan-
ning Organization, the Sacramento Regional Area Planning Commission and
other councils of governments, the California Council on Intergovernmental
Relations, the League of California Cities, the County Supervisors Association
and other interested persons, groups and agencies in the Bay Area and the
State in order to secure the enactment of legislation embodying these princi-
ples of regional home rule as adopted by the Association of Bay Area Govern-
ments. ) :

Passed and edopted by the Executive Committee of the Association of Bay
Area Governments this 21st day of January, 1971. .

: /S/ Ignazio A. “Ig” Vella
IgNAzIO A. “I6” VELLA,
President of the Association of
Bay Area @Governments.
Attest: :
/8/ J. Julien Baget,
J. JULIEN BAGET,
Hwecutive Director of the )
Association of Bay Area Governments.

Chairman Borrine. Now we are prepared for the sledge hammer.
Mr. Knox, it is your turn.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. KNO0X, ASSEMBLYMAN,
CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE

Mr. Knox. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I don’t feel like
wielding a sledge hammer this morning, but I do disagree, not vio-
lently, but as firmly as I can, with some of the comments made by
my good friend Joe Bort from Alameda County.

1 think I will read my statement. I think it will be more economi-

52-355 0—71—pt. 4——86
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cal of our time by doing this, and then I will be very happy to re-
spond to any questions.

Chairman Borring. Thank you; proceed as you wish.

Mr. Knox. I am pleased to appear before your committee today to
discuss regional planning issues—or more precisely regional decision
making. Most regions in this country possess an overabundance of
reigional plans but lack adequate machinery for implementing those
plans.

At your committee hearings last October, representatives of
the academic community presented a somewhat clinical view of
regional planning and regional decision making. Today, I wish to
present a different viewpoint—that of a legislator who has been in-
volved, for most of his legislative career, in upgrading and refining
regional decision making procedures in California. I also speak as a
resident of a large metropolitan region—the San Francisco Bay
Area—which critically needs effective machinery for making and en-
forcing decisions about regional problems.

The Urban Institute, here in Washington, will shortly publish the
results of an exhaustive examination of the councils of governments
—COG—movement throughout this country. I have been privileged
to review the initial working drafts of this study and I recommend
the final document for serious review by your committee. My own
experience in California fully corroborates the conclusions in the in-
itial draft—particularly in regard to the inherent limitations of
COG’s and in regard to the role of the Federal Government in over-
coming these limitations and developing more effective regional or-
ganizations. . :

These hearings have been called on the subject of regional plan-
ning issues. In California, at least, the real problem is not planning,
but implementation of regional plans which already exist. The
COG’s in California have a vast surplus of regional plans, but they
have no effective procedures for implementing any of these plans.
For example, 1 week ago today there was an extended debate in the
local government committee of the California Assembly on legisla-
tion to establish a limited-purpose umbrella-type agency for the San
Francisco. Bay region. Representatives of the Association of Bay
Area Governments—ABAG-—produced volumes of plans to attest to
the fact that extensive regional planning was being done for the
Bay Area—in water quality plans; a coastline plan; an open space
plan; a general land-use plan, et cetera. All these plans were made
possible, by the way, because of substantial Federal funding.

The point to be stressed is that ABAG, as a voluntary CO@, has
no positive power to implement any of these plans. Nor does it have,
in fact, any power to negate or veto local actions which would be
adverse to these plans.

In short, generous Federal funding has enabled regional organiza-
tions (COG’s) in California to prepare literally shells of regional
plans. If these plans are going to have any practical value, however,
we must have some formal, institutionalized procedures for making
regional decisions based on the recommendations in the plans. Both
the Federal and State Governments have important roles to play in
establishing this type of decisionmaking machinery.
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This latter point needs some amplification. COG’s are inherently.
weak as regional decisionmaking bodies. Why ¢ ‘

There are three important facts which must be understood about
the operation of any COG. :

First, a COG receives the bulk of its funding from Federal
sources in order to do “areawide” or “regional” planning. Thus, a
CcoG Froduces 8 great volume of so-called regional plans which it
formally adopts. The result is that the COG is then able to repre-
sent that sundry regional plans do exist.

Second, a COG receives an aura of authority from the so-called
A-95 grant review program. This review system appears to place
the CgG in a position of a regional agency which can evaluate indi-
vidual local projects and programs against the goals which have
been so nicely stated in the regional plans, As the members of the
subcommittee are aware, the number of grants which are subject to
A-95 review has been steadily expanded so that the review proce-
dure now includes grants which would have an “environmental im-
pact” as well as grants which would have a significant “community
1mpact.” '

In short, the existence of regional plans, together with the A-95
responsibility to review individual grant applications, leads most
COG’s to represent that they are determining regional priorities and
are implementing regional plans. .

This is not the case. The actual authority and legitimacy of a
COG does not come from the Federal Government nor from the re-
gional plans—but rather from the local governments who make up
the COG. ,

This leads us to the final factor which must be clearly recognized
—these member governments simply do not want the COG to
emerge as a force which is different and distinct from the sum of its
parts. They wish the COG to continue as a coordinator, a communi-
cations forum, and an organizational device which will insure the
continued flow of Federal funds to individual local jurisdictions.
They do not wish the COG to take an active and aggressive role in
channeling Federal funds toward achieving the goals stated in the re-
gional plans. Thus, the A-95 review process tends to become one
which simply weeds out projects which are obviously “inconsistent”
with regional plans. It virtually never becomes a process which as-
signs grant priorities to projects which implement the goals and
objectives of the regional plans. '

Just why are COG’s so reluctant to take a “hard line” with indi-
vidual cities and counties? My colleague and friend, Joe Bort, may
disagree with my answer, but I feel that my explanation is substan-
tially accurate, for California at least, and will be completely corro-
borated in the near future when the Urban Institute’s study on
COGs is released.

Local governments participate in COG’s for a number of reasons:
They wish to communicate with their neighbors; to appear coopera-
tive; to be eligible for Federal funds; or even to create the appear-
ance of an effective regional mechanism so as to forestall State or
Federal intervention in establishing regional goals and priorities.
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Under present circumstances, local governments have no reason to
expect that participation in a COG might be disadvantageous to
them. The decisionmaking process which emerges from such an asso-
ciation is action by consensus—I was interested to note in reading
the first part of. the committee testimony of Ted Cole of the Minne-
apolis-St. Paul area who came to the same conclusion—all parties
tacitly agreeing that COG decisions will not be costly to any of
them. On the whole, local delegates to a COG cannot help but reflect
the interests and viewpoints which are vital to their individual cities
or counties. They cannot help acting to protect and enhance the in-
terests of the area they represent. Thus, the type of decisions made
by & COG tend to be those which “are not inconsistent” with re-
gional objectives—that is those which help some members and do not
actually conflict with so-called regional plans. There is little or no
effort to establish regional priorities and to approve individual local
~ projects on the basis of such priorities.

What should be the Federal role in this situation? To begin with,
the Federal Government should insist that the “clearinghouse” pro-
cedure under the A-95 review process must be clearly and explicitly
used to implement regional objectives. )

This is particularly important as more and more grant programs
are placed under the A-95 review process.

At present there are few Federal requirements which indicate the
type of review which should occur. As I have indicated, this lack of
Federal guidance has resulted in a review process which only identi-
fies projects that are inconsistent with regional objectives. It does
not offer any help in implementing regional objectives. :

The Office of Management and Budget and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development are the main sources of Federal
support for COG’s. So long as these Agencies continue to accept a
very weak type of regional action, it will be extremely difficult for
the States or for individual local governments to establish decision-
making institutions which can identify and enforce regional priori-
ties. '

Here is the weak link in the Federal strategy—the lack of a spe-
cific Federal policy which insures that individual grants will be used
to implement the regional plans which the Federal Government has
previously insisted upon and, in large part, has funded.

It would be appropriate and proper for this subcommittee, actin
through the Congress, to direct both the Office of Management an
Budget and the Department of Housing and Urban Development to
establish such a policy and to put it into immediate operation.

By emphasizing Federal action, I do not mean to imply that the
States have no role in perfecting procedures for making regional de-
cisions. In California, COG’s operate at the sufferance of State gov-
ernment. State legislation can change the rules of the game and can
impose new requirements on such regional agencies. Theoretically at
least, it is possible to require such agencies to establish genuine re-
gional priorities and to mandate that Iocal governments would be el-
igible to receive Federal grants only on the basis of such priorities.

Thus far it has proved politically impossible to move in this direc-
tion in California—partly because there has been no Federal
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“pressure” to establish and to comply with regional priorities. Thus,
the status quo—a consensus type of regional organization which
poses no possibility of threat to its individual members—remains for
them more desirable than a stronger, action-oriented agency which
might be created by State legislation.

Once again, in the absence of somé Federal pressure to force
COG’s to become more concerned with implementing regional plans,
local opposition is likely to remain entrenched to State action which
would require this latter type of regional decisionmaking.

Let me give some specific examples. I have included as an attach-
ment to this statement a copy of a bill * which is now pending before
the California Legislature. The measure is the product of approxi-
mately 5 years’ study, debate, and negotiation. It would establish a
so-called umbrella agency to make regional decisions within the San
Francisco Bay Area. Only last week at a committee hearing on this
measure, the League of California Cities appeared in opposition.
One reason for that opposition, which League representatives
plainly and publicly stated, was that they preferred a regional plan-
ning organization which did not have specific authority to imple-
ment its plans by vetoing local projects. Instead, League representa-
tives urged that the implementation of regional plans should take
the form of “coordination” and “cooperation.”

This attitude is another reflection of the underlying viewpoint
that regional agencies are not supposed to pose any possible threat
to individual local governments; that they are not supposed to estab-
lish regional priorities for Federal grants; in short, that they are
not supposed to pursue, positively and aggressively, the implementa-
tion of regional plans.

There 1s another, even stronger, indicator of the commitment
which local governments have to the “concensus type” of regional
organization. Local government organizations in California have
consistently resisted the establishment of an umbrella-type regional
agency in the San Francisco Bay Area unless such an agency is run
exclusively by city councilmen and county supervisors. The League
of California Cities, the County Supervisors Association of Califor-
nia, and the Association of Bay Area Governments—all have lobbied
vigorously for this viewpoint.

Only elected councilmen and supervisors, they argue, have a full
appreciation of the problems of local government. Thus, only these
individuals will be “reasonable”—is the way they put it—in estab-
lishing and enforcing regional priorities on individual local govern-
ments. If the persons who run the umbrella agency are directly
elected by the people within the region (as the pending legislation
proposes), they will lack a proper understanding of city or county
problems and thus might be inclined to impose, and force compli-
ance with, unreasonable regional priorities.

Behind the facade of this reasoning lies a commitment to the pres-
ent “consensus” style of regional organization. The argument admits
that regional priorities might conflict with local priorities if these
were set by “outsiders.” The likelihood of any such conflict would be

1 See bill on p. 628.
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substantially diminished if regional priorities were set by “members
of the club”—i.e., by city councilmen and county supervisors.
- If we make the logical assumption that the implementation of re-
gional plaps will necessarily involve some adjustment in local plans
and projects—this attitude on the part of local government belies
any real desire to implement their highly touted regional plans.
.. Opposition by local governments in the San Francisco Bay Area
defeated legislation to establish an umbrella agency for that region
in 1969, and again in 1970. It is possible that this opposition may do
the same in 1971—despite repeated attempts to develop compromise
arrangements to deal with the issue of “who runs the regional orga-
nization.” The local governments have insisted upon complete con-
trol of the regional organization or nothing.,

In the meantime, the State of California has responded to the
more serious regional problems by creating single-purpose agencies
to deal with them.

Moreover, each of these single-purpose agencies has been estab-
lished on the assumption that in certain critical areas regional poli-
cies and local desires may conflict—and that when such conflict oc-
curs, local priorities must be reordered for the best interests of the
region. :

By way of illustration, permit me to list some of the single-pur-
pose agencies that have recently been created by the California Leg-
islature for the San Francisco Bay Area.

In 1969 the Legislature permanently established the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission. This watchdog
agency has the responsibility of planning the development and the
conservation of San Francisco Bay. It has the responsibility for im-
plementing the Bay plan through a system of permits. No one can
fill the Bay or develop along the shoreline unless he first gets a per-
mit from BCDC. Although local governments are represented on
this commission, there is substantial membership from the general
public.

In 1969 the legislature passed the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Act which gave regional water quality control boards strong “teeth”
to proceed against polluters of San Francisco Bay. The regional
board responded by suspending all building permits in the city of
San Francisco until San Francisco had agreed to upgrade its sewage
disposal system to the satisfaction of the regional board. Member-
. ship on this board is by gubernatorial appointment; there is no pro-
vision for city councilmen and supervisors.

In 1970 the legislature created the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission in the San Francisco Bay Region to plan and coordi-
nate highways and mass transit systems. Although local govern-
ments are represented on MTC there is a substantial public repre-
sentation also.

This year the legislature is considering special legislation which
would establish a regional agency in the San Francisco Bay Area, to
plan, construct and operate regional sewage treatment plants—which
will be necessary to meet new Federal and State water quality
standards. This agency would have the specific authority to force the



627

construction of regional sewage treatment plants and to force local
waste dischargers to hook into a regional sewage treatment system.

In short, wherever regional problems have become serious enough
for the State to establish a single-purpose agency to deal with them,
the State legislature has invariably recognized that in some instances
regional plans and local desires will conflict. And that when such
conflict does occur, the local viewpoint must bow to the needs of the
region.

g[t is highly impractical, however, to deal with regional problems
by waiting for them to assume crisis proportions so that the legislature
can create a special agency to deal witﬁ them. Besides, planners tell
us that most regional proﬁlems are interrelated and need to be con-
sidered as part of an overall regional system—not as isolated individ-
ual problems.

All the regions of California seriously need so-called umbrella agen-
cies. The need is particularly critical in the large urban regions of
the State. Both the State and the Federal Governments have a common
interest in insuring that these umbrella type “planning agencies” can,
and do, implement the regional plan on which so much of the public’s
money has been spent.

My request to your subcommittee today is that you bring the au-
thority of the Congress to bear upon the appropriate Federal agencies
to insure that Federal programs contribute to this goal also.

Thank you.

(The attachment referred to in Mr. Knox’s statement follows:)
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE—~1971 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL - - No. 1057

Introduced by Assemblyman Knox
(Coduthor : Senator Marks)

March 22, 1971

" . REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT

An act to add Title 6.5 (commencing with Section 62000) to.
the Government Code, relating to the organization, estab-.
lishment and powers of the Conservation and Development
"Agency of the Bay Area. '

.

* LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB.1057, as introduced, Knox (L.Gov.). Bay area conservation.
Adds Title 6.5 (commencing with See. 62000), Gov.C. _
Authorizes establishment of Conservation and Development Agency
of the Bay Area comprising the City and County of San Francisco,
and the Counties of San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa,
Solano, Napa, Sonoma and Marin. -
~ Provides procedure for establishing regional election districts for
- such agency. - Ct : , .
Provides for a regional governing board of 40 elected members, Au..
thorizes the appointment of administrative officers, employment of .
other employees, and establishment of a ecivil service system and em-.
ployment benefits. v '
Prescribes regional governing board powers which include, among-
others: review of financial assistance applications made by local agen-
cies to the state, federal, or other public agencies; making of regional
studies and research; and making of joint exercise of powers agree-.
ments. Authorizes preparation and adoption of a resources plan con-
taining: a San Francisco Bay plan on conservation and development
of the bay; a regional transportation. plan; a regional environmental
_quality plan; a regional park plan; and an open-space plan. Provides
for completion and adoption of plans in a three-year period and au--
thorizes adoption of single -elements on a yearly basis, S
Prescribes procedures for effectuation of elements of resources plan, .
Authorizes adoption. of specified plan adopted by the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission. ] o
Authorizes imposition of documentary transfer tax by the agency,
Provides for termination of the Metropolitan Transportation Commis-
sion and transfer of employees, documents and property to agency
upon the adoption of ordinance by regional governing board.

- Vote—Majority ; Appropriation—No; Fiscal COmmitt_ee—Ng.
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. The peoplé of the State Aof California do enact as follows:

- Secrion 1. Title 6.5 (commencing with Section 62000) is
added to the Government Code, to read: =

TITLE 6.5. CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
~~ AGENCY OF THE BAY AREA

DIVISION 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

PART 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS AND
DECLARATIONS .

62000. This title shall be known and may be cited as the
Conservation and Development Agency of the Bay Area Law. -

62001. The Legislature finds that comprehensive studies -
have been made by several agencies and detailed reports and
recommendations submitted to the Legislature on many prob-
lems affecting the San Francisco Bay arca, as follows:

(a) The State Water Resources Control Board, pursuant to
Chapter 1351 of the Statutes of 1965, has made a study for .
the maintenance of water quality in the San Francisco Bay -
and Sacramento-San Joaquin areas and has submitted a com-
pprehensive master plan for the control of water pollution;

(b) The Bay Area Transportation Study Commission, pur-
suant to Title 7.1 (commencing with Seetion 66500), has made
a study of all modes of transportation in the bay area and has -
submitted a master bay area regional transportation plan;
* (e) The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission, pursuant to Title 7.2 (commencing with Section
66600), has made a study for the conservation of the San
Francisco Bay and the development of its shoreline and has
submitted a comprehensive plan therefor; '

(d) The Joint Committee on Bay Area Regional Organiza--
tion, a joint committee of the Senate and Assembly, pursuant
to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 41 of the 1967 Regular
Session of the Legislature, has made studies for a regional
organization to assure effective and orderly planning, growth
and development of the bay area and.conservation of its
physical and environmental resources, i

The legislative findings and declarations made in the various
enactments authorizing the foregoing studies are -still valid
and, insofar as they pertain to territory within the region, the

Legislature hereby adopts such findings and declarations as -

part of this title, ,

62002. Although the studies were made by distinct study.
agericies conducting independent investigations upon different -
aspects of the bay area, many similar recommendations were
‘made in the feports submitted to the Legislature and, based
thereon, the Legislature finds and declares: that the San
Francisco Bay is the most valuable single natural and environ-
mental resource of the bay area; that the San Francisco Bay
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he#s complex and interacting ecological, social and economic
effects upon the entire bay area; th.lt all or portions of the nine
counties having bay shorelines are all substantially affected by
the bay and, as a region, share commoh problems; that many
of the common problems transéend county and city lines and
can be resolved only at regional level;.that the various regional
problems are interdependent and require coordinated solu-

‘tions; that the number of cities, connties and special distriets

in the region, despite substantial cooperation betveen and
among them, requires a regional agency to supplement these
efforts to ‘deal with regional problems and that a multipurpose
regional agency . prov1des the most adequate governmental
mechumsm to assure the effective and orderly p]annmg growth
and development of the bay area and:the conservation of its
phx sical and enviconmental resources.

62003. The Legislature further finds and declares that there
is a general neecd Tor a political process through which searce

- regional resources can be allocated among conﬁmtmg demands
and uses’ in a balanced and coordinated approach to .areawide

development and growth; that_therc is a gencral need for a

_political process by which matters of regional significance can

be identified, studied and planned for before a- crisis stage is

- reached ; that there is need for more effegtive coordination of

the regional and subregional agencies presently in operation;
and that these objectives are best accomplished by a multi-

. purpose regional agency specifically charged with such duties.

62004. - The Legislature further finds and declares that the
regional agency must have the ability to enact ordinances and
to secure cease and desist orders in order to enforce compli-
ance with its plans; that these powers are necessary during
the period when the agency is preparing its regional plans as
well as after such plans have been completed and adopted.

62005. The Legislature finds and declares: -that the San
Francisco Bay, as a water system, serves many beneficial uses;

-, that the maintenance of the water quality of the bay is essen-
‘tial to the social and economic well-heing of the region; that

the collection, treatment and disposal of liquid waste must be
planned and manaﬂed in a coordinated manner se as to con-
serve and enhance the many beneficial uses which can be made
of the bay waters; that there are more than 100 different local

. agencies performmg sewerage functions in the region, dis-
'chargmg about four million gallons per day of hquld waste

into the bay ; that the local agencies generally provide adequate
liquid waste collection facilities and service and should con-
tinue to provide such facilities and service; that the liquid
waste treatment and disposal facilities of local agencies vary
widely as to their adequacy and as to the quality of waste dis-
charged into the bay; that the financial resources and staff of

“many of the local agencies are insufficient to provide the neces-

sary planning, construction and management of treatment
and disposal facilities; that the treatment, reclamation and
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1 disposal of liquid waste and maintenance of water quality are
2 . regional problems which camnot be solved by the individual
3. local ngencies; that it is in the interest of the entire région and .
4 jts inhabitants to develop a program for overall management
5  of wastewater discharges and water quality within the region,
6 62006. The Legislature finds and declares: that develop--
.7 ment, both social and economic, and transportation are inter-
8 dependent factors—development being inhibited in areas with
9 inadequate transportation and encouraged in transportation
10 sufficient arcas; that various modes of transportation are inti-
11 mately linked, existing terminal facilities, such as, seaports and
12 airports, requiring improved surface transportation and new
13 terminal facilities to be built where adequate surface transpor-
14  tation exists; that population concentrations and employment’
15 opportunities vary according to the adequacies and inadequa-
16 cies of the transportation system; that the separation of the
17 bay area by the waters of the San Francisco Bay results in
18" unique and difficult transportation problems; that the trans-
19 portation problems of the bay area are regional in nature, being
20 incapable of solution through any single mode of transporta-
21  tion or by the action of any existing public agencies; that the
22 continued and orderly growth of the bay area requires continu-
23 ing regional study and coordinated and comprehensive plan-
24 " ning. for all modes of transportation and such study and
25 planning functions ean beé best performed by a regional govern-
26 ment; that proposed route selections, construction and expendi-
27" tures for the regional highway system (those state highways
28 and freeways, county highways and city streets most heavily
29 used by intraregional traffic) should be reviewed by a regional
30 government for greater assurance that they will conform to a
31 regional transportation plan and will be in the best interests
32  of the entire region. .
33 62007. The Legislature. finds and declares: that various
34 . federal, state, county, city and special district governments as
35 well as private individuals provide bay area inhabitants with
36  the facilities of parks'and with open space; that many such fa-
37 cilities an and open-space areas are regional in nature, being
38 used and enjoyed by persons residing in different Jjurisdietions
39 and at widely -separated locations; that, although there bhas
40 been considerable planning and development of regional facil-
41 ities and open-space areas in certain portions of the bay area,
42 there has been no coordinated, comprehensive: planning and
43 development for the entire bay area; that lack of coordinated,
44 comprehensive planning and development has resulted- in a
45 haphazard distribution of regional facilities and open-space
46 areas with the result that the facilities and open-space areas
, 47 ’"have not always been located in areas of greater need and the
48 financiul burden of providing such facilities and open-space
49 areas has not been equitably borne by the persons using and
50 enjoying such facilities and open-space areas; that the con-
51 tinued development and orderly distribution of regional facil-
a2
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ities and open-space areas requires regional study and co-
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ordinated, comprehensive planning which can best be pro.
vided by a regional agency.

62007.5. The Leglslnture further finds and declares that
there is a publie interest in the regional open space of the San
Francisco Bay area which not only gives the rogion its dis..
tinctive character and beauty but is one of the region’s inval-
uable resources; that the region’s expanding population and
the attendant development pressures threaten an u-reversxble

- destruction of the remaining open spuce, resulting in economic

and aesthetic losses anl environmental degradation; and
therefore there is a need to preserve and properly utilize this
open space; that the most significant type of open space is
that which guules and determines the physical development of
the bay region: .

(a) That which separates and guides continuing develop-
ment,

(b) That which insures that ﬁood plams steep slopes, earth-

" quake fault zones, and other hazardous areas will be left in

an open condition and will not be used for development pur-
poses ,
.(e) That which insures the purity of waters and Watersheds.

(d) That which is highly suitable for the production of
food and fiber, including food and ﬁber which cannot 'be easﬂy'
produced elsewhere.

(e) Thdt which provides particular scenic values

(£) That which provides significant habitat for animal life
or vegetation which is indigenous to the region.

62008. The Legislature finds and declares that the genera-
tion, use and disposal of solid waste in the region is a problem
-requiring study and planning at the regional level, that it may
require regional and subregional programs of 1mplementat10n
to avoid- further adverse public health effects, nuisances, un-
aesthetic land uses, pollution, ecological dxsruptlon and exces-
sive depletion of solid waste resources; that every effort should
be made to reduce the amount of solid waste generated in the
region, to make use of the solid waste generated as a resource
of the region and to dispose of the solid waste.which cannot
be employed as a resource with minimum cnvu-onmental dam-
age.

62008.5. The Leglslature finds and declares that air qual-
ity within the bay region is closely related to, and influenced
by, solid waste and water quality programs; that there is a
need to develop reglonal plans for dealing w1th the human and
physical resources in ways which will reduce air pollution;
-that such plans should be part of an overall resources plan’ for
the entire bay area.

62008.6. The Legislature finds and ‘declares that the plans
of the regional agency, and the various specific elements
‘thereof, should contain & program of implementation therefor,
mcludmg specific statutory changes which may be required to
provide the revenues, powers, and governmental organization
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; as may be necessary to carry out the program of 1mplementa-

’ tion.

3 62009. The Legislature finds and declares that a general

4 sgtatute cannot be made applicable to the bay area or the

5 solution of its regional problems which are different from those -

6 found in other areas of the state because of the unusual nature

7 and extent of the San Francisco Bay, the unique geographie,

8 topographic, climatic gnd soil conditions of the bay area and

9  the large number and variety of public agencies in the bay area
i(l) with widely varylng powers and levels of planning and activi-

ties.

}g PART 2. DEFINITIONS

14 62010. The definitions contained in this part govern the
15 construction of this title unless the context otherwise requires.
16 - The definition of a word or phrase apphes to any variants
17  thereof. : :
18 '62011. *‘‘Agency boald” means the leglslatlve and govern-
19 ing body of the Conservation and Development Agency of the
20 Bay Area.

- 21 62012, ‘“Agency”’ means the Conservation and Develop-
22 ment Agency of the Bay Area.

23 62013. ‘‘Airport’’ means any land, water, air space or
24 facilities owned or controlled by any pubhc agency or by any
25 private person (i) which is used or intended to be used-for
26 the purposes of air commerce and navigation or the takeoff and
27 landing of any kind of aircraft engaged in air commerce or
28 ' (ii)’ which may be necessary or convenient for the promotion
29  or accommodation of such purposes or of businesses or indus-
30 tries reasonably related to such purposes.

31 62014. ‘‘Bay’’ or ‘“‘San Francisco Bay’’ includes all or any
32 portions of the San Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay and Sulsun
33 Bay within the region, ‘

34 62015. ‘‘City’’ means any chartered or general law city
35 and any other city or town incorporated pursuant to law.

36 62016. ‘“‘County!”’ means any ecity and. county and any
37 chartered or general law county.

38 62017. ‘‘County clerk’’ means the county clerk and clerk
39 of the board of supervisors of each county and, where the office
40 of county clerk is separate from the office of re«nstrar of voters,

* 41 means the registrar of voters with respect to all duties pertam-
42 ing to the conduct of elections. .
43 62018. ‘‘Fill’’ means any object or material placed on land
44 or in water for ,extended periods of time, including earth, any
45 organic or inorganic material, facilities, fixed structures and
46 floating structures, such as ﬁoatmg docks and houseboats,
47 whose primary purpose is other than the transportation of
48 persons and materials.

49 62019. ‘‘Including,’’ unless expressly limited, means “‘i
50 cluding, without limitation.”’

51 62020. *‘‘Legislative body’’ means the legislative body or
52 governing board of a county, clty or special dlstnct.

633
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‘ 62021. ‘‘Local 'agoncy” means any county, 4ci-ty or specig]

-distriet.

62022. ‘‘Official regional newspaper'’ means a newspaper
of general circulation printed and published within the region
which is designated by the agency board, pursuant to Section
62128, as the newspaper in which official publications of the
agency shall be made. _ -
© 62023. ‘‘Open space’’ means those lands and waters pres-
ently’ in a state of openness or natural condition, including
land devoted to agriculture, viticulture and to the general
production of food and fiber; land or open areas devoted to the

“collection, distribution, or flow of water; land or open areas

devoted to wildlife conservation, outdoor recreation, park lands,
natural areas, or scenic areas; and, land and open areas
found by the agency to be necessary or convenient to con-

* serve or enhance natural or scenic resources, or to contribute

to the planned development of the region. .

62024. “‘Park’’ means any land, water or facilities used or
intended to be used for regional park or recreation purposes
of any kind or character including ‘parks, playgrounds, play-
ing fields, golf courses, gymnasiums, camps, beaches, streams,
sloughs, marshes, bodies of water, wildlife preserves or refuges,
swimming pools, marinas, small craft harbors, parkways, scenic
drives, corridors or vistas, boulevards, auditoriums and any
other facilities contributing to the enjoyment, observation or
study of nature or. the physical, mental, cultural or moral
development or entertainment of persons.

62025. ‘‘Plan,’’ unless expressly limited, includes any gen-
eral plan, specific plan or interim-plan adopted by the agency -
board or the legislative body of any local agency. :

62026. ‘‘Private person’’. means any human being, fiduci-
ary, partnership, joint venture, unincorporated private organi-
zation or private corporation. - ' .

62027. ‘‘Public agency’’ means any local agency and any
department, board, commissian, independent agency or instru-
mentality of a local agency or of the federal or state govern-
ments, :

62028. ‘‘Region’’ means all or any portionof the territory
within the Counties of San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
Alameda, Contra Costa, Solano, Napa, Sonoma and Marin, as

. more particularly described in Section 62110,

62029. ‘‘Regional’’ means any matter substantially affect-
ing the incorporated or unincorporated territory, or the inhab-
itants or property therein, of two or more counties or cities or
any combination of cities and counties.

62030. ‘‘Regional park’’ means any park established for
and intended to be used by the inhabitants of two or more

- eities or counties, or any combination of cities or counties,

62031. ‘‘Special district’’ means any public corporation,
other than a county or a city, formed pursuant to general law
or special act for the local performance of governmental or
proprietary functions within limited boundaries.
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‘62032. ‘‘Uninhabitated territory’’ means territory within
which there reside less than 12 voters who have been registered
to vote within such territory for at least 54 days. .

62033. ‘‘Voter’’ means any, elector. registered pursuant to
the Elections Code.

62046. ‘‘Water pollution’’ shall have the meaning con-
tained in any definition of ‘‘pollution,’’ as set forth in Section .

- 13050, Water Code.

62047. ‘‘Water quality control’’ means the control of any
factor which. adversely and unreasonably impairs the quality
of the waters of the region for beneficial use. '

62048. ‘‘Water quality control facilities’’ means all facil- -
ities used or intended to be used for the transmission, treat-
ment, disposal or reclamation of sewage and other waste
waters, including trunkline and interceptor sewers, sewage
treatment and disposal facilities, outfall sewer lines, facilities
for the reclamation of water and the disposal of waste resid-
uals, and facilities appurtenant to any of the foregoing but
excluding (i) local sewage collection facilities whose ‘primary.
function is the collection of sewage and other waste waters
from the properties where such sewage or other waste waters
are generated or originated and (ii) agricultural drainage
facilities whose primary function is the collection, transmis-
sion, treatment, disposal or reclamation of sewage and other
waste waters resultmg from the production of plant crops or
livestock for market.

62049. ‘‘Water quality control policy’’ means water qual-
ity objectives for affected waters of the region where water
quality control measures are necsesary or may be needed in
the future to assure suitable water quality for beneficial use.

PART 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CONSERVATION
AND DEVELOPME\T AGENCY

'62110. The Conservation and Development Agency of the
Bay Area, a. regional bo‘dy corporate and politie, is hereby
established within the region comprising the territory of the
City and County of San Francisco and the Counties of San
Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda Contra Costa, Solano, Napa,
Sonoma and Marin.

62111. The agency shall be known and designated as the
“‘Conservation and Development Agency of the Bay Area.”’

62113. .In_ order to provide initially for establishing and
defining regional election districts within the terrltory of the
agency, -a regmnal districting commission, consisting of 18
commissioners is hereby established.

Except for the City and County of San Francisco, the board
of supervisors of each county within the region shall appoint
one elective county officer as a commissioner and the city se-
lection committee, established in each county pursuant to Sec-

‘tion 54784, Government Code, shall appoint one elective ¢ity
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officer as a commissioner. Two commissioners shall be appointed

. from the elective officers of the City and County of San Fran-
- cisco, one being appointed by the mayor and the other by the

board of supervisors. Each appointing power shall appoint a
second elective officer as an alternate who shall be authorized
to act and vote in the absence of the appointed contmissioner..

Within 10 days after the effective date of this act, all of the

. appointing powers shall meet and make the requlred appoint-

ments to the districting commission. -

At 12 o’clock noon ou the 20th day after the effective date.
of this act, the districting, commission shall meet and organize.
For purposes of the orgaﬁlzatlonal meeting the county officer
designated as commissioner by the Board of Supervisors of
Alameda County shall act as the temporary chairman of the
districting commission and the County Clerk of Alameda.
County shall act as the temporary secretary of the commission.

‘The temporary chairman of the commlssxon shall fix a time
and place of the first meeting of the commission. The.tempo-

' rary secretary shall thereupon notify all regular and alternate

members of the commission of the time and place specified by
the temporary chairman for the first meeting. The commission
shall meet at such time and place and thereafter at such tlmes '

and places as it may determine.

At the first meeting of the commission, it shall select a per-
manent chairman and a permanent secretary. The permanent
chairman shall be either a city or a county officer appointed
to the commission pursuant to this section. The permanent sec-
retary shall be the county clerk of one of the counties des1g-
nated in Section 62110.. ' .

62114. A districting order shall be adopted by a maJorlty-
in nimber of the members of the dlstnetmg commission not .
later than Mareh 1, 1971,

62115. The dlstrlctmg commission shall establish and“_
define the boundaries of 40 regional election districts within
the ‘region and shall number the districts from 1 to 40, in-
clusive. The boundaries of the didtrict shall be defined so 'that i
the districts shall be substantially equal in populatlon o

- 62116, In districting, consideration shall be given to the
following factors: (a) community of interests of the popula-
tion within a regional election district, (b) cohesiveness, con-
tiguity, integrity and compactness of territory, (c) topography
and (d) geography. Beundaries -of regional election districts
need not conform to the boundaries of counties, cities or dis-
tricts or of wards or election districts established for the
nomination or election of any officers thereof or of Assembly,

‘Senate or congressional districts;

62117.. The districting shall "be made on the basis of the
populations or ‘estimated populations contained in the most

:recent of any of the following: the last decennial federal

census; any census of a county, taken as provided in Section
26203, Government Code; any census of a city, taken as pro- .
vided in Chapter 17. (commencmg with Section 40200), Part
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1. 2, Division 3, Title 4 of the Government Code; any census or’
2 population estimate of a city or a city and county, taken or
3 made as provided in Sections 2107.1 and 2107.2, Streets and
4 Highways Code; popuation estimates contained in any official
5 document prepared by the Department of Finance and .issued
6 to the public. , )
7 62118. The districting order shall describe the boundaries
8 of the regional election districts by reference to & map or maps
9 on file with the secretary. Immediately upon-adoption of such
10 order, the secretary shall file a certified ecopy of the map or
.11 maps describing all election districts with the Secretary of
12 State and with the county clerk of each county. )
13 62119, All cities and counties within the region shall
14 provide the districting commission with such information, serv-
15 ices and facilities as may he required in the performance of
16 its duties. Commissioners shall receive np compensatien other
17 than their necessary and reasonable expenses.
18 62120. The necessary and reasonable expenses of the dis-
19 tricting commission shall be apportioned among the various
20 counties within the territory designated in Section 62110 and
21 shall be a charge on each county. The expenses of the distriet-
22 - ing commission shall be apportioned on the following basis:
23  one-half of the expenses shall be apportioned in the proportion
24  that the assessed valuation of property on the secured roll in
25 each county bears to the total assessed valuation of property
26 on the secured roll within all the counties; one-half of the
27 expenses shall be apportioned in the proportion that the popu-
28 lation of each county bears to the total population of all the
29 - counties. -
30 . For purposes of this section the latest equalized assessment
31 roll of each county and the latest official population informa-
32 tion shall be used in apportioning the expenses of the district-
33 ing commission. _ \ - . B
34 In no event shall the expenses of the districting commission
gg exceed fifty thousand dollars ($50,000). o
gg ‘PART 4. NOTICE; PUBLICATIONS .
39 62125. Unless the provisions or context otherwise requires,
40 whenever any provision of this title requires notice to be
41 published, posted or mailed, it shall be published, posted or
42 mailed as provided in this part. S o o
43° ° 62126. Notice authorized or required to be given by publi-
44  cation, posting or mailing shall contain all matters required by
45 any particular provision of this title or by any ordinance, .
46 resolution or order of the agency board. If any ordinance,
47 resolution or order of the agency hoard gives notice and
48 contains all matters required to be contained in any ‘notice, a
49 copy of snch ordinance, resolution or order may be published,
50

637

posted or mailed, in which case, no other notice need be given,

52-355 O0—71—pt. 4—8



W=D O

10

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33
34

35

36
37
38
39
. 40
41
42

43

44
- 45

46

47
48
49
50

638
—_11— - . AB 1057

62127. Whenever any notice'is required to be given and the
duty of giving such notice is not speuﬁca]]y enjoined upon
some agency officer, the agency clerk shall give such notice or
cause the same to be given.

62128, The agency board shall deSIgnate a newspaper of
general circulation published and printed within the region as
the official agency newspaper in which all official publications
of the aoency shall be made.

62129." All ordinances adopted by the agency board and any
other resolution, order, notice or instrument authorized or
required to be pubhehed shall be -published in the .official

_ agency ncwspaper. In addition, the ageney board may order

the publication of any ordinance, resolution, order, notice or
other instrument in one or more other newspapers of general
circulation within any county or city in the region. Any failure
to make publication in any newspaper, other than the official
agency newspaper, or any errors or.defects in any such publica-
tion shall not affect the validity of such ordinance, resolution,
order, notice or other instrument, if it was published. in the
official agency newspaper in the tlme form and manner 're-
quired by law.’

62130. Unless otherwise specified, any pubhshed ordmance
resolution, order, notice or other instrument shall be pubhshed .
pursuant to Sectlon 6061.

62131. If published notice shall be a notice of hearing,
publication thereof shall be commenced at least 15 days prior .
to the date specified therein for. hearing.

62132. Notice required to be posted shall be posted on or
near the.doors of the meeting room of the agenecy board or -
upon any official bulletin board customarily used for the
purpose of posting such notices.

62133. Posted notice shall remain posted for not less than
five days. If posted notice shall be notice of & hearing, posting -
shall be commenced at least 15 days prior to the date specified..”
therein for hearing and shall,continue to the time of hearing.

62134. . Mailed notice shall be sent by first-class mail and
deposited, postage prepald in the United States mails and shall
be deemed to have been given when so deposited. Requirements
for mailed notice may be satisfied either (i) by personal
dehvery to the person entitled to such notice; in which case
notice is deemed given upon such delivery or (ii) by delivery
for transmission by any other usual means of commumcatlon,
cost of transmission prepaid, in whlch case notice is deemed
given upon such delivery. .

62135. If mailed notice shall be notice of hearing, mailing
thereof shall be made at least 15 days prior to the date speci-
fied ‘therein for hearing.

62136. Mailed notice to the owners of land shall be given
by mailing to the persons whose names and addresses appear .
on the last equalized assessment roll of a county.
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1 62137. Mailed notice to a locaf‘agency shall be given by
2 mailing to the clerk or secretary of such local agency or its
.3 legislative or governing body. '
4 62138. Any public agency or pnvate person to whom
5 -mailed notice is not required to be given by any provisions of
6 this title may file with the agency clerk a written application
7 requesting the giving of special mailed notice and specifying
8 the matters for which such notice is desired. Thereafter special
9 mailed notice shall be givén in accordance with such applica-
10 tion. Any failure to give such special mailed notice or any
11 defects or errors.therein shall not affect the validity of 'any act
“12  or determination of the agency board or of any agency officer.
13 The agency board by ordinance may impose reasonable terms
14 .and conditions upon the giving of special mailed notice, includ-
15 ing requirements that any appllcant pay fees sufficient to cover
16 - the estimated expenses of gwmg special notice and that an
17 application, in order to remain effectlve, must be renewed at
l.g periodic interv. als :
1
20 PART 5. ELECTIONS
21 :
22 CHAPTER 1.. NOMINATION AND ELECTION OF
23 " ErLEcTVE TRUSTEES
24 : T
25 62150. A regional election shall be held and conducted on
26 the eighth day of June, 1972, for the purpose of electing the
27 elective trustees of the first agency board. Thereafter, a gen-
28 eral regional election shall be held and condueted in each
29 county within the reglon on the first Tuesday after the first
30 Monday in November in each odd-numbered year to choose a
31 successor for each elective trustee the term of whose office will
32 expire the following January
‘33 ° 62151. Except as otherwise pronded in this txtle elective
34 trustees shall be nominated and elected in accordance with the
35 provisions of the Elections Code for general district elections
36 held pursuant to the Uniform Distriet Election Law. All docu-
37 ments or instruments required by the Uniform District Elec-
38 tion Law to contain any information or give any notice
39 pertaining to general district elections or the nomination or
40 election of district elective officers shall contain similar notice
41 pertaining to regional election districts or the nomination or
42 election of elective-trustees. _
43 62152. Each candidate for the office of elective trustee from
44 a regional election district shall.file with the county clerk of
45 the county or principal county in which the district is located
' 46 nomination papers signed by not less than 20 nor more than 30
47 registered voters of the regional election dlstrlct from which .
48 the candidate seeks election.
49 62153. Each elective trustee, at the ‘time of his nomination
"50" and election and during the term of his office, shall be a resi-
51 dent and registered voter of the regional election district from

52
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which he is elected.
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62154 Each elective trustee shall be nominated and elected
by the reglstered voters W1thm ‘the regional election district
from which he is elected.

1

CHAPTER 2. RearoNaL ELEcTION DISTRICTS

62160. There are 40 regional election districts within the
reglon numbered 1 to 40, inclusive. One trustee shall be
elected to the agency board from each distriet.

62161. Until such time as redistricting shall have been or-

. dered, as provided, in this chapter, the regional election dis-

tricts shall consist of those established and defined pursuant
to Sections 62114, 62115, 62116, 62117, and 62118.

62162. Followmg each deoenmal federal census, and using
the census as a basis, the agency board of trustees shall adjust
the.boundaries of any or all of the regional election districts
of the region so that the districts shall be as nearly equal in .
population as may be. In establishing the boundaries of the
districts the board of trustees shall give consideration to the
following factors: (a) community of interests of the popula-
tion within a regional election district, (b) cohesiveness, con-

tiguity, integrity and compactness of territory, (e¢) topography

and (d) geography. Boundaries of regional election districts
need not conform to the boundaries of counties, cities or spe-
cial districts or of wards or election distriets estabhshed for

“the nomination or election of any officers thereof or of As-

sembly, Senate or congressional distriets.

62163. The boundaries of the regional election dlStI‘lctS
ghall be adjusted by the board of trustees before the first of
October of the year: following the year in whxch the decennial
federal census is taken.

62164. Upon the failure or refusal of the reglonal board
to order a redistricting within the periods specified in Section
62163 a redlstrlctlng shall be made by the regional redistriet-
ing commission.

62165. The regional redistricting commission shall consist
of 18 commissioners. Except for the City and County of San
Francisco, the board of supervisors of each county within the
region shall appoint one elective county officer as a commis-
sioner and a second as an alternate; such appointees shall be
residents of the region. The city selectlon committee, estab-
lished in each county pursuant to Section 54784, shall appomt
one elective city officer as a commissioner and a second as an .
alternate. Two commissioners shall be appointed from the elee-

" tive officers of the City-and County of San Francisco, one

being appointed by the mayor and the other by the board of
superv1sors An alternafe shall be authorized to act and vote
in the absence of the appointed commissioner. Each appoint-
ing power shall continuously maintain on file with the re-

: glonal clerk notices designating all officers so. appointed. An

appointing power may, from time to time, change the ofﬁcers
50 deswnated .
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62166. The county officer designated as commissioner by
the board of supervisors of that county having the largest
population, as shown on the last decennial federal census, shall
be the chairman of the regional redistricting commission. The
régional clerk:shall act as the secretary of the commission.

62167. If the regional board fails or refuses to redistriet,
as required by Section 62163 the regional clerk shall immedi-

- ately notify the chairman of the regional redistricting com-

mission to fix a time and place of the first meeting of such
commission, The regional clerk shall thereupon notify all regu-

lar and alternate members of the commission of the time and’
place specified by the chairiman for such first meeting. The
commission shall meet at such time and place and thereafter

. at such times and places as it. may determine,

62168. A redistricting order shall be adopted by a majority
in number of the members of the redistricting commission and

‘'shall be given the same effect. as an ordinance adopted by the

regional board, Any such order shall be adopted by not later

than Decémber 31 of the year following the year in which the =~

federal decennial census was taken. U

62169. ' The regional government shall ‘provide the redis- -
tricting commissioh with such information, services and facili- .
ties as may be required in the performance of its duties and
shall pay the necessary and reasonable expenses of the com-
mission and'its members. For the purpose of redistricting the
commission may employ consultants and enter contracts for’
data processing serviees. Commissioners shall receive no com-.
pensation other than their experises. . B

62170. Where a redistricting changes the boundaries of
any regional election districts, the. terms of office of any in-
cumbent trustee elected from such districts shall be as follows:

(a) If all or any part of the territory of the original district
remains in the changed district, the unexpired term of the in-
cumbent elected from ‘the original district shall be unchanged,
but at the election next preceding the expiration-of his term of
office a trustee shall be elected from the changed distriet;

(b) If the entire territory of a district from which an in-
cumbent was elected is attached to two or more other districts
and a separate new district is established, the term of such in--
cumbent shall expire at 12 o’clock noon on January 1 of the
pext even-numbered year., The new- district shall have the same
number &s the former district and the term of office of the
trustee first elected from the new district shall be for the un-
expired term, if any, of the incumbent of the former district;

(¢) If the entire territories of two.or more districts are com- -

" bined into a new consolidated district and one or more separate °

o OT
Rk

new districts are established, the terms of office of all incum-
bents whose districts are so combined shall expire at 12 o’clock
noon on January 1 of the next even-numbered year. The new
consolidated district shall have the lowest number of any of
the former districts and the term of office of the trustee first
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elected from such district shall be for the unexpired term, if
any, of the incumbent elected from the former district of the
same number. The separate new district or distriets shall be
assigned the remaining number or numbers of the former dis-
triet or districts and the term of office of the trustee or trustees
first elected from any such separate new district or districts
shall be for the unexpired term, if any, of the incumbent or in-
cumbents elected from the former dlstrlct or districts of the
same number or numbers.

62171. At any time between the decennial adjustments of
the regional election district boundaries, the agency board of
trustees may make an mtenm readaustment of the district
boundaries.

An interim redlstrxctmg sha]l be made on the basis of the
populations or estimated populatlons contained in the most re-

* cent of any of the following: any census of a county, taken as

prov1ded in Section 26203 ; any census of a city, taken as pro-
vided in Chapter 17 (commencmg with Section 40200) Part

- 2, Division 8, of Title 4; any census or population estimate of

a c1ty or a c1ty and’ county, taken or made as provided in Sec-
tions 2107.1 and 2107.2, Streets and Highways Code; popula-
tion estimates contained in any official document prepared by
the State Department of Finance and issued to the public.

CHAPTER 3. SPECIAL. ELECTIONS

62180. Except as otherw1se provided in this title, all special
elections shall be called, conducted and canvassed in accordance

- with the Electlons Code provmlons for statewide general elec-

tions.
62181, Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 23300), Part

- 2, Division 12 of the Elections Code pertaining to the consolida:

tlon of elections shall apply to special .elections called by the
agency board and the agency board may provide for any such
special elections to be consolidated pursuant to the chapter.

62182. The agency board shall adopt a resolution calling a
special election at least 60 days prior to the date of such
election ; no proclamation of such election shall be made by the
Governor. )

62183. -Each resolution callmg a specm] election shall:

(a) Call, provide for and give notice of the speclal election;

(b) Determine whether the special election -is to be held
throughout the entire region or within only a portion of the -
reglon in which case such portion shall be described or other-
wise identified;

(¢) Fix the electlon date and, if the speclal election is not
consolidated with another electlon, specify. the hours during
which the polls will remain open; .

(d) Provide for the measure to be submitted to the voters
and state the vote required for approval thereof;
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(é) Contain such other'matters as may be necessary to call,
provide for and give notice of such special election and to
provide for the conduct thereof and the canvass of the returns.
. 62184. At least 45 days prior to the date of a special
election,. the agency clerk shall mail a certified copy of the
resolution calling such election to the county clerk of each

- county within which such special election is to be held.

" 62185. The agency clerk shall publish each-resolution call-
inga special election (i) in the official agency newspaper and
(ii) in a newspaper-of general circulation within each county
within which the special election is. to be held. All such
publications shall be made at least 30 days prior to the

~ election date. No other. notice of election need be given.

62186. .If a special election is called throughout the region
and is not consolidated with a statewide election, tie county

‘clerk of each county. shall conduct the- election within his
' county. If any such special election is called within only a

portion of the region containing territory of two or more

- counties, the county’ clerks of such counties'may agree among

themselves for one of them to conduct the election. -

62187. At least 30 days prior to the date of an uncon-
solidated special election, the county clerk shall: -

(a) Establish a convenient number of election precinets and
define their boundaries; . - .

(b) Designate a polling place for each precinct;

(e¢) Appoint officers to the precinet board for each precinet
and notify each such precinet officer' of his appointment,
precinet and polling place. e ’

The county. clerk need not publish any notice containing the
names of the precinet officers or designating their precinets and .
polling places. . . . ’

'62188. At an unconsolidated special election, the voting
shall be conducted, the canvass. at the polls made and the

~ returns delivered to-the county clerk substantially in accord-
" ance with the general elections provisions of the Elections

Code. - - . .
62189. The county clerk shall commence a public canvass of

"_the returns of ‘an unconsolidated special election on the first

Monday after such election.

- 62190. As soon as-the county clerk- has completed the

canvass and declared the result of an unconsolidated special
election, he shall immediately prepare, sign and mail a state-
ment of the result to the agency clerk. The statément shall
show the total number of votes cast upon each measure and the
number of votes cast in favor of and against such measure.
62191. When' the agency- clerk-has received statements: of

" results from the county clerks of all counties within which an /

unconsolidated special election was held, the agency clerk shall
present such statements to the agency board at its next meet-
ing. Thereupon the agency board shall declare the results-of
such special election. o : '
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62192. When a special election is not consolidated with a
statewide election, the agency shall reimburse each county
within which such specml election was held for the actual costs
incurred by the county clerk in conducting the special election
and canvassing the returns thereof.

62193. If the agency board orders a special election con-
solidated with any election or elections other than a statewide
election, ‘it shall be the duty of the election board conducting
such other election or elections to 8o consolidate, to cause the
special election to be conducted, to canvass the returns thereof
and to furnish a statement of the results thereof to the agency
clerk. The regional agency ghall reimburse the agency whose
election board conducted such election for the additional costs -
incurred by such agency in conduecting the special election and
canvassing the returns thereof.

CHAPTER 4. ARGUMENTS CONCERNING MEASURES

62205. As used in this chapter, ‘‘measure’’ means. any
question or proposition for the enactment of an initiative

cordinanece, for the repeal of an ordinance by referendum or for

any other question or proposxtlon submitted by the agency

"board to the voters of the region.

62206. As soon as a measure quallﬁes for a place on the
ballot, the agency clerk shall transmit a copy of the measure
to the ageney attorney. The agency attorney shall prepare an
impartial analysis of the measure showing the operation of the
measure and its_effect on existing law. Such analysis shall not
exceed 500 words in length and shall be printed preceding the

. arguments for and against the measure.

.62207. Based on the time reasonably necessary to prepare, :
print and mail the arguments, analysis and sample ballots for
the particular election, the agency clerk shall fix and determine

& reasonable date prior to the election after which no argu-

ments for or against the measure may be submitted to him for
printing and mallmg to the voters. Notice of such date shall
be published in the official agency newspaper. Arguments may
be changed until and including the date so fixed and may be
withdrawn by the persons, submlttmg the same at any time -
prior to being printed. -

62208, Arguments, not exceedmg 500 words in length, may
be filed with the agency clerk by :

(a) The agency board or any member or members thereof
authorized by the board;

(b) Bona fide sponsors or proponents of the measure, con-
sisting of ome -or more 'voters or bona fide assoclatxons of

_citizens or any combination thereof;

(e) Bona fide associations of cxtlzens,
(d) Individual voters.
If more than one argument for or more than one argument

. against a measure is ﬁled the agency elerk shall select one of
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the arguments in favor of and one argument against the meas-
ure for printing and distribution to thé voters. In selecting
such argument, the agency clerk shall give preference and pri-
ority in the order above set forth.

62209. Arguments, when filed, must be aecomganied by the
name ‘or names of the person or persons submitting the same
or, in the case of an association, the name of such association
and the name of at least one principal officer thereof. No more
than five names shall appear on the printed argument and, if
more than five names accompany the filed argument, the first
five shall be printed.

62210. The agency clerk shall mail a copy of the agency

- attorney’s analysis and the arguments to be printed to the

county clerk of each county within which the special election
is to be held. Such mailing shall be made in ample time for
each county clerk to prepare, print and mail such arguments
and analysis. The arguments and analysis are deemed to be

- ‘‘official matter,”’ within the meaning of Section 10012 of the

Elections Code and each county clerk shall mail the same to

‘the voters, together with the sample ballot.

PART 6. INITIATIVE, REFERENDUM AND
RECALL o

/

CHAPTER 1. IN GENERAL

62211. This chapter shall apply to initiative, referendum
and recall. : : )

Before circulating any petition, the proponents shall file
with the agency clerk a circulation notice declaring their inten-
tion to circulate such petition. The circulation notice shall set:
forth the request to be.made in said petition and contain a
statement, not exceeding 500 words, of the reasons for the pro-
posed petition. The statement is intended solely for the infor-
mation of voters and no_insufficiency or inaccuracy therein
shall affect the validity of the petition or any election held
pursuant thereto. '

62212. Within 10 days after the filing of a circulation
notice, the agency clerk shall give mailed notice of such filing
to the county clerk of each county. Such notice shall indicate .
the requeést to be- made in -the petition and the date of filing
the circulation notice; if a referendum against an ordinance is
to be requested, the notice shall also state the date of adoption
.of the ordinance.

52213. A petition may be circulated as a single instrument
or in separate counterparts. The petition shall eontain a copy
of the eirculation notice. A recall petition shall state the name
of the trustee sought to be recalled; it may only be circulated
in and signed by residénts'of the region. .

62214. The circulator of a petition shall be a registered
voter and resident of the region. :



646
—19— : AB 1067

62215. Each signer of a petition shall sign his signature
and affix the date thereof and his place of residence, giving the
street and number or a designation sufficient to enable his place
of residence to be readily ascertained. Prior to filing such
petition, the name or number of the electipn precinet in which
each signer resides shall be added thereto.

62216. The circulator of each petition shall attach his
affidavit thereto stating, according to information and belief,
that:- ' :

(a) Each signature appearing on the petition is the genuine
signature of the person whose name it purports to be;

(b) Each signer, at the time of his signature, was a resident
of the region and a registered voter of the county;

(0) The circulator personally observed each signer as he
signed his signature and affixed the date thereof and his
residence address. ) :

©62217. The petition shall be filed with the county clerk of

the county within ‘which it was circulated. All counterparts
circulated in any county shall be filed at the same time.
' 62218. Upon the filing of a petition, the county clerk shall
examine the petition and determine, from the records of
registration, the number of residents of the region and regis-
tered voters within his county who have signed such petition.
The board of supervisors shall allow the county clerk addi-
tional assistance for the purpose of examining the petition and
provide for their compensation. - g :

62219. Within 20 days after the filing of a petition, the
county clerk shall complete his examination of the petition,

“shall execute his certificate showing the result of his examina-

tion and shall transmit such certificate to the agency clerk,
together with a certified copy of the petition. Such copy need

‘not contain any of the signatures or names appearing on the

original petition. _ :

62220. The county clerk shall retain a copy of each certifi-
cate executed by him and all original petitions and supplemen-
tal petitions with their respective signatures and names. Such
petitions shall be retained on file for four years, after which
they may be destroyed unless they are material to some action
or proceeding then pending. ,

62221. All sufficient initiative and referendum petitions
must meet the signature requirements of Chapter 2 (commenc-
ing with Section 62235) and Chapter 3 (commencing with
Scction 62255) of this part. However, referendum petitions,
and all initiative petitions must be circulated in at least three
counties and be signed by voters within the regionin each of
such counties not less in number than 3 percent of the entire
vote cast within the region in each of the counties for all
candidates for Governor at the last gubernatorial election.

62222. The agency clerk shall immediately. present to the
agency board a copy of the petition and the certificates of the
county clerks when he shall have received certificates: .
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(a) From the county clerks of three or more counties show-
ing that an initiative or referundum petition has been signed
by a sufficient number of voters; or : :

(b) From the county clerk or clerks of the county or
counties within which a recall petition has been circulated
showing that such petition has been signed by a-sufficient
number of voters. ’

62223. The agency board shall ¢all any special election
required as a result of the presentation to it of a sufficient
petition. Such election shall be called not sooner than 60 days
or later than 75 days after the date of presentation of the
petition, except where the petition is presénted within six
months prior to any statewide election, in which case the
agency board may order the special election consolidated with
such statewide election. ' '

62224, Any number of measures for initiative ordinances,
referenda against ordinances, or both, may be submitted to the-
voters at the same election. If there shall be any conflict be-

- tween the provisions of two or more measures approved at the

same election, the measure receiving the highest number of
affirmative votes shall prevail. ‘

CHAPTER 2. INITIATIVE ORDINANCES

62235. Inmitiative ordinances may be enacted pursuant to
this chapter. . -

62236. 'After the filing with the agency clerk of a circula-
tion notice, the proponents shall cause the notice to be pub-
lished once in the official regional newspaper. The proponents
shall file an affidavit of publication of such notice with the
agency clerk within 10 days after publication. Fifteen days
after publication, the petition may be circulated.

62237. No petition or supplemental petition shall be ac-
ceptéd for filing by any county clerk unless all signatures were
affixed thereto within 180 days after the date of filing with the
agency clerk of the circulation notice.

62238. Within 30 days after the county clerk shall have
transmitted a certified copy of the original petition and his
cettificate pertaining thereto, a supplemental petition identical
with the original, but eontaining additional signatures, may be -
filed with such county clerk. Within 10 days thereafter, the
county clerk shall examine the same, execute his certificate -
showing the results of such examination and transmit such
certificate, together with .a certified copy of the supplemental
petition, to the agency clerk. -

62239. Each initiative petition or counterpart shall have
printed across the top of the first page in at least 12-point -
boldface type: ‘‘ Petition for an initiative ordinance, Conserva-
tion and Development Agency of the Bay Area’’. The title and -
the text of the proposed ordinance shall appear on the first
page or pages of the petition, Y ‘



648
—21— - AB 1057

62240. The enacting clause of all initiative ordinances shall
be: ‘‘The People of the Conservation and Development Agency
of the Bay Area do ordain as follows:’’.

62241. If an initiative petition is signed by voters number-
ing more than 10 percent of the entire vote cast within the
region for all eandidates for Governor at the last gubernatorial
election and requests that the initiative ordinance.be submitted
immediately to the voters of the region at a special election,
the agency clerk shall present the same to the regional board.
Within 10 days thereafter, the agency board shall either:

(a) Adopt the ordinance, without change; or

(b) Call a special election at which the ordinance, without
change, shall be submitted to the voters of the region.

62242, If an initiative petition is signéd by voters number-
ing more than 5 percent but less than 10 percent of the entire
vote cast within the region for all candidates for Governor at
the last gubernatorial election and the ordinance is not
adopted, without change, by the agency board &nd is not
required to be, or for any reason is not, submitted at a special
election, the initiative petition shall be submitted to the voters

* of the region at the next statewide election.’

62243. The ballots, in addition to matters otherwise re-
quired by law, shall state: *‘Shall an iniative ordinance of
the Conservation and Development Agency of the Bay Area
(stating the nature of the ordinance) be adopted?’’. Opposite
the statement, the words ‘‘Yes’’ and ‘“No’’ shall be printed on
separate lines, with voting squares. :

62244. If a majority of the voters voting on an initiative
measure vote in its favor, the ordinance is approved. The
ordinance shall be deemed adopted and shall become effective
upon the declaration by the agency board of the results of the
election. ’ .

62245. Unless otherwise authorized by the provisions of an
initiative ordinance, no such ordinance adopted by the agency
board without an election or approved by the voters at an
election shall be amended or repealed, except upon further
approval of the voters. - :

62246. The agency board, on its own motion and without
petition, may call-a special election and submit to the voters
of the region a measure for the enactment, amendment or
repeal of any ordinance, injtiative or otherwise. If a majority’
of the voters voting on the measure vote in its favor, the

-ordinance shall-be enacted, amended or repealed and shall be

deemed adopted and effective at the same time as an initiative
ordinance.
' CHAPTER 3. REFERENDUM

62255. All ordinances shall become effective 60 days after
their adoption date, except for those ordinances which take
effect immediately, as provided in Section 62407.
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62256. Any ordinante, other than one which takes effect -
immediately, may be repealed, pursuant to this chapter.

62257. A referendum petition may be circulated at any
time after the filing with the agency clerk of a circulation
notice. The circulation notice need not be published.

62258. A referendum petition against an ordinance shall be
filed with the county clerk not later than 40 days after the date
of adoption of such ordinance. No supplemental petitions may
be filed. . .

62959. Each referendum petition shall have printed across
the top of the first page in at least 12-point boldface type:
¢:Petition for referendum against an ordinance, Conservation
and Development Agency of the Bay Area’’. On the first page
or pages of the petition the ordinance proposed to be repealed
shall be identified by its date of adoption and its number or
title and the text of the ordinance, or a-concise summary of
the text, shall be set forth. : '

62260 A referendum petition shall be sufficient and the

-operation and effect of the ordinance shall. be suspended, if,

prior to the effective date of the ordinance, the agency clerk -
shall have received certificates from county clerks showing that
a referendum petition has been signed by voters numbering
more than 5 percent of the entire vote cast within the entire
region for all candidates for Governor at the last gubernatorial
election. : } S -

62261. The agency clerk shall immediately present a suffi-
cient petition to the agency board. Within 10 days theregfter,
the agency board shall either: - .

(a) Repeal the ordinance; or ' , .

(b) Call a special election within the entire region at which
the repeal of the ordinance shall be submitted to the voters.

62262. The ballots, in addition to matters otherwise re-
quired by law, shall state: ‘‘Shall the ordinance of the Conser-
vation and Dévélopment Agency of the Bay Area (stating the
nature of the ordinance) be repealed?’’. .

Opposite the statement the words ‘‘Yes’’ and *‘No'’ shall be
printed on separate lines, with voting squares. :

62263. If a majority of the voters voting on & reférendpm

measure vote for repeal of the ordinance, the ordinance is re-

“pealed. A repeal shall be deenied adopted upon the declaration

by the agency board of the results of the election. If less than a
majority of the voters voting on a referendum measure vote
for repeal, the ordinance is approved and becomes operational
and effective upon the declaration by, the agency board of the
resylts of the election. _ T

62264. Unless otherwise authorized by the referendum
measure, no ordinance repealed by the agency board without
an election or repealed by the voters at an election shall be
reenacted,.within one year from the date of repeal. -
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Cuaprter 4. REecaLL oF TRUSTEES o

62270. Any trustee may be recalled, pursuant to this chap-

ter, if ‘a’sufficient petition for his recall is presented to the.

regional board at any time (i) after six months from the
commencement of his term of office and (ii) prior to six months *
before the expiration of his term of office. .

" 62271. . A separate petition is necessary to propose the re-
call of each trustee. . :

- 62272, After the filing with the ageney clerk of a circula-
tion notice, the proponents shall cause the noticé to be pub-
lished once in the official agency newspaper. The proponents

~ shall file an affidavit of publication of such notice with the

agency clerk not Jater'than 10 days after the last such publica-
tion. Fifteen days after the last such publication, the petition
may be circulated. '

62273. Any trustee proposed ‘to be recalled may file an
answer, not exceeding 500 words in length, with the agency
clerk answering any statement of reasons contained in the -
eirculation notice. Such trustee, at his own expense, may cause
the answer to be published, in which case he shall file afidavits
of publication thereof to be filed with the agency clerk. .

62274. No petition or supplemental petition shall be ac-
cepted for filing by any county clerk unless all signatures .
thereon were affixed within 180 days after the date of filing
with the agency clerk of the circulation notice.

62275. - Within 30 days after the county elerk -shall have
transmitted a certified copy of the original petition and his

* certificate pertaining thereto, a supplemental petition identical

with the original. but eontaining additiorial signatures, may be
filed with such county clerk. Within 10 days thereafter, the

. county clerk shall examine the same, execute his certificate

showing the results of such examination 'and_ transmit: such
certificate to the agenty. clerk, together with a certified copy
of the supplemental petition. .

62276. Each recall petition or counterpart shall have
printed across the top of the first page in at least 12-point
boldface type: ‘‘Petition for recall of trustee, Conservation
and. Development Agency of the Bay Area’’. o

62277. If a recall petition is signed by voters numbering
more than 5 percent of the entire vote cast within the regional
election district for all candidates for Governor at the last

- gubernatorial election, the agency clerk shall present such peti-

tion to the agency board. Within 10 days thereafter the agency
board shall eall a special election within the regional. election
district to determine whether the incumbent trustee shall be
recalled. o

_62278. The ballots, in addition to matters otherwise re-
quired by law, shall state: ‘‘Shall (name of person proposed
to be recalled) be recalled from the office of trustee of the
Conservation and Development Agency of the Bay Area?”,
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Opposite the statement, the words ‘‘Yes’’ and ‘‘No’’ shall be
printed on-separate lines, with voting.squares. :

62279. At least 10 days prior to the recall election, the
county clerk shall mail a sample ballot and a separate printed
copy of the statement of the proponents of the recall and the
answer, if any, of the elective trustee sought to be recalled, as
theretofore filed with the agency clerk. ’

62280. If less than a majority of the voters voting on the
question of recall vote ‘‘Yes,’”’ the incumbent trustee.shall
continue in office. If a majority vote ‘‘Yes,”’ the incumbent
trustee shall be deemed recalled from office upon-the qualifica- -
tion of his successor. . )

62281. If the vote recalls the incumbent from his office as
a trustee, a successor shall be appointed to serve out the
remainder of his term in the same manner as the original
appointment was made. '

PART 7. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION

62290. This title shall be liberally construed to effectuate
its purpose. No act, determination or procedure shall be in-
‘validated by any error, irregularity or omission therein if such
error, irregularity or omission does not adversely and substan-

" tially affect the rights of any private person or public agency.

62291. All determinations made by the agency board under
the provisions of this title shall be final and conclusive in the
absence of fraud or prejudicial abuse of discretion. In any -
action or proceeding to review any quasi-judicial determination
made by the agency board the sole inquiry shall be whether -
there was fraud or prejudicjal abuse of discretioh. Prejudicial
abuse of discretion shall be established if the court finds that

. any determination of the agency board was not supported by

substantial evidence in light of the whole record. :
62292. If any provision of this title or the application
thereof in any circumstance or to any private person or publie

. agency is held invalid, the remainder of this title or the appli-

jcation thereof in other circumstances or to other private per-
sons or public agencies shall not be affected thereby.

DIVISION 2. ORGANIZATION OF THE CONSER-
VATION AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

PART 1. GOVERNMENT

62300. The legislative and governing powers of the agency
shall be vested in the agency board which shall constitute the
legislative and governing body of the agency. .

62301, The agency board shall consist of 40 trustees.
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PART 2. LOCATION OF AGENCY OFFICES o

62310. The headquarters offices of the agency and the prin-
cipal meeting places of the agency board and its committees
shall be located at such place or places as the ageney board
may designate. : o

62311. The principal place of duty of all agency officers
and heads of departments shall be the headquarters offices. -

62312. The agency board may establish branch offices and -
subsidiary meeting places of the agency board and its commit-
tees at any place or places within the region. :

62313. The headquarters and branch offices and the prinei-
pal and subsidiary meeting places of the agency board and its
committees may be located in the same or different buildings
or at the same or different sites, as may be most convenient.

62314. Except as otherwise authorized by the agency board,
all permanent records of the agency shall be maintained on file

- in the headquarters office. Such permanent records, or copies

thereof, which the agency board may authorize to be filed at
any branch office shall be maintained on file in that office.

: PART 3. AGENCY BOARD
CHAPTER 1. COMPOSITION OF AceNcy Boarp

62320: The agency board shall consist of 40 members.

62321. The 40 trustees shall be nominated and elected by
Tegional election districts established within the region.

62322. The term of office of all elective trustees shall be
four years, except that the term of office of the elective trustees
of the first agency board shall be either two or four years. At
the organizational meeting of the first agency board, the elec-.
tive trustees shall determine, by lot, whether the trustees
elected from the even- or the odd-numbered regional election
districts shall have two- or four-year terms of office, as the-
case may be. C S

62323. All trustees shall hold office until their successors.
are duly elected or appointed and qualified. '

The term of office of all trustees of the first agency board:
shall commence at 12 o’clock noon on Atgust 1, 1971, there-
after the term of office of all trustees for a full term of office
shall commence at 12 o’clock noon: on the first monday after
January 1 in even-numbered years following their election.

62324. Any vacancy in the office of a trustee, other than as
a result of recall, shall be filled as provided in this section.

(a) If the unexpired term of any vacant office shall be one
year or less, a majority of the remaining trustees, appointive
and elective, may appoint a trustee for the unexpired term of
such office. ) )

(b) If the unexpired term'of any vacant office shall be more
than one year, within 30 days of the date the vacaney oceurs,
the agency board shall call a special election within the re-
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1 gional election dlstrlct represented by such vaeant office for the
2 purpose of filling the vacaney. -
3 Nominations of candidates to succeed a vacant office shall be
4. made as provided in ‘Chapter 3 (commencing with Section
5 6800) of Division 5 of the Elections Code.
6 62325. The agency board may elect and, at gny time may
7 remove, a president and a vice presxdent ,
8 62326 Both the president and the vice presxdent shall be
9 members of the agency board.
10 - 62327. In the absence or disability of the president, the
11 vice president shall exercise all powers of the president.
12
13 CHAPTER 1.5. COMPENSATION OF AGENCY BoARrD

- 14 . o

15 62330. Each trustee shall receive an annual compensation
16 of two thousand four hundred dollars ($2,400) payable in

equal monthly installments.

62331. - In addition to the compensation provided by See-
tion 62330 each trustee engaging in necessary travel in attend-
ance upon agency business shall be entitled to payment of his
transportation expenses and other reasonable and necessary
travel expenses incurred by him. The agency board shall adopt
rules specifying what constitutes necessary travel and provid-
ing for payment of transportation and other travel expenses
for travel, inside or outside the region. For travel inside the re-
gion, transportatlon expenses shall not exceed fifteen cents
($0.15) per mile traveled plus an amount, not exceeding five
dollars ($5) per day, for parkmo charges and brldge tolls
paid. For travel outside the region, the transportation allow-

"ance shall not exceed the cost of travel by common carrier

(regulated aircraft, watercraft, railroad or bus service). If
feasible common carrier service is available, but a trustee trav-
els by other means, he shall be paid an amount equal to the
published fare of ‘the available common carrier service, If
feasible common carrier service is unavailable, the trustee shall
be entitled to a transportation allowance, as fixed by such
rules, not exceeding fifteen cents ($0.15) per mile of travel.
62332. The pres1dent and vice president shall continue to
receive the compensation provided by Section 62330. In ad-
dition to this amount the president and vice president shall
receive additional compensation, not to exceed four thousand
dollars ($4,000) per year, as may be fixed by the agency board.

CHAPTER 2. STaNDING AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

62375. The agency board shall establish at least one stand-
ing ecommittee for each of the mandatory elements,of the
agency general plan, as set forth in Section 62751. The agency
board may establish such other standing and special commit-
tees as it deems advisable and shall specify the affairs of the
agency government to be assigned.to each such committee.

52-355 O0—71—pt. 4——7
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- 62376. The president shall determine the number ‘of trust-
ees to serve on each standing committee and shall make all
appointments of trustees to standing committees. In making
appointments, the president shall give consideration to the
preferences- and experience of the trustees and, insofar as
practical, provide for representation from each of the several
areas within the region. The president shall not be a member-
of any standing committee but he may participate in the meet-
ings and deliberations of any committee, except that he shall
have no committee vote. _ ‘

62377. Any matter eoming before the agency board shall be -
referred to such cominittee or committees as the president shall
designate unless the agency board by a majority vote of its

_entire membership orders such matter referred to another

committee or committees. _

62378. A standing or special committee shall have no ad-
ministrative control over the functions of the agency .govern-
ment. It shall be the duty of each such committee to keep itself -
fully. informed of those affairs of the. agency government
assigned to it and to report to the agency board such informa-
tion and recommendations as may be necessary to permit the
agency board to properly legislate upon such affairs.

Cuaprrer 2.5. ExecuTive COMMITTEE

62380. The regional board shall appoint an executive com-
mittee consisting of the president and not less than six or
more than 10 of the trustees. Any member of the executive
committee, other than the president, may be remdved at any
time by the regional board. -

62381. In addition to the annual stipend provided for by
Section 62330, members of the executive committee, other
than the president or vice president, shall receive such addi-
tional annual stipend, not to exceed two thousand dollars
($2,000) per year, a§ may be fixed by the regional board.

62382. The executive committee shall .adopt rules concern-
ing its governance and the time and place of its meetings.
A majority of the members of the committee, other than the
president, shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business and a majority vote of those present shall carry any
matter before the committee. The presiding officer of the ex:
ecutive committee shall be the president or, in his absence, the
viee president, or in the absence of both, any member desig-
nated by the committee. The president or vice president, in
addition to the vote possessed as a member of the committee,
shall have one vote for the purpose of breaking any tie
vote, : :

62383. The regional board may authorize the executive
committee to exercise any powers possessed by the regional
board and shall adopt rules specifying those powers delegated
to the executive committee. The executive committee shall
exercise any delegated powers in substantially the same man-

T4
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1 ner as may be provided by law for their exercise by the
' 2. agency board. Any ordinance, resolution, order or regulation
3 adopted by the executive committee may be amended or re-
; pealed by a majority vote.of all members of the agency board.
g Cuapter 3. MEETINGS
"8 62390. The agency board or any committee thereof may
9 meet and transact business at any place or places within the
10 region. : oL :
11 62391. The agency board shall adopt rules establishing the
12 location of its principal -meetingplace and fixing the dates
13 and times of its regular meetings at such place. Such rules
14 shall also establish a subsidiary meetingplace in each county .
15 where any meetings in such county shall be held, unless other-
"16 wise ordered by the agency board, but need not fix any dates
.17 . or times for holding meetings at such places.
18 - 62392. The Conservation and Development Agency shall be
19 deemed a local agency under the Ralph M. Brown Act, Chapter
20+ 9 (commencing with Section 54950), Part 1, Division 2, Title
21 5, and shall be subject to the provisions of that act and to the
22 extent of any inconsistency between that act and this title,
23 the provisions of this title shall control. ’
24 62393. The president, or in his absence, the vice president
95 shall be the presiding officer of the agency hoard. In the
96 absence of both the president and the vice president, the
97 agency board may elect a president pro tem from among the
98 trustees present at any meeting. . .
29 62394. The agency administrative officer, the agency attor-
30 ney, the agency clerk and such other officers as the agency
31 board designates shall attend all meetings of the agency board.
‘32 Any such officer shall have the right to take part in any
33 discussions rélating to his duties and responsibilities but shall
34 - have no vote. .
35 62395. A majority of the trustees shall constitute a quorum
36 for the transaction of business and a majority vote of those
37 present shall carry any matter before the agency board.
38 62396. Each trustee shall have one vote on the agency
39 board. The president, or the vice president acting in his
40 absence or during his disability, shall have no veto power but
41 shall have a tie-breaking vote. The president and the vice
42 president, in addition to the vote possessed as a trustee, shall
43 have one vote for the purpose of breaking any tie vote.
44 4 :
45 CHAPTER 4. LEGISLATION
46 : A
47  62405. Acts of the agency board may be expressed by the
48 adoption of ordinances, resolutions or orders.
49 62406. The enacting clause of all ordinances shall be:
50 - ““The Agency Board of the Conservation and Development
- 51 Ageney of the Bay Area does ordain as follows:”’. ’
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62407. Ali ordindnees shall become effective 60 daS's aftell

the date .of their adoption by the agency board. except the

following ordinances which shall take effect immediately:

(a) Those calling or otherwise relating to any eleetion ;

(b) Those relating to taxes, the amount of money to be
raised by taxation or the rate of taxes; o

(¢) Those authorized or ‘required by any law to take effect
immediately ; . : .

(d) Those necessarysfor immegdiate preservation of public
peace, health or safety, which shall contain a statement of facts .
constituting the necessity ‘and shall be passed by a two-thirds .
vote of all trustees, ' '
© 62408. Within 15 days after adoption of any ordinance,
the agency clerk shall cause such ordinance to be published
in the official agency newspaper, . -

62409. Every ordinance and resolution shall be signed by
the president and attested by the agency clerk.

62410, The agency clerk shall file all ordinances and reso-.
lutions in separate books and shall prepare an index of - all
such ordinances and resolutions. ,

62411, Violation of an ordinance or the violation of any
rules or regulations adopted pursuant to the authority of such
ordinance is a misdemeanor. Such a violation may be prose-
cuted by the agency attorney in the name of the people of the
State of California, Alternatively, violation of an ordinance.
may be redressed by civil action. '

62412. The agency board may impose fines, penalties and

* forfeitures for violation of ordinances or rules or regulations

adopted pursuant thereto. A penalty may be fixed by fine or
imprisonment or both. A fine shall not exceed five hundred
dollars ($500) and imprisonment shall not exceed six months,
Imprisonment may be made in any county or city jail and
the expenses of confinement shall be paid by the agency gov-
ernment, ' ) .

PART 4. AGENCY OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES
CHAPTER 1. IN GENERAL

 62420. The agency board shall appoint and may remove the
following agency officers: )

(a) Agency administrative officer;

(b) Agency attorney;

(e) Agency clerk; .

(d) Agency auditor. , _

62421. The agency board may authorize and provide for
such additional agency officers as the agency board may deem
advisable and shall determine the nature of their duties and
responsibilities. : . : -

62422. Tlie agency administrative officer shall appoint and
may remove: '

(a) Agency treasurer;
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1 (b) Agency planning director;
"2 (e) All additional agency officers authorized and prov1ded
3 for by the agency board;
4 (d) Al officers and employees mcluded within the civil
5 service system, subject to the provisions of the ClVll service
6 ordinance.
7 62423. The agency board shall determine the number of
- 8 employees and the character of their positions, as may be
9 necessary to carry out the functions of the agency government,
10 62424. The agency board shall determine the ecompensation
11 to be paid to each appointive officer and employee and for that
12 purpose shall establfs appropriate salaries or wages ‘or ranges
13 of salaries or wages. )
14  62425. The agency board may also authorize the payment of
15 the actual and necessary expenses incurred by any appointive
16 officer or employee in the performance of his duties and shall
17 establish criteria and standards for determining the nature
18 and amounts of such expenses to be paid.
19-  62426. The agency board may provxde for assistants to or
20 deputies of any appointive officer in such numbers as the
21 regional board may specify. Any such assistant or deputy may -
22 perform any and a]l acts that the principal may perform, when
23 so authorized by the agency board. Unless the context otherwise
24 requires, any reference in this title to an appointive officer shall
25 include all authorized assistants and deputies of such officer.
26 62427. All appointive officers shall have an indeterminate
27 term of office. Prior to undertaking the performance of any
28 official duties, all appointive officers shall take and subscribe -
29 the oath of oﬁice and cause the same to be filed with the agency
30 clerk.
31 - 62428. Each appointive ofﬁcer and such employees as the
32 agency board may designate shall furnish the agency govern-.
33 ment with a bond or bonds of such character and in such
34 amounts as the agency board may specify. The agency board
35 may provide that all or any part of the premiums due on
36 account of any such bond shall be paid by the agency govern-
37 ment. All such bonds shall be filed with the agency elerk.
38 ‘ . '
39 CHAPTER 2. AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
40 .
41 62440. The agency administrative officer shall be selected
42 on the basis of his demonstrated administrative qualifications
43 and his knowledge of the functions, responsibilities and opera-
44 tions of local and regional governments and the relationship of
45 the state and federal governments thereto.
46 62441, The agency admlmstratlve officer need not when ap-
47 pointed, be a resident of the region but, upon his acceptance
48 and qualification for office, he shall immediately become such
49 a resident. _
50 62442. The agency administrative officer may be removed
51 by a majority in number of the agency trustees. The agency
52 administrative officer may demand written notice containing a
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statement of the reasons for his proposed removal and the right
to a public hearing by the agency board prior to his removal

but, during the pendency of his proposed removal, such agency
bodrd may suspend him from office. Any such hearing shall be :
held at least 14 days after the giving of said written notice.
The action of the agency board in removing the-agency ad-
ministrative officer shall be final and conclusive. :

62443. The agency administrative officer shall receive & -
salary to be fixed by the agency board.

62444. Except as otherwise provided in this title, the agency
administrative officer shall have the duty of supervising and
administering the affairs of the agency. Such duties shall
include: the making of recommendations to the agency board
concerning the affairs of the agenecy; advice to the agency.
board concerning the financial condition and future needs of
the agency; preparation and submission to the agency board
of an annual budget estimate and such reports as may be re-
quired by the agency board, including an annual report upon
all appointive officers and departments of the agency; enfore-
ing the ordinances and regulations of the agency board; and
performance of such other duties as may be prescribed by the
agency board. . -

62445. All administrative powers not conferred by this title
upon some other appointive officer shall be exercised by the
agency administrative officer. '

62446. All appointive officers, other than the agency.attor-

ney, the agency clerk and the agency auditor, shall be im-

mediately responsible to the agency administrative officer for
the efficient administration of the functions of their respective
offices. The agency administrative officer may set aside any

-action taken by an appointive officer and may supersede him

in authority in the functions of his office.

62447. If there shall be a vacancy in the office of any ap-
pointive officer, other than the agency attorney, the agency
administrative officer shall assume and discharge the duties
and functions of such office until such time as a successor has
been appointed and qualified.

62448. The agency administrative officer shall be responsi-
ble for planning the activities and affairs of the agency and
for adjusting such activities and affairs to the finances availa-
ble. The agency administrative officer shall annually prepare
a complete financial plan for the ensuing year and shall be
responsible for the administration of suech plan when adopted
by the agency board. He shall prepare estimates covering the
financial needs of the agency, together with the budget esti--
mate and supporting schedules. L ‘

62449. The agency administrative officer shall execute all
contracts, deeds and other instruments not expressly required
by this title to be executed by some other officer.

62450. The agency administrative officer may prescribe
such general rules and regulations as he deems necessary or
expedient for the administration or conduct of various offices.
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Each officer may likewise prescribe rules and 'regulations as
may be deemed necessary or expedient for the proper conduct
of his office provided that any such rules and regulations shall
conform to those prescribed by the agency. admlmstratlve
officer.

CHAPTER 3. AGENCY ATTORNEY

62460. The agency attorney shall be the chief legal advisor
and attorney for the agency, the agency board and all officers
of the agency.

62461. The agency attorney shall have the following duties:

(a) To prepare all ordinances, resolutlons contracts and
other instruments;

(b) To furnish legal advice to the agency board and all
agency officers concerning their duties and responsibilities and,
when requested, to furnish his written opinion thereon;

(e¢) To prosecute or defend all actions or proceedings to
which the agency government, the agency board or any agency

. officer may be a party;

(d) To prosecute for all offenses agmnst any ordinance or
regulation adopted pursuant to an ordinance and for such
offenses against other laws, as may be authorized or required

“of him by such laws;

(e) To perform such other legal services as the agency board-
may requlre or as are required by the laws and Constitution.

CHAPTER 4. AqENCY CLERK

62470. The agency clerk shall act as the clerk of the agenicy
board and the executive committee and as the chief custodian
of the official records of the agency.

62471. The agency clerk shall have the following duties:

(a) To attend all meetings of the agency board and execu-
tive committee;

(b) To. prepare and mdex a journal of all proceedings of
the agency board and of the executivé committee;

(¢) To prepare and index books of ordinances and of resolu-
tions;

(d) ‘To have custody of all official records of the agency not
required by this title or by ordmances to be in the custody of
othér officers;

(e) To perform such other services as are provided in this
title or as the agency board may require.

CHAPTER 5. AGENCY AUDITOR

'62480. The agency auditor shall be the chief fiscal, account-
ing and auditing officer of the agency. -

62481. The agency auditor shall have the following duties?

(a) To exercise supervision of all accounts showing financial
transactions of the agency and all officers, boards and depart-

ments thereof; - .

-
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(b) To prescribe the forms and methods of keeping all such
accounts; ; ' ' . . )

(¢) Upon order by the agency board, to audit the books,
accounts, and records of the agency and all officers, boards and
departments thereof; - 4 '

(d) To perform such other fiscal, accounting and auditing
services as the agency board may require or as are required
by the laws and constitution. )

62482. No contract or other obligation for the expenditure
of moneys of or under the control of the agency shall be.
entered into and no such contract or other obligation shall be
valid unless the agency auditor shall certify in writing that an

" appropriation has been made for the expenditure and that
“there is a sufficient balance in the agency treasury to provide.
. for payment thereof. .

'62483. The agency auditor shall examine all payrolls, bills,
demands and claims against the agency, except for claims of
damage. - i

62484. Claims against the agency shall be paid qnly upon
the issuance of ‘a warrant. by the agency auditor. The agency
auditor shall not issue a warrant unless he finds that: The
payroll, bill, demand or claim is in proper form, correctly
computed and -duly approved; that it is due and payable; that
an appropriation has been made therefor and is available; and
that there is money in the treasury for payment.

62485. Within 15 days after the end of each month, the
agency auditor shall prepare and submit to the agency board
and to the agency administrative officer a summary statement °
of the revenues and expenses for such month. The summary
statement shall be detailed as to appropriations and funds and
shall show the exact financial condition of the agency and all
officers, boards and departments thereof as of the end of the
month, : :
CHAPTER 6. AGENCY TREASURER

62490. The agency treasurer shall be the custodian of slt
moneys of or under the control of the agency.

62491. The - agency treasurer shall have the following
duties: :

(a) To receive, have custody of and disburse all moneys;

(b) To select all depositories for all moneys; :

(¢) To keep books, records and accounts -and to record
therein all receipts and expenditures and all amounts deposited
with any depository; ) o

(d) To perform such other services relating to the receipt,
custody or disbursement of moneys, as may be required by the
agency board, agency administrative officer or agency auditor
or by the laws and constitution.

62492. Every. officer, board or department of the agency
receiving moneys of or under the control of the agency shall

2—ab 1057
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1 deposxt the same daily with the agency treasurer, unless other-
2 wise provided by ordinance.
3 62493. The agency treasurer shall dlsburse moneys only.
4 upon a warrant issued by the agency auditor. Payment of a .
5 warrant shall be made in such form as the agency auditor may
6 direct and he may authorize the agency treasurer to issue his
7 * check, order or draft upon the funds that are on deposit w1th
8 any deposntory
9 62494. Within' 10 days after the end of each month, the
10 agency treasurer shall prepare and submit to the agency
11 auditor a written report of all receipts, disbursements and
"12  fund balances in such detall as the agency auditor ‘may re-
13 quire.
14 62495. The agency treasurer shall coniply with all laws
15 governing the deposit and securing of public funds and the
16 handling of trust funds in his custody. '

18 CHAPTER 7. AGENCY PLANNING DIRECTOR

20  62500. The agency planning director shall have the duties
21 and perform the services provided in Part 6 (commencing with .
22 Seetion 62715), Division 3 of this title.

24 ’4  CHAPTER 8. CiviL SERVICE

26  62510. Not later than the end of the calendar year after the
27 organization meeting of the first agency board, the board shall
28 adopt a civil service ordinance establishing a civil service
29 system. The ordinance shall provide for the selection, employ-
30 ment, classification, advancement, suspension, dlscharge and
31 retirement of all appomtwe officers and employees included in
32 the civil service system.
33 62511. All appomtlve officers and employees shall be in- .
34 cluded in the civil service system except the following:
35 (a) Members of all boards and commissions;
36 (b) The agency administrative officer and his assistants and
7 deputies;
38. (e) Assistants to the president; '
39 (d) The agency attornéy and his assistants and deputies;
40 . (e) The agency clerk; .
41 ¢ (f) The agency auditor; \
42 i (g) The agency treasurer;
43 (h) The agency planning dlrector

‘ (i) Such other officers, the assistants and deputies of any
45 bﬂicer and any employee when the agency board determines
46 that their duties and respons1b1ht1es are such that they re- -

/ quire:

48 (1) Only temporary employment ‘
49 (2) Persons of special training, experience or competence
50 and that the services of such persons cannot be expeditiously
51 obtained through the operation of the civil service system; or
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(3) A relationship of special confidence between any such
persons and their superiors. E -

62512. The agency board may provide for a civil service
commission or a personnel officer to whom it may delegate such
powers and duties in the administration of the eivil serviee
system, as it deems advisable. .

62513. The agency board may contract with any ecity,
county or the state, or any officer, board or department of any
thereof, for the performance or exchange of any services or the
utilization of any facilities required in connection with the
administration of the eivil service system. L ‘

CHAPTER 9. RETIREMENT BENEFITS

. 62520. The agency board may provide for the payment of:

" retirement benefits to any or all of the appointive officers and
employees of the agency. The retirement benefits may include.
any or all of the benefits which shall be authorized by any
general law or charter providing for the establishment of a
retirement system for the officers and employees.of the state
or of any county or city within the region. - -

62521. The agency government is authorized to participate
in or to become a member of one or more retirement systemns’
established by the state or by any city or county within the
region. All retirement benefits to be provided for any appoint-
ive officers or employees of the agency shall be provided by
such participation or membership.

62522. The agency board and any officer of the agency imay
perform or authorize the performance of any act or the execu-
tion of any instrument required by any general law or charter.
as a condition’ for participation or membership. in any retire-
ment system provided for by such general law or charter.

PART 5. CONSULTANTS; ADVISORY COMMITTEES

62530. The agency may contract with and employ any
specially trained, experienced and competent person to furnish
the agency or any officer thereof special services and advice in
financial, economic, accounting, legal, engineering, geological,
architectural, iplanning or administrative matters and to pay
such compensation to any such expert as’it deems proper for .
the services rendered. . i '

62531. The agency board may appoint technical advisory
committees to review and to make recommendations and re-

ports to the agency board or to any officer of the agency on
such regional subjects as the board may assign to any such .
committee. Persons appointed to any such committees shall be -
specially trained, experienced and' competent in thé subject as-
signed to any such committee and need not be inhabitants of
the region. - :

62532. - The agency board may appoint public advisory
committees ‘to review and to make recommendations to -the
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ageney board or. to any officer of the agency on such subjects

-as the board may assign to.any such committee. Persons
_appointed to any such committees shall have an interest, either
-as a member of the publig or otherwise, in the subjects assngned

to any such committee and shall mclude persons with broadly
representative points of view on any such subjects. Persons
appointed as members of any public advisory committee shall
serve without compensation but the ageney board may provide
for the payment of the necessary and reasohable expenses of
the committee and its members, :

62533.. Persons appointed to technical. or public advisory
committees may include any officers or employees of the agency
or of any other public agency.

62534. The agency board may make any facilities of the
agency available to any technical or public advisory commit-

tee and may provide for the officers and employees of the

agency to furnish advice, assistance or services to any such
committee. Such officers and employees shall make available for
examination by -any such committee all records and documents
pertaining to the subject assigned such committee.

' DIVISION 3. POWERS

PART 1. CORPORA'I‘E POWERS

62600. The agency is a public body corporate and pohtlc

‘has perpetual succession and may adopt a seal and alter it at

its pleasure.
62601. The agency has and may exercise any express pow-

‘ers granted to it, any powers necessary to, implied in or

incidental to express powers and any powers essential to the
declared objects and purposes of the agency.

PART 2. PROPERTY

'62610. The agency may acquire any real or personal prop-

‘erty, within or without. the region, or any interest in any such

property, by deed, purchase, lease, contract, gift, devise, con-
demnation or otherwise. '

62611. The agency may dispose of any real or personal
property, within or without the region, or any interest in any
such property by deed, sale, lease contract, or otherwise.

“PART 3. CONTRACTS

62620. The agency government may make contracts for any
purposes necessary or convement for the full exercise of ltS
powers.

.62621. The provisions of Article 4 (commencmg with See-
tion 1090), Article 4.5 (commencing with Section 1100) and
Article 4.6 (commencing with Section 1120) of Chapter 1,
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'Division 4, Title 1, prohibiting certain financial interests .in
_public contracts shall apply to the agency and toall of its

officers and employees. : ¢
62622.. Division 5 (commencing with Section 4000), Title 1,
relating to public work and purchases and Chapter 1 (com-
mencing with Section 1720), Part 7, Division 2 of the Labor
Code relating to public works afply to the agency. .
. 62623. The agency may contract for and -obtain insurance
against any insurable risk reasonably anticipated to result
from the exercise of any powers or functions of the agency or -
the performance of any_ duties by the officers and employees
of the agency. Such ingurance shall be of such character and
in such amount-as the agency board shall specify.

PART 4. CONTROVERSIES
© "CHAPTER 1. 'ACTIONS AND PROCEEDINGS

62640. The agency may sue and be sued, except as other-
wise provided by law, in all actions and proceedings and in pll
courts and tribunals of competent jurisdiction.

62641. An action to determine the validity of any contract
or of any bonds, warrants, obligations or other evidence of
indebtedness may be brought pursuant to Chapter 9 (commenc-.
ing with Section 860), Title 10, Part 2 of the Code of Civil

Procedure.

62642, All claims and actions for money or damages against
the agency and its officers and employees are governed by
Division 3.6 (commencing with Section 810), Title 1. The.
agency shall be deemed a “‘local public entity,’”’ within the

'meaning of Division 3.6.

CHAPTER 2. SUBPOENAS
62650. The agency board may issue subpoenas (i) requir-
ing attendance of witnesses before it or before the executive
committee or any standing or other committee of the agency’
board or (ii) compelling the production of books, records,
documents or other instruments relating to any subject or

_matter within the jurisdiction of the agency.

62651. The agency board may authorize thé executive
committee to issue subpoenas. o

62652. Subpoenas shall be signed by the presiding officer
of the agency board or the executive committee, as the case
may be, and attested by the agency clerk. Subpoenas shall
be served as subpoenas are served in civil actions.

62653. If any person subpoenaed neglects or refuses to
obey ‘a subpoena or, upon appearing, refuses to testify or
answer any questions which a majority of the agency board
or the executive committee, as the case may be, decide proper
and pertivent, the presiding officer of the board or executive
committee shall report the fact to the presiding judge of the
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1 superior court of the county where the person was required
2 to appear. The judge shall issue an attachment directed to
3 the sheriff of such county commanding him 'to attach the per-
4 son subpoenaed and forthwith bring him before the judge.
5 On return of the attachment and production- of the subpoe-
6 naed witness, the court has jurisdiction. . ‘
7 62654. The right of a subpoenaed person to purge himself
8 of the contempt and the proceedings, penalties and punish-
9 ment shall be the same as if the contempt had been committed
10 in a civil trial in a superior court. ’
11 : - . :
12 PART 5. INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
13 . 4 .
14 CHAPTER 1. INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION
15
16 62660. The agency, by contract or otherwise, may accept
17 contributions from any public agency or private person and
"18 may make contributions to any public agency. Contributions'
19 “may be in the form of money, labor, materials, real or personal
20 property or the construction, maintenance and operation of
21 any facility.-. N o
22  62661. . The agency and any public agency 'may make any
23 of their property or facilities available for the use of the
24 other and may authorize their respective officers:and employ-
25 ees to furnish advice, assistance or services to the other. .
26 62662. The agency upon request, may provide any local
27 agency with advice and assistance in filing and processing
28 applications for financial assistance with the state or, federal
29 government and in obtaining any sueh financial assistance.
30 62663. To the maximum extent practical, the agency shall
31 obtain and maintain available data and information concern-
32 - ing the operations, functions and responsibilities of local and
33 regional governments, the relationship of state and federal
© 34 government thereto and public and private sources of financial
385 and other assistance available to local and regional govern-
36 ments. Local agencies shall cooperate by furnishing the agency
37 with any data and information requested by the agency. Any
38 . such data .and information obtained by the agency shall be
39 made available, upon request, to any public agency.
40 62664. The agency may - disseminate, by publication,
41 posting, mailing or any other form of communication, any
42 data and information which is relevant to regional affairs
43 or to the operations, functions and responsibilities of local
44 and regional governments and may. sponsor conferences, work-
45 shops, programs and lectures pertaining thereto,
ig CuapTer 2. REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS FOR FINANCIAL
. 48 ' ASSISTANCE
gg 62680. As used in this chapter, ‘‘financial assistance’’
. 51 means financial assistance extended to any local agency by
52 the state or federal governments or any other public agency,
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_including grants and contractual arrangements, such as, loans,
-loan guarantees, insurance and any other form of finaneial

assistance, but shall not include financial assistance extended
by one local agency to another local agency. ‘
- 62681. 1If any application by a local agency for financial
assistance relates to-or substantially affects any matter within
the scope of any of the mandatory. elements of the agency
plan,’as set forth in Section 62751, such application must be
submitted to the ageney for comment and recommendation
prior to being submitted to the agency from whom finanecial
assistance is proposed to be requested. In making comments
and recommendations upon any such application, the agency .
shall take the following factors into account: '
(a) Whether the project or purpose for which.financial
assistance is requested is in conformity with the agency plan;
(b) The relative priority of such project or purpose with
respect’ to other projects or purposes for which financial

* assistanee is being or may be sought by other public agencies;

(e¢) Any other factors deemed to be relevant.

62682. A copy of every application by a local agency for
financial assistance, other than applications subject to the
provisions of Section 62681, shall be submitted to the agency
not later than the date' of its submission to the agency from
whom financial assistance is requested, o

The agency may submit comments and recommendations

- concerning the application to the applicant and to the agency

from whom financial assistance is requested. Such comments
and recommendations may include any of the factors men-
tioned in Section 62681, o : o

62683. The agency is desighated as the agency authorized
to comment upon and make recommendations with respect to
any applications for financial assistance from the state or fed-
eral government which are required to be reviewed by an

-areawide agency designated to perform metropolitan or re-

gional planning.

62684. The agency board shall adopt an ordinance pre-
seribing a procedure and providing standards and criteria to
be followed by the agency in reviewing applications for fi-
nancial - assistance and the making of ‘comments and
recommendations thereon. The ordinance may exempt from
review certain classes of applications described by amount,
project, purpose of assistance sought or other relevant criteria.
The ordinance may authorize the agency administrative officer
to review, comment or make recommendations upon. certain
classes of applications and to prescribe by rule supplementary
standards.and criteria: not inconsistent with 'those contained
in the ordinance. o : '

CHAPTER 3. REGIONAL STUDIES AND RESEARCH

62695. The agency, by itself or jointly . with others, may
undertake. studies and investigations and make reports and
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' recommendations pertammg to any subject matter of the. re-
2 .sources plan as set forth in Section 62751, Such studies, investi-
3 gations, reports and recommendations shall not be llmlted to
4 subjects pertaining to powers and funections expressly vested
5 in the agency but shall extend to any subject which, in the
6 opinion of the agency board, is of regional concern. '
-1 62696. The agency board may also make studies, investiga-
8 tions and reports and recommendations pertaining to any sub-
9 ject of regional concern, including powers or functions vested
10 . or proposed to be vested in the agency or any other public
11 - agency and may recommend the enactment of legislation to
12 implement any recommendation made by the board.
13 62697. To the maximum extent feasible, the agency shall
14 cooperate with any other public agency or private person
15 undertaking a study or investigation on the same or a similar.
16 subject and shall make the maximum use of any data and in-
17 formation available from any public or private sources.

‘18 62698. The agency, by itself or jointly with other public
19 agencies or private persons, may undertake any kind of re-
20 search and development program pertaining to any of the
21 matters provided .for in the ageney resources plan, including
22 planning and development and also any other functions, ac-
23 tivities, systems or facilities which are aﬁected by the agency
24 resources plan.

25 62699. Research and development proorams may be. con-
26 ducted either by the officers and employees of the agency or
27 by others pursuant to contract authorized by the agency board.
28 Any such contracts shall not be subject to the competitive
29 bidding -requirements of Part 3 (commencing with Sectlon»
.80 62620) of this division.
.31 62700. The agency may apply for and receive financial as- -
- 32 sistance from any public or private source for the purpose
33 of paying all or any part of the costs and expenses of any
34 studies and investigations or any research and development
35 program undertaken by the agency.
36 62701. The results of research and devel_opment programs
37 shall be made available to any public agency and to interested

' 38 private persons within the region. A research and development
39 program may provide for a demonstration program to test or
40 publicize the results of research and development.

41 62702. ‘‘Research and development programs,’’ as used in
42 this chapter, mean programs of the types customarlly under-
43 taken by scientific or investigatory organizations for the dis-
44 covery or verifiedtion of facts, principles or knowledge and the
45 application of the results thereof to obtain practical benefits.
46
47 CrAPTER 4. JOINT EXERCISE OoF POWERS
48
49 62710. - The agency by a"reement with any other public
50
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mon to the contracting parties pursuant to Article 1 (com-
mencing with Seetion 6500), Chapter 5, Division 7, Title 1.
62711. In addition to powers authorized by Section 62710
and as an alternative thereto, the agency may by contract, or
otherwise, join with any other public agency or private person
for the purpose of carrying out any of the powers of the
agency. Any-such contract may provide for financing or con-
tributions by the parties thereto, for the apportionment of
costs and expenses and for the allocation of benefits, services
and produets to the parties. Any contract may provide for
it to be administered by any or all of the parties or by
an agency separate from the parties, in which case, the con-
tract shall provide for the creation of such ageney, the powers
to be vested in the agency and the procedure to be followed
in the exercise of such powers. For the purpose of providing
any financing or contributions required by any such contract,
the agency may use any available and unencumbered funds or
may incur indebtedness and issue bonds pursuant to Part_4
(commencing with Section 63720), Division 4 of this title.

PART 6. CONSERVATION, MANAGEMENT AND
DEVELOPMENT OF REGIONAL RESOURCES "

CHAPTER 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

+ 62715. This part shall apply to all private persons and,
unless expressly exempt by law, to all public agencies.

62716. No existing or future statute and no ordinande -
adopted pursuant to .this part shall be construed as granting
an exemption or as being inapplicable to any public agency
unless such statute or ordinance expressly so provides. ,

62717. Statements of policies, objectives, rules or regula-

- tions in any plan adopted by the agency board shall be en-
. forceable only to thé extent that the agency board shall have

adopted a development ordinance expressly providing for the
effectuation of any of the same. ‘ ’ o
62718. Any plan, amendment to a plan or any other in--
strument authorized by this part may be in such form as the
agency board prescribes and may consist of any combina-
tion of words, maps, graphic and other appropriate forms.
62719. Copies of any plan, ordinance, amendments thereto,
rules, or any. other instrument authorized by this part, either
as adopted or as proposed to be adopted by the agency board
or agency planning director, shall be furnished upon request

" to any private person or public agency. The agency board may

require payment of fees covering the costs of reproducing and
distributing any copies so furnished. '
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1 CuAPTER 2. AGENCY PLANNING DIRECTOR;
2 PLANNING BoarDs AND COMMITTEES
3
4 Article 1. Agency Planning Direc/tor
J . -
6 62725. The agency planning director shall be the chief
7 planning officer, technical plarning adviser, and administrator
‘8 of agency plans and development ordinances.
9 62726. The agency planning director shall:
10 (a) Prepare all proposed plans of the agency and all
11 proposed amendments to any plan adopted by the agency
12 anrd;
13 (b) Direct and administer the preparation, maintenance,
14 regular review and revision of all plans adopted by the agency
15 board; . : :
16 (c) Perform such other duties and exercise such other pow-
17 ers as are provided herein or as the agency board may delegate
18 to the director. L :
19 62727. In preparing the agency plan, the agency planning
20 director shall consult with and seck the advice and recommen-
21 dations of the officers and planning representatives of local
22 agencies within the region. The director may delegate the
23 preparation of all or any part of such discretionary portions
24 to the officers or planning representatives of any local agencies
25 or to any agency, entity, commission or board constituted by
.26 agreement of two or more local agencies. The director may
27 approve or disapprove, in whole or in part, any portions of the
28 plan so prepared and may make any changes therein which he
29  deems advisable.
30 62728. The agency planning director shall prepare and
31 submit to the agency board periodic progress reports upon all
32 or any part of an agency general plan theretofore adopted by
43 the agency board. Such progress reports shall be submitted
34 every five years, or such shorter periods as the agency board
35 may direct. Progress reports shall contain statements of :
36 (a) The major problems in the region at the time of their
37 preparation relating to development, physical deterioration,
38 and the location of activities that use land and the social and _
39 economic effects thereof ;- - L
40 (b) The extent to which there have been significant changes
41 in the assnmptions upon which the agency resources plan is
42 based;
43 (c) Specific changes recommended for the agency resources
44 plan including reformulated objectives, policies and standards;
45 (d) The extent to which the immediately preceding inter-
46 mediate program accomplished the objectives for which it was
47 designed; -
48  (e) Specific changes recommended for the intermediate pro-
49 gram;
50 (f) Whether a new agency resources plan should be pre-
51 pared. ‘ ¢
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62729. When provided by any ordinance enacted 'pursuzint

" to this part, the agency planning director shall adopt rules for. -

the effectuation and administration of any plan adopted pursu-
ant to this part. All rules shall comply with the provisions of-
this part and any ordinance authorizing or requiring such
rules.

62730. The agency board may authorize the planning direc-
tor to review and process applications which may be required
under this part.

62731. The agency planning director sha]l index and main-
tain on file in his office, opén to public inspection:

(a) All plans and amendments of plans adopted by the
agency board;

(b) A. certxﬁed copy of all ordinances adopted pursuant to,
this part;

(e) All rules adopted or proposed to be adopted by the
director;

(d) All applications ﬁied with the director;

(e) All permits issued by the director;

(£) All written findings, determinations, or orders made or
adopted pursuant to this part by the director or any adminis-
frative tribunal;

(g) Any other instrument authorlzed or requlred to be filed
with the director.

62732. The agency planning director shall prepare a parcel
index in such a manner that persons seeking information as to*
a particular parcel of land can locate all pending applications
and all permits, deelslons or orders issued relatmg to such
parcel.

‘Article 2. Planning Boards and Committees

62740. The agency board may appoint any boards, panels,
hearing or review officers which may be necessary or convenient
for the administration of this part.

62741. If, pursuant to Part 5 (commencing with Section
62530), Division 2 of this title, the agency board shall have
appointed a. technical or public advisory committee to review
and make recommendations and reports on any subject relating
to planning, the agency planning director shall make available
to the committee all plans, ordinances, regulations or other
instruments pertaining to such subject and shall confer with
the committee on such subject. Upon the making and filing of
a committee report and recommendation, the director shall
consider such report and recommendation and ‘give them such
weight as he deems advisable.
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1 CuAPTER. 3. RESOURCES PLAN
2
3 * Article 1. Scope of Resources Plan
4 _ ,

) 62750. The agency board shall adopt a resources plan.
6 The plan shall contain statements.of objectives, policies and
7 stangdards to gulde development and conservation of resources
8 within the region. In addition, the plan may contain state-
9 ments of objectives, policies and standards to guide the effects -

10 of other social and economic activities which -are reglonal in

11 nature.

12 62751. The resources plan shall contain at least the follow-

13 ing correlated elements prepared in accordance with Sections

14 62754 62755, 62756, and 62757 :

15 (a) A San Franclsco Bay plan for the conservation, devel-

* 16 opment, management and utilization of the bay, bay lands bay

17 waters, shoreline lands and land and water sites for waterfront

18 industries. This plan shall be the San Francisco Bay Plan as

19 adopted and hereafter amended pursuant to the provisiong of

20 Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 66650) of Title 7.2.

21 (b) A transportation plan for the development and manage-

22 . ment of an integrated regional system of transportation of

93 persons and goods within the region, including: the regional

24 highway system; bridges, tunnels, tubes or other crossings for

25 highways or mass transit over, under or across bay lands and

26 bay waters; mass transit systems; airports; seaports; any

97 facilities appurtenant to any of the foregoing. o

28 (e) An environmental quality plan for the integrated devel-

29 opment, management and control of contaminants or waste

30 materials discharged into or deposited in, under or upon any

- 31 land, air or waters within the region. .

32 (d) An open-space plan for 1dent1fymg, preserving, manag-

33 ing and utilizing open-space, scemc and natural resources

34 within the region.

35 (e) A regional parks plan for establlshmg, improving, man-
3¢ aging and expanding regional parks.

37 62753. The resources plan and each individual element

38 thereof shall consider and seek to harmonize the needs and

39 goals of the entire region, the plans of local agencies within

40 the region and the plans or planning aectivities of federal,

41 state and other governmental or nongovernmental agencies and

42 organizations which affect or are concerned with planning and

43 development within the region. -

44 62754. The resources plan and each individual element

45 thereof shall include statements, based on studies as compre-

46 hensive as feasible, concerning the followmg factors relevant

47 to the region: -

48 (a) Population and populatlon distribution by age, educa-

49 tional level, income, employment, race, and other relevant

50 characteristics ;
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(b) Amounts, types, levels, and general locations of “com-

mercial and mdustrlal activities;
(¢) Amounts, types, quality, and general locations of hous-

-ing units;

(d) General location and extent of major transportation,
utility and reglonal facilities and the plans, if any, of other
public agencies to provide such facilities;

(e) Amount and general locations of land uses by categories
such as agricultural, commercial, industrial, residential, recrea-
tional and open space, and the patterns of relatlonshxps be-

tween the different categories;

(f) Areas, sites, or structures of aesthetic, historie, educa-
tional, or recreational quality or usefulness;

(g) Natural resources, including air, water, forests, soﬂs,
rivers and other waters, waterfronts, shorelmes, ﬁshenes wild-
life and minerals.

Such statements shall identify the present conditions and the
major problems relating to development, physical deteriora-
tion, and the location of activities that use land and the envi-
ronmental, social, and economic effects thereof. The statements
shall show the projected nature and rate of change in present
conditions for the reasonably foreseeable future in the ab-
sence of new governmental action and the probable environ-
mental, social, and économic consequences which will result
from such ehanges

62755. The resources plan and each individual element

thereof shall include statements of objectives, policies and

standards respecting the matters enumerated in Section 62754
and also respecting any:

(a) Changes proposed in population densities, patterns of
population dlstrlbutlon by characteristics, and directions of
physical growth;

(b) Changes proposed in amounts, types, levels, and general
locations of future commercial and industrial activities; .

(e) Changes proposed in amounts, types, quality, and gen-
eral locations of housing units for expected population in
accordance thh the desired patterns of population distribu-
tion ;

(d) Proposed general locatlons, types characteristics and
schedules of development of transportation, utility and re-
gional facilities;

(e) Changes proposed in the patterns and characteristics of
land use for agriculture, commerce, industry, residence, recrea-
tion, open space and other major types of development, includ-
ing bulldlng densities, and the relationships between them;

(f) Areas, sites, or structures of aesthetic, historie, educa-
tional or recreatlonal quality or usefulness;

(g) Conservation, development and utilization of natural
resources including air, water, forests, soils, rivers and other
waters, waterfronts, shorehnes ﬁsherles, wildlife and minerals;

(1) Other planning matters of regional concern.
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62756. The resources plan and each individual element
thereof shall contain statements coordinating the objectives,
policies and standards stated therein, analyzing their probable
environmental, social, and economic consequences, and evaluat-
ing, to the extent feasible, alternative objectives, policies and
standards and their probable environmental, social and eco-
nomic consequences.

62757. The resources plan, and each individual element
thereof, shall identify and list the specific policies and pro-
grams necessary for the implementation of the plan, and each
individual element thereof, ineluding: ‘

(1) An immediate and long-range program of specific pub- .
lic actions, including governmental development, state legis-
lation, enactment of ordinances, preparation of detailed specific
plans for areas within the region, and expenditure of public
funds, to be undertaken in stated sequence by specified agen-
cies in order to achieve the objectives, policies, and standards
contained in the plan and the individual elements thereof.

(2) Estimates of the amounts, types, characteristics and
general locations of land to be acquired by public agencies,
and the transportation, utility’ and regional facilities to be
provided by public agencies in order to carry out the imme-
diate and long-range programs of publie actions, and an esti-
mate of the number of persons and activities to be displaced
by such acquisitions, the consequences of displacement and the

" provisions, if any, -to be undertaken by the government to

relocate them. : A

(3) A statement of types of development controls and gen-
éral provisions thereof which should be adopted within the
period of the immediate and long-range programs of public
actions to achieve objectives, policies and standards of the

resources plan and the individual elements thereof and an

estimate of the additional trained personnel, if any, required

“ to administér such controls.

(4) Estimates of the costs of acquisitions, development, and
enforcement of development .contiols necessary to implemént
the immediate and long-range programs of public actions and
a statement of sources of the public funds of all types which
are, will be, or could be made, available for such purposes.

(5) An estimate of the environmental, social, and economic
¢onsequences of the immediate and long-range programs of
public actions including the impact on population distribution
by characteristics and income, employment, and economic con-
dition within the region and an evaluation, to the extent feas-

ible, of the consequences of alternative programs of public

action.

(6) A statement of the assumptions regarding private devel-
opment, and future development for public use by public
agencies upon which the immediate and long-range programs

are based.
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Article 2. A‘doption,imd Améndmént of Resources Plan

62765. Not later than three.years from the date of the or-
ganization meeting of the first agency board, the agency board
shall adopt a resources plan coutaining all of the clements ,
specified in Section 62751. From time to time during the three-
year period, the agency board may adopt one or more.elements
of the plan; provided, that at least one such element shall be
adopted during each year of the three-year period.

62766. Except as provided in subdivision (a) of Section

. 62751, the agency board at any time may amend or repeal all

or any part of the resources plan or any element thereof and

"‘may adopt all or any part of a new resources plan or element -

thereof. The agency planning director and the agency board:
shall continuously review the resources plan and the various
elements thereof and the board shall make such changes therein
as it deems advisable. . _
62767. The agency board. may by resolution direct the
agency planning director to prepare and submit all or any part
of a proposed resources plan or any amendment thereof. The
resolution shall describe, in brief and general terms, the nature,

“location and extent of the proposed plan or amendment. The

agency planning director, on his own initiative, may prepare
and submit proposed amendments to the resources plan.
62768. Upon completion of all or any part of a proposed
resources plan or any amendment thereof, the agency planning
director shall submit the same to the agéncy board. Thereupon
the board shall adopt a resolution providing for a hearing on
the question of whether the proposed plan, portion of a plan
or amendment should be approved and adopted by the board.
62769. A resolution providing for a hearing shall: _
(a) Concisely summarize the substance of the proposed plan,
portion of a plan or amendment and refer to the same, on file

. with the agency planning director, for a full and complete de-.

seription thereof ; , : .

(b) Indicate where the proposed plan, portion-of a plan or
amendment’may be examined and where copies thereof may be
obtained ; S : o
. (e) Fix a time, not less than 15 days or more than 75 days
after adoption of such resolution, aind the place of hearing by
the agency board on the question of whether the proposed plan,
portion of a plan or amendment should be approved and
adopted by the board. ,

62770 The agency clerk shall give notice of any such hear-

" ing by publication and by posting. Mailed notice of hearing -

shall be given to each county and city and to any other publie

. ageney or private person who shall have filed a written request

with the agency clerk for mailed notice thereof.

62771. After the hearing, the agenéy board may, wholly or
partially approve or disapprove the proposed resources plan,
portion of a plan or amendment, as filed with the agency di-

" rector, or it may order any changes therein which it deems

\
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1 advisable. The agency board shall approve and adopt any such
2 plan, portion of a plan or amendment by ordinance. Such
3 ordinances shall be adopted by maJonty vote of the agency
4 board.
5 62780. A specific plan shall be based upon and conform to
6 the resources plan or to any individual element thereof and
7 may cover any portion or portions of such such plan or ele-
8 ment thereof. A specific plan shall be prepared in such detail
9 as may be necessary to provide for the particular and syste-
10 matic effectuation ‘of the portion or portions of the resources -
11 plan covered thereby. A specific plan shall contain such state-
12 ments, objectives, policies and standards as may be necessary
13  for its effectuation.
14 .
15 Article 2. Adoption and Amendment of Specific Plan
16 )
17 62790. At any time after the adoption of all or any portion
18 of a resources plan, the agency -board may adopt or amend one
19 or more specific plans covering any portion or portions of the
20 resources plan.
21 62791. A specific plan or any amendment thereto shall be
- 22 prepared and adopted in the same manner provided for a
23 resources plan, as set forth in Article 2 (commencing w1th
24 Sectxon 62765), Chapter 3 of this part.
25
26 CHAPTER 5. EPFECTUATION OF THE RESOURCES PLAN
27 - : : . .
.28 - Article 1. Mandatory Elements
29 .
30 62930. This article shall apply only to the elements of the
31 resources plan designated in subdivisions (b) to (e), inclusive,
32 of ‘Section 62751. For the purpose of effectuating the objec-
33 tives and policies set forth in the plan for such elements, the
34 agency board by one or more ordinances may prescribe rules
35 and regulations which must be complied with by affected pri-
86 vate persons and in any plan or in any ordinance or regula-
37 tion of a local agency relating to planning or to the regulation
38 and control of development.
39° 62931. The rules and regulations prescribed in any ordi-
-40 nance shall be limited to those specific matters which have a
41 direct and substantial effect upon the accomplishment of the
42 objectives and policies set forth in the resources plan or indi-
43 vidual elements thereof and shall be no broader, or more strin-
- 44 gent than is reasonably necessary -for the accomplishment of
45 such regional objectives and policies. The agency board may
46 not exercise any powers vested by law in local agencies per-
47 taining to plans for.development or ordinances regulating and
48 controlling development or preexisting uses and structures but
49 any local agency exercising such powers shall comply with the
50 riles and regulations prescribed by the ageney board.
51 62932. The plans of all local agencies shall be \consistent
52 . with any regional rules or regulations prescribed pursuant to

675
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Sections 62930 and 62931: The ordinances or regulations of all’
local agencies regulating and controlling development shall be
consistent with , the regional' rules and regulations of the
agency board prescribed pursuant to Sections 62930 and

62931,

62933. If the regional planning director concludes that
there is any inconsistency between the agency resources plan
or individual elements ‘thereof and the existing or proposed
plans of a local agency or between the rules and regulations
prescribed by the agency board and the provisions of any
existing or proposed ordinance or regulation of a local agency,
the director shall give mailed notice of nonconformity to the
local agency. The director shall notify any affected private.
persons of any inconsistency in the same manner.

62934. A notice of nonconformity shall identify the incon-
sistency and contain a statement of facts and reasons support-
ing the agency planning director’s conclusion of inconsistency.

1 62935. Within 90 days after the giving of mailed notice of
nonconformity or within such additional time as the agency
planning director may authorize, the local agency or affected
private person shall either (i) take such steps as may be nec-
essary to eliminate the inconsistency or (ii) file an application
with the director requesting a hearing and determination by
the agency board on the question of inconsistency. Any such
application shall contain a statement of facts and reasons sup-
porting the conclusion that there is no inconsistency.

62936. Upon the filing with the agency planning director
of an application requesting a hearing and determination by
the agency board on the question of inconsistency, the director
shall fix a time and place of hearing on the question and give
mailed notice- thereof to the local agency or affected private:
person. The date of the hearing shall be at least 15 days after
the date of mailing of the notice. '

62937. At the hearing the agency board shall consider.the
agency planning director’s written notice of nonconformity
and the application for a hearing. The agency board shall
receive evidence from the director, authorized representatives
of the local agency and any other interested public agency or
private person. At the conclusion of the hearing, if the board
is of the opinion that an inconsistency exists, the board may
adopt an order directing the local agency to cease and desist
from enforcing any inconsistent provisions of any existing
plan, ordinance or regulation of the local agency or from
adopting any proposed plan, ordinance or regulation, or any
amendments to any thereof, containing inconsistent provisions;
in the case of a private person the order shall direct the pri-
vate person to cease and desist from the specific action found
inconsistent with the resources plan. Any violation of a cease
and desist order may be enjoined by the superior eourt in any
county on application of the agency. Injunctive proceedings
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shall be governed by. Chapter 3 (commencing with Section
525), Title 7, Part 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure except

~that no 'undertaking shall be required in any a&ction com-

menced by the agency.
CHapTER 6. INTERIM PLANS
62955. Pending adoption of a resources plan containing all

of the mandatory elements specified in Section 62751, the
agency board is authorized to adopt, on an interim ba51s any

. or all of the plans and ordinances authorized by f‘hapters 3

(commencing with. Section 62750) to 5 (commencing with
Section 62930), inclusive, of this part.

62956.. The followmg plans, insofar as they relate to terri-
tory within the region, are hereby approved and shall constl
tute interim plans of the agency :

(a) The San Francisco Bay Plan as adopted and hereafter

_ amended pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 5 (commenc

ing with Section 66650) -of Title 7.2.

62957. Not less than 30 days or more than 270 days from
the date of the organization meeting of the first agency board,
the board shall adopt an interim resources plan containing all
other of tne elements specified in Section 62751,

62958. Interim plans and ordinances may be amended by
the agency board any time prior to adoption of the resources
plan. . ‘

62959. Interim plans and ordinances shall be adopted and
amended in the manner elsewhere provided in this part for the
adoptlon and amendment of other plans and ordinances.

" CHAPTER 7. LocaL Praxs
Article 1. ~ Adoption of Local Plans and Ordinances

62965. Except as otherwise provided in this article, the
legislative body of any local agency may adopt plans and
ordinances: and regulations relating to plauning or to the
regulation and control of development.

62966. The agency board may authorize the agency plan-
ning director, by rule, to qpemfy data, including projections of
populatlon growth and economic aet1v1ty, which must be em-
ployed by local agencies in the preparation of local plans and
ordinances or regulations relating to planning or to the regula-
tion and control of development or of preexisting uses or
structures. If the leglslatne body of. the local agency deter-
mines that such data is inaccurate, it may employ data which
in its opinion is accurate, in which case, it shall furnish the
director - with a statement of reasons whv it has rejected the
director’s data.

62967. The adoption by the agency bonrd of -any plan or
ordinance . authorized by Chapterq 3 (Lommencmg ‘with Sec-
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tion 62750) to 6 (commencing with Section 62955), inclusive,
of this part shall not preclude the adoption by a local agency
of any plan or any ordinances or regulations. affecting any of
the mandatory elements of the resources plan, as designated
in Section 62751. :

Euch such local plan, ordinance or regulation, however, shall
be subject to the provisions of Article 1 (commencmg with
Section 62930) of Chapter 5 of this part.

Article 2. Filing of Local Plans and Ordinances -

- 62975. Upon written request by the ageney planning diree-
tor,. the officers of each local agency shall furnish lists of or
make available to the director full and complete information
concerning the nature and extent of all existing local plans and
ordinances and regulations relating to planning or to the
regulation and eontrol .of development which may have a
direct or substantial effect upon any of the matters covered
by the mandatory elements of the agency plan. .

62976. ' The agency board may adopt an ordinance designat-
ing, ‘or authorizing the agency planning director to designate
by rule, those existing plans, ordinances and regulations of
each local agency, cer tlﬁed copies of which must be filed with
the agency planning director pursuant to Section 62975. The
agency planning director shall give mailed notice to each such
local agency designating the instruments, certified copies of
which must be ﬁled with the director. Such certified copies
shall be filed with the director within 30 days of the date of
giving notice or such addltlonal periods as the director may

‘authorize.

62977. Any local agency propoqmg to adopt or amend any
local plan or ordinance or regulation pertaining to planning
or to the regulation and control of development in such a
manner as to have a direct or substantial effect on any of the
matters covered by the mandatory elements of the ageney plan
shall cause mailed notice thereof to be given to the agency
planning director at least 30 days prior to the date of adoption
or amendment thereof. Upon request by the local agency, the
director may waive the requirement of such notice of the
proposed adoption of an urgency ordinance.

DIVISION 4. FINANCE
PART 1. IN GENERAL

63400. The Legislature finds and declares: that property
taxes are one of the principal sources of income and revenue
to local agencies providing essential public services within the
region; that in many areas high property, taxes result in
unduly heavy burdens upon property owners, inhibit the fur-
nishing of needed public services; that the functions of the
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agency are not intended to supplant the functions of local

. governments but rather to assist local governments by relieving

them of those functions that cannot be adequately discharged
on a local basis; that taxes to finance the agency should not
unreasonably burden property taxation.

63401. The Legislature further finds and declares: that the
costs and expenses of the agency should be financed from
income and revenue other than property taxes.

PART 2. BUDGET : v
CuapTER 'l. BUDGET . '

63405. The fiscal year of the agency shall begin on July 1
of each year and end upon June 30 of the following year.

63406. At such time as the agency board may prescribe, but
not later than the first regular meeting of the board in May
of each year, the agency administrative officer 'shall prepare
and submit to the board a budget estimate of the expense of

“conducting the agency for the ensuing fiscal year.

63407. The budget estimate shall be in such form as the
agency may prescribe. The budget estimate shall contain a
summary of the fiseal policy of the agency for the budget year
and shall include data showing the relation between the total
proposed expenditures and the total anticipated income or
other means of financing the budget for the ensuing year,
contrasted with the corresponding data for the current year.

‘The budget ‘estimate shall also contain a statement of the

resources of the general reserve fund to be carried over to
the ensuing fiscal year. The budget estimate may -include an
unappropriated balance item to be available for appropriation
in the ensuing fiscal year to meet unforeseen contingencies,
other than contingencies resulting from temporary insufficien-

_ cies in the revenues of the agency.

63408. After submission of the budget estimate, the agency
board shall fix a time and place for hearing by the board
thereon. The agency clerk shall publish notice of such hearing
in the official agency newspaper and give mailed notice of such
hearing to each county and city. : . )

63409. The agency board may increase or decrease any item
in the budget estimate and may delete any item therefrom or
add any new item thereto. ' )

63410. Upon the conclusion of the hearing and not later
than June 30, the agency board shall approve the budget
estimate, as submitted by the agency administrative officer or
as revised by the board, and thereupon the same shall consti-
tute the final budget for the ensuing fiscal year.

63415. The several items of the final budget shall be deemed
appropriated for the ensuing fiscal year in the amounts and

. for the purposes specified in the final budget.

63416. For the purpose providing against temporary in-

- sufficiencies in the revenues of the agency and of keeping the
, . )
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payment of the operating expenses of the agency on a cash
basis, the regional board shall cause to be created and main-
tained in the regional treasury a permanent revolving fund
known and designated as the ‘‘general reserve fund.”” The

- fund shall be maintained in such amount as the agency board

may specify but shall be sufficient to meet all estimated
demands against the treasury for a period of not less than
three months or more than six months,

63417. 1If at any time the revenues of the agency shall be
insufficient to pay any demand against the agency treasury, as
the same becomes due and payable, the agency auditor may
transfer moneys from the general reserve fund to the fund-or
account in the treasury from which any such demand is
payable. Any amount so transferred shall be deemed a loan to
the fund or account to which transferred and, upon receipt of
revenues, the auditor shall retransfer such amount to the
general reserve fund.

PART 3. REVENUE AND - TAXATION.

63445. The agency may impose, by ordinance, on each
deed, instrument, or writing by which any lands, tenements,

. or other realty sold within the agency shall be granted, as-

signed, transferred or otherwise conveyed to, or vested in, the
purchaser or purchasers, or any other person or persons, by
his or their direction, when the consideration or value of the
interest or property conveyed (exclusive of the value of any
lien or encumbrance remaining thereon at the time of sale)
exceeds one hundred dollars ($100), a tax at a rate not to
exceed twenty cents ($0.20) for each five hundred dollars
($500) or fractional part thereof.

63446. The documentary transfer tax shall be paid by any
person who makes, signs, or issues any document or instru-
ment subject to the tax, or for whose use or benefit the same
is made, signed or issued.

The tax -shall not be imposed upon any instruments con-
tained within the provisions of Chapter 3 (commencing with
Section 11921) of Part 6.7 of Division 2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code.

63447. (a) Every document suhject to the documentary
transfer tax which is submitted to a county for recordation
shall show on the face of the document the amount of tax due. .
If the party submitting the document for recordation so re-
quests, the amount of tax due shall be shown on a separate
paper which shall be affixed to the document by the recorder
after the permanent record is made and before the original is
returned as specified in Section 27321.

(b) The county recorder shall not record any deed, instru-
ment or writing subject to the documentary transfer tax un-
less the tax is paid at the time of recording. A declaration of
the amount of tax due, signed by the party determining the

-tax or his agent, shall appear on the face of the document or
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1 on a separate paper in compliance with subdivision (a) of this
2 section, and the recorder may rely thereon; provided he has
3 no reason io believe that the full amount of the tax due has
4 not, been paid. The declaration shall include a statement that
5 the consideration or value on which the tax due was computed
6 was, or that it was not, exclusive of the value of a lien or en-
7 cumbrance remaining on the interest or property conveyed at
8 the time of sale. Failure to collect the tax due shall not affect
9 the constructive notice otherwise imparted by recording a
10 deed, instrument or writing.

11 (e¢) The county recorder of each county within the agency
12 shall transfer the amount of documentary transfer taxes col-
13 lected for the agency to the agency treasurer.

14 (d) The tax collected by the county for the agency shall be
15 in addition to any documentary transfer taxes collected by the
16 county for a city or for the county. '

17 ' .

18 PART 4. INDEBTEDNESS

19

20 CHAPTER 1. TEMPORARY BORROWING

21 .

22 63720. For the purpose of payment of operating and other

93 expenses during the period ending with the second full fiscal

94, year following the organization mecting of the first agency

25 board, the board may borrow money and issue notes in antici-

26. pation of receipt of any taxes imposed pursuant to Chapter 1
27 (commencing with Section 63445), Part 3 of this division.
98 Any such notes may mature and may be made payable

29 not later than the end of said second ful] fiscal year. The prin-

30 ecipal sum borrowed, together with all interest and any other
31 amounts to become due and payable to the holders of the notes,
32 shall not exceed the estimated amount to be received from
43 taxes imposed pursuant to Chapter 1 (commencing with See-
34 tion 63445) of Part 3 of this division. Except as otherwise pro-
35 vided in this section, the notes shall be authorized and issued
36 pursuant to Seetions 53853 to 53857, inclusive.

37 63721. At any time prior to the first receipt by the agency .
38 of funds from taxation, any local agency within the region may
39 loan any available money to the agency for the purposes of

40 organization and operation. Such expenditures shall constitute
41 a proper expenditure of local agency funds. .

42 63722. ‘The provisions of Article 7.6 (commencing with

43 Section 53850), Chapter 4, Part 1, Division 2 of Title 5 are
44 incorporated by reference and shall apply to temporary bor-

45 rowing by the agency.

46 .

47 PART 5. TERMINATION OF THE METROPOLITAN

48 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

49 o ’

50 63800. Notwithstanding any other provision of law the

51 Metropolitan Transportation Commission shall cease to exist

681

upon the adoption of an ordinance by the agency governing
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board providing for the termination of the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and the assumption of the agency
of the responsibility- for regional transportation planning pur-
suant to the provisions of this title upon the date prescribed in
the ordinance. The ordinance shall provide for the orderly

- transfer of the employees, documents, and commission prop-

erty to the agency. The agency shall have no other responsi-
bilities with respect to the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission and shall not assume any transportation planning
functions except those provided in this title,
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Chairman Borrine. Thank you very much, Mr. Knox.

Mr. Brown.

Representative Brown. I noted in the Bay area plan the areas of
activity of the regional organization which I guess is what, ABAG?

Mr. K~ox. Correct. ‘

Representative Brown. Could you put together-a generalized list
of those areas of problems that to you are appropriate to a regional
organization ?

Mr. Kxox. Yes, I can. As a matter of fact, they are listed in the
legislation I am carrying in the California Legislature at the pres-
ent time. ) )

The pressing regional problems are mostly environmental, those
are the ones we are dealing with, open space, water quality, air pollu-
tion, transportation, as it is related to the environment, freeways,
and rapid transit.

Representative Brow~. You separate transportation into an envi-
ronmental problem ?

Mr. Knox. Yes, sir.

Representative Brown. Alone? :

Mr. K~xox. Yes sir. You see, that is why I think we need the mul-
tipurpose organization. All of these problems are interrelated. If
you are going to build a freeway you are making a smog decision. If
you are building an airport you are making a decision with respect
to traffic, open space, and we are saying we have to have a multipur-
pose decisionmaking potential so you don’t have one fellow worrying
about airports and another fellow worrying about something else.

My favorite example is we have spent over $1 billion on the trans-
portation system, it is supposed to be the finest in the world, and
they didn’t run it to either of the metropolitan airports. In fact, it
goes right by the Qakland Airport. '

You have one guy worrying about commuters on trains and some-
body else worrying about airports, and now they are going to have
to spend additional funds in order to connect that up. But they are
environmental primarily. '

There are other regional problems which are adverted to which is
very difficult and controversial and housing is probably the plainest
one.

Representative Brown. Well, I have three generalized areas, if I
may, out of that.

Rather than environmental and housing, I would separate trans-
portation out as a specialized problem that perhaps cuts across the
environmental lines, but is also an individual problem in itself.

Are there others that you think would be appropriate to an area
as large as the Bay area?

Mr. Kxox. Those are the principal problems.

Representative Brown. This is a game anyone can play, if you
have a thought to contribute.

Mr. Bort. Yes, the plan of ABAG involves certain actions and I
think we haven’t talked about the most important one in the plan.
That is land use, open space preservation of green belts, recreation,
and parks. Very frankly, our work has indicated, and John Knox -
has indicated, that everything has a relationship to the other factors,
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and he and I agree completely that there needs to be a comprehen-
sive plan and a rather thorough study of the impact of one plan to
another, and T think transportation is perhaps the best example be-
cause people are going to go where they can go and you probably
can direct housing, industrial development, open space, better by a
transportation plan than you can anything else.

Representative Brow~. That is why 1 would separate transporta-
tion from environment. I think it applies to housing, although I
suppose you made a point of housing as it relates to the environ-
ment.

Mr. Bort. For instance, in the Bay area, one of the most emotional
plans is the discussion of whether we should build a seventh bridge
across the bay. We have six bridges. The seventh is called the South-
ern Crossing and it raises questions as to whether it will get more
automobiles into downtown. San Francisco, whether it is unduly
competitive with our billion-dollar rapid transit system, whether it
will cause more air pollution, by encouraging more cars, and whether
it will damage the Bay by construction of access roads. I would say,
10 years ago there would have been no possibility not to have had
public support for the building of the Southern Crossing. Today
they will probably vote against it and very frankly the reason they
are going to vote against it is air pollution. That is the major issue.

Representative Brown. Who is “they”?

Mr. Borr. The people.

Representative Browx. Who ?

Mr. Bort. The whole constituency of the San Francisco Bay area.

Mr. Kxox. We have a peculiar situation. The bill passed the legis-
lature to prevent the bridge, without further legislative authority,
and Governor Reagan in his wisdom vetoed it and announced he
would go for a bill allowing a plebiscite of the people. I think six of
the counties are going to vote. It is bad government, in my judg-
ment, but that is what 1s going to happen.

Mr. Borr. I don’t agree with the plebiscite, either.

I would say the majority opinion is against that bridge, on an en-
vironmental basis—air pollution plus the fact that access roads, the
freeways, might well have to be built on the shoreline of the bay.

Transportation is a very special project but to do the planning in
iselation from its impact on housing, industrial development, the en-
vironment, open space, air pollution, would not be acceptable by ei-
ther side in the bay area today.

Representative Browx. What you are saying is that the area has
been educated to a regional approach to their problems and also an
interconnected look at these problems, or a look at the problems as
they are interconnected with one another?

Mr. Bort. I would say yes to a very substantial extent, certainly
by those people who show vital interest In government.

Representative Brown. Do you recommend, then, a view of re-
gional government as being imposed from above, or as springing up
from the community and the people in those communities in the Bay
area region?

Mr. K~ox. It is coming from both directions. We have to remem-
ber all of the regional agencies except ABAG were created by leg-
islative act. The people who are interested in this are an interesting
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variety. The strongest support we have comes from the industrial
community, the bay area council, a very highpowered industrial
group. The businessmen are now seeing that they simply have to
have some regional decisionmaking machinery or they can’t achieve
their corporate objectives.

Representative Brown. Did you leave out a step? Do you have to
have regional decisionmaking machinery where they can’t achieve
their corporate objective? What is the intervening step? Is it used
if they could not previously reach a decision ?

Mr. Knox. They can’t get decisions, and I can give you one exam-
ple: The Santa Fe Railroad owns a great deal of the waterfront on
the east side and they spent a great deal of money on a plan for
that some years ago. They put their vice president on the road,
going to lunches with the various—I don’t know how many cities
are on that shore, five or six in seven counties—and it was impossi-
ble because you couldn’t get these people to agree. There was no way
that a decision could be made on a broad basis, on an intercity-inter-
county basis.

We have ABAG which gives the illusion of decisionmaking power
but all they do is produce very extensive plans and you pay for it.

ABAG has a budget this year of over $1.3 million and for the life
of me, I can’t see what value the spending of a single dollar of that
is going to do for the people of the Bay region.

They have said we have had our hearings and talked the thing
over and unless everyone of them agrees to it, which is patently im-
possible——

Mr. Borr. This is where he and I disagree.

ABAG has for a number of years, asked the State Legislature to
give us the authority to implement and make a decision, and very
frankly, the State Legislature has been very negative, I think they
have been very backward and slow and they could have had the job
done a long time ago if they merely had passed a statute which said
the majority vote of the cities and counties of the area would bind
the others.

If John Knox had to get 100 percent decisions through one of his
committees, he would be a do-nothing something. The plans have
been very valuable, they are there, but without implemention I
agree with you they won’t be particularly valuable in the future.

However, there has been more value there than he will acknowl-
edge. For example, ABAG signed a contract, a memorandum of un-
derstanding, with the state-created Metropolitan Transportation
Commission and that Metropolitan Transportation Commission will
use the ABAG general plan in making its regional plan.

ABAG is negotiating a memorandum of understanding with the
Air Pollution Congrol Board and has a memorandum of under-
standing with the state-created Bay Conservation Development
Commission.

When he says ABAG doesn’t have the muscle and can’t do the
job, I say, of course, we can’t, but the reason we can’t do it is be-
cause he doesn’t want us to do it. If you wanted the job done it
would be pretty simple.

52-855 0—71—pt. 4——10
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Chairman Boruine. May I interject that we knew we were going
to have a conflict of views, but we didn’t know it was going.to be so
delightful.

Mr. Krox. I want to respond briefly to Joe Bort here. ABAG it
is true, desires to become a sovereign agency, and they sent us a bill
several years ago, an incredible document, which in effect said they
have this very complicated procedure for constituent representation
and four-fifths of them agreed to it.

They might be able to agree to it, but no city is going to put itself
in the situation where the decision for what happens in that city
would not be subject to that city’s control.

The consensus argument, which is the nature of these constituent
assemblies, is made much more eloquently by Mr. Cole from the
Minneapolis-St. Paul area and they are moving toward that because -
that is what the people want and that is what will provide them
with the decisionmaking process. :

Now, ABAG’s wish to have power is kind of a vain wish. A vain
wish because they have never told us just exactly what power they
have and how they go-about exercising it. -

There is one argument I must mention and it was a Missouri case,
I believe the Hadley case, on the one man-one vote. It made it clear
.any government that has any kind of sovereign power is subject to
the one man-one vote rule. .

Under the ABAG system of constituency representation, we have
a city of Hercules with 300 people. It is a company town that has a
powder plant and then we have other cities, several of them with
80,000-plus.

In the selection of the delegates to ABAG, Hercules gets the same
vote as Richmond, which has 85,000. :

Representative Browx. That 1s your hometown ? A

Mr. Kn~ox. Yes, sir. There is no way on earth to comply with the
one-man-one-vote rule under the constituency representation system,
and if we did it that way I am satisfied the first suit filed would
have the Supreme Court of California, if not of the United States,
order us to comply. ! ’ : .

The Hadley case has taken us down the road. It is quite obvious
to me the one-man-one-vote is the rule of the day in any govern-
ment.

Representative Browx. Is it your thought that the system of re-
solving the ABAG problems then become a statewise system that
really reposes the legislature. Apparently there is agreement here
that ABAG has possibilities and that it obviously has specific limi-
tations in terms of what it can do and enforce; or would you leave
it as it is, which would require a consensus due from beneath ?

Mr. K~ox. Well, ABAG was self-created, it was not created by
the legislature, where the agencies can contract with each other and it
is a contract. Incidentally, if they did want to contract to give the
agency power, they could, but they obviously are unable to do so.
Their desire to gain power is to have us impose it. They are unable
to create it themselves.

Representative Brown. The ABAG would like to have the legisla-
ture impose it ?
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Mr. Borr. As long as you give me a chance I will let you go but
John Knox has told you several things that just aren’t accurate. It
isn’t that we disagree philosophically, his statement of fact is wrong.

Representative Brow~. Let me proceed and then I will return to
you. Having started the fight, I will leave the chairman to referee it.

T ascertain that it is your feeling that the ABAG has certain op-
portunities to accomplish matters and that it has limitations in its
power to impose solutions to these problems.

What is your feeling about it with reference to how the problems
can be solved, or should they be solved at the local government level,
or soxgne system be worked out to provide for this regional govern-
ment ¢

Mr. K~ox. No, I don’t think ABAG, as it is constituted, is ever
going to be of any substantial assistance in solving the problems be-
cause now we have reached the tough decisionmaking era. They have
hired planners and put out plans in several colors.

I will nodify my remarks to say I think that is useful work up to
a point, but if it is going to put the plans on the shelf and say
wouldn’t it be nice if things were like that, it is not of much value
to anyone. I think we have to create a new organization. I think it is
incumbent upon the legislature to do it, which is directly elected and
charged with certain defined responsibilities, and I think that is the
only way we are ultimately going to solve our regional problems.

Representative Brown. A governmental organization or ABAG
drawing its authority from——

Mr. K~ox. Not for ABAG, a new governmental authority. I have
the proposal here. We call it a planning and conservation agency, I
believe, and it is a 40-man legislative body directly elected from dis-
tricts with procedures so we are sure that people in the ghetto have
representation and the suburban people have representation, on so
on. They would meet and be a legislative body and have sovereign
powers in certain defined areas.

Representative Brow~. Are you prepared to put that in the rec-
ord? Is it in such form?

Mr. Krox. Yes, sir; I have attached it to my statement.

Chairman Borrine. Without objection, the material will be in-
cluded in the record.?

Representative Brow~. Would that be only a regional constitu-
ency, then, or would it be a statewide constituency ?

Mr. Kxox. Only for the bay area. The demand we are getting is
for-the San Francisco Bay region. There are studies under way in
Southern California. I am in hopes the one regional county we have,
San Diego, will strengthen its board of supervisors and become the
regional agency.

In the bay area we have nine separate county governments and
our problem was created by the King of Spain many years ago,
through the issuance of land grants and they have no relation in
most cases whatsoever to the population trends or problems. Also,
we have 90 cities-plus, and we have to have some way to coordinate.

I remember describing this to Governor Reagan several years ago

1 The material referred to may be found on p. 628.
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and he had an original reaction after I got through explaining why
we needed it and he said, “John, why can’t you form it into one
county ?”

And T responded that the fellows at the Geneva Test Ban really
have a much easier job than to try to confine those nine counties.

Representative Brown. Mr. Bort, and Mr. Knox, I am sorry to
leave but I have a meeting in my office. I am sure that you will find
the chairman eminently fair.

Mr. Kxox. I appreciate that.

Representative Brown. If you will excuse me, I must say to Mr.
Knox in conclusion, that you sort of described the pocket bureaus. I
thought that as bad a system as it is, the English Government seems
to have survived. Now you are on to the Spanish Government, and I
guess if I have a choice, I will take the English system, because
Spain doesn’t seem to have survived so well.

Chairman Borring. The conflict that you have is sort of a classic
one, as I am sure you know.

I don’t want to be too personal about this, but if there is anything
you need about my background it is that I was born in the city of
New York, that I grew up in northern Alabama, but I had the opportu-
nity to work in the Far West and in the upper Middlewest and I
have been in every State in the Union except one for more than a
plane stop.

I approach the dilemma that we all confront. We confront the
common dilemma of whether we can make the institutions of the so-
ciety work adequately enough for the society to continue as not a
homogeneous whole but at least a related whole, and I have come to
some conclusions something like this: A very broad and general and
very untheoretical term—that is, as far as solving the problems of
the country as a whole. What we need to do is to develop some kind
of an umbrella approach at the national level that will enable the
infinite variety of local constituencies and present institutions to fol-
low pretty much their own devices in developing the new techniques
which are effective for them.

We have so many unique accumulations of people if we can put it
in those highly impersonal terms, which are governed in so many
different ways that it seems to me that the dilemma that we deal
with at the national level is the dilemma of two kinds of power.

We are dealing with the problem of maintaining a valid opportu-
nity for people to exercise their ultimate power, and we are dealing
with the power that stems from their conscious or unconscious, but
in any event, actual delegation of an enormous amount of power to
the Federal Government.

Now, T don’t know what it is like out in your territory and I am
sure you can tell me more explicitly, but I do know about my own,
for obvious reasons.

One agency of the Federal Government in Jackson County, Mo.,
of which my district, Kansas City, is a part one agency of the Fed-
eral Government, the Veterans’ Administration, spends substantially
more in that area than does the county government.

One agency of the Federal Government, and this is relatively un-
fair, as you all recognize, the Social Security Administration spends
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a great deal more than the city government. That may not be repre-
sentative of all of the various governmental institutions, but the
truth of the matter is that right or wrong, a vast amount of the
money power in terms of the expenditure of tax dollars starts up
here. Maybe it shouldn’t have, maybe we shouldn’t have gotten in-
volved in all of these programs I have always been for, but in any
event we did, and it seems to me it would not be a bad idea, given
the infinite variety of the society in the country, to figure out some
way to decentralize the exercise of that power.

I don’t mean in a legislative sense, I mean in the sense of getting
the decisionmaking on how the chunks of money that will be used
away from Washington. I am not afraid of big government, or any-
thing like that, but how do we get it out of here, and how do we get
it out of here without having it arrive in these regions so fractional-
ized 2 When HUD and HEW with regional directors aren’t speaking to
each other, you can’t get any coordination and how do you get it out of
there so that the decision that is made out there is a final decision so
that you aren’t always watching your plan nicely approved because
you have an opportunity to deal with the guys there, come back up here
to where they never heard of it before and they have a different view.

How do you get it approved out there? One of the things I have
been playing with, and I want you to shoot at this, you both are ob-
viously good shooters, I want you take a good hard shot at it from
your different views of how you solve the regional problems.

Suppose we just tock that little portion of the Presidential power
that deals with domestic affairs, which is presently delegated to his
top assistants, the deputy secretaries, that they don’t have any life of
their own unless Congress gets silly and gives it to them, as they did
to Ickes when they gave him helium before World War II, just to
slap Roosevelt. They didn’t like Ickes or Roosevelt, but they could
not slap Roosevelt who they liked less than Ickes. No department
man has really any powers of his own except when- Congress makes
the mistake of disintegrating the decisionmaking power of the Chief
Executive. '

How do you get out there and how do you get it reasonable ?

Now, the thing that occurs to me, and it seems to me that may or
may not make any sense, is that you get the President to put that
portion of his powers that have nothing to do with foreign affairs in
the hands of 10 regional directors, who do not stem from this de-
partment or that department but who are above it, and call them re-
gional czars. They don’t have any new power. It is just changed so
they have a power there instead of here and it is subject to a veto
only on very carefully defined terms laid down presumably by a
President. '

Now, that is all they can do. They have the line function of decid-
ing the conflicts between the departments when there is the inevita-
ble overlap.

I don’t know what experience you have had but I know what I
have had and it’s awful. Unless you get really superior people as the
regional directors you are dead, really.

Now, at the same time you do something else on planning and I
don’t really much care how they work it out, how it is worked out in
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the areas. I am just talking about one power. You write a law, a
Federal law that describes some limits on planning; that planning
decisions can be made only by elected officials; that they can be made
only by elected officials involved in that particular, whatever the
planning entity is. It could be a metro plan, it could be a regional
plan, it could be something else.

We will leave that to the people out there to make up their minds.
They can hire anybody they want to, planners, lawyers, practical
men, deep thinkers who are practical men, deep thinkers who are
not.

I think all of them play a useful role and those plans never go
above the region, they never come up here.

Those plans and the expenditures of Federal money in connection
with those plans never come up here except when the very people
who make them, the certain substantial percentage of the very peo-
ple who approve those plans ask for consideration of the veto at the
regional level. :

We are talking about the power of man and the power of plan-
ning and the power of money being exercised as the leverage on the
planner.

Mr. Knox. I have argued that the way to reverse the trend of
power fully from a whole—a home rule situation to Sacramento and
to Washington is by getting a proper decisionmaking process at the
local level which you can’t do with the vulcanized situation we have in
many urban regions of this country. Anything that would encourage
the taking of reins by people in the urban regions is bound to be
valuable, in my judgment. If by having a regional czar you could
solve the interdepartmental problems with the Feds, and in addition
too that if the region can get together to decide what their priorities
are, then they might have some place to go to say this is what we
want, and it would be their decision.

But we like to think that it might be extremely persuasive if the
Federal Government was convinced there was a truly responsive
public agency that after proper evaluation did decide what their
priorities are. We feel very strongly there would be a good possibil-
ity that the Federal Government would accede to those wishes which
in and of itself would remove the power from Washington and give
it back to the local people. And if the plan you describe would give
them some way of communication with the interdepartmental Fed-
eral officials, I think it could be.

Chairman Borrine. The real key to this thing, if it makes any
sense at all, is that you don’t have some guy who came from Depart-
ment X moving in as a Federal czar. I have been around here long
enough to watch, during the Korean thing, there were only two
places you could go. You could go to the industry, which you usually
had to do to get the guys who knew enough about the material or go
to.the academic—or to go to some miracle man who with such quick
study would know nothing about it one day and all the next. There
are such people and the dilemma is what you have to have out there
is & man who is a little president, who has a generalist’s job rather
than a particularist’s job. Otherwise you have this ball bouncing,
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this yo-yo business, of never being quite able to get it finally done on
a coordinated basis.

The three of us must make a good representation of a variety of
dilemmas and we happen to have right here in one room three of the
major dilemmas, because we confront each area, we each have a dif-
ferent constituency and different problems. But I only deal with one
kind of thing. I have nothing to do with your State government. I
have nothing to do with your local government. And I have a lot to
do with a lot of money that gets into your government, and all I am
trying to figure out is how to do my job, which is to get this power,
this enormous money power—and you can tell me I don’t know how
much is spent in the Bay area, but it is quite a lot—we get it away
from here so that the decisions are actually made there. In any san-
ity, I would think, that a President, when he got around to appoint-
ing a regional man, might conceivably appoint somebody from that
region.

Mr. K~ox. Yes.

Chairman Borring. So there are a lot of possibilities.

Mr. Borr. Let me make a comment. If you look at my prepared
statement, it gives a breakdown of the money expenditures in the
Bay area. It shows the Federal Government is the largest even
though we have excluded Social Security, FHA and Federal con-
tracts.

What I have asked for, in a sense, was a council which .could be
well directed by the Presidential appointment. As long as the Fed-
eral Government is divided up the way it is, that is, with a lot of
money and power coming from HUD or from the Department of
Transportation, of HEW, etc., I have suggested that you have a
Federal representative from each field which could be directly re-
lated to the President, that the State government supply five people
and that the local government five, and this council would be the
overseer of the priority and regional level of performance.

I might point out something I was unaware of previously. After
World War II there was a San Francisco field office of the Bureau
of the Budget in collaboration with Governors, mayors, county su-
pervisors for five Western States that operated a successful Pacific
Coast Board of Intergovernmental Relations, and in a sense I am
asking for a return to this type of operation. I have tried to empha-
size that we have a lot of functional planning. However, we are not
relating the money we get from HUD or HEW or the Department
of Transportation, with each other, and in many cases the planning
is done independently.

So I very much favor something in the direction that you sug-
gested. T have asked that it be called an intergovernmental planning
act, and that it would have an opportunity to allocate funds on a
priority basis.

Chairman Bornine. In other words, you don’t really have any
problem with the idea of the guy being out there and having power
to make the Presidential decision instead of coming around and
coming back here to be decided ?

Mr. Borr. That is right. My reaction against it was only to a
setup that might create a little president or a little czar.
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Chairman Borring. Well, there you get into a constituency prob-
lem. I have been involved in congressional reform and what I have
tried to look at is the power. That is what politics is all about. I
don’t have to tell either of you gentleman. You get elected to office
and you have a little power and somebody gave it to you and they
gave it to you for a relatively short term and you are answerable to
them, and that is really what we are talking about.

There 1s no point in pretending it is something else. The Presi-
dent is clearly the guy with the bigger constituency and the biggest
powers and he organizes his exercise of that power in a certain way.

This President has made some changes that I happen to approve
of thoroughly. He set up 10 regions, he has shifted the Bureau of
the Budget to the Office of Management and Budget, and it just
seems to me we are at a point where it is very important and even
possible to consider the kind of drastic shift that will, to use the
fancy words, “rationalize the present insanity of the Federal Gov-
_ernment.”

I have a regional office in Kansas City. It is a great convenience. I
have fought like hell successfully to keep it when the President tried
to take it away, but out there you have this situation where HUD
and HEW are looking at each other, unless they finally get together,
as if they had never seen each other, as if they came from different
countries. It doesn’t make any sense.

I should think it would drive you insane. It bothers me up here.

Mr. Kw~ox. It does.

Chairman Borring. What I am trying to figure out is how do you
get there and I don’t much care, frankly. I happen to believe that
different groups of people in the United States evolve their govern-
mental systems their way. For example, your state is so much more
modern in my view, in a whole range of ways, than mine, in its
treatment of people, and it is almost as if we were not part of the
same country.

But I think we have to have diversity. What I am trying to figure
out is the way you blow the power out of here and still allow for
the diversity, and I have got another sort of ingenious thing that I
have been kicking around and I wouldn’t want you to think I
started out these hearings with my mind made up, as so many of us
do, because I still haven’t made up my mind.

But I have a strong suspicion we need, each of us, you and I, need
to be harassed a little more by our constituents. I know I am more
insulated than any of you, I am farther away, but I think we have
to figure out some way to get an elected official available who repre-
sents so small a constituency that the people can actually walk
around the block and see him, and I haven’t figured that one out yet.

But the Federal official represents the smallest number of people
at the Federal level, and I represent 460,000 people after the next
redistricting, and that is too many. I am the last Federal official
that can have-personal relationship with his constituents, I and my
430-odd colleagues, and we have got to figure out some way to break
it down unless there is an awful lot of good will on the part of a
Congressman he really hardly ever talks to people.

Mr. Kxox. I remember opposing a bill that Jess Unruh had years
ago to create an ombudsman in the State and I opposed it on the
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theory that the elected official is the ombudsman now or should be, 1f
he isn’t, and if he had the civil service type of ombudsman he would
do the easiest job——

Chairman Borrine. That is absolutely true. I have never been for
an appointed ombudsman but I think I am for the appointment of
an elected official who represents 5,000 or 10,000 people and who har-
asses everybody.

The idea comes from something that a man named Stickley, who
was a witness here, said.

What he says, frankly, is that we lose something when we lose the
0Ol1d Line Republican-Democratic precinct worker. We lose, and for
very good reasons, we lose them because the machine in my town
and in Philadelphia, to balance it, where it was Republican, were so
corrupt that you couldn’t afford the system. But the precinct worker
who had block workers could really communicate reasonably effec-
tively or he didn’t last as a precinct worker.

I am no theoretician and this is my 23d year, but I do think that
we have to figure out some way to give the people of the country a
real feeling that they have got somebody nearby to get at, that they
don’t have to call you up to find out they should be talking to the
other guy or three other guys. They don’t have to constantly write
me and I have been here a long time and I am pretty well known. I
get more letters than you may believe that maybe should be going to
either a city councilman or a State assemblyman, and I don’t mind
it. Quite often I answer them, sometimes I refer them.

But it seems to me this is a desperately important part of the
thing we are all talking about and I am just interested in having
people shoot down the business of blowing the power out of here,
not increasing it or changing it, just replacing it.

Mr. Borr. I agree fully with your comment and you know the old
story about the fellow that got lost hunting and he was half wan-
dering through the woods until he was pretty nearly exhausted and
he found an old cabin with a guy sitting on the porch and he said,
“Look, I am lost, how do you get to Atlanta?” And the fellow said,
“You go down there and turn left. No, you had better not go that
way, the bridge, you know, has fallen down. You go down and go
through this way. No, the swamp is too full, that wouldn’t be good,
you go another way.”

Finally he looked at him and said, “Mister, if I wanted to go to
Atlanta I wouldn’t start from here.”

Very frankly, it appears to me that a lot of theory that people
put together for governmental structures, is on a basis of how they
would do it if they didn’t have to start from where they were. My
approach has been to try to strengthen and wse what we have. I
want to make it more useful, not less useful, and very frankly, I
think the politician closest to the people is the city councilman, and
my whole approach to this idea is not to make him less useful. But
to preserve the councilman and the supervisor and to give him the
responsibility of making total decisions.

Chairman Borring. I recognize that.

What I am in essence saying to two people who represent two le-
gitimate but opposing points of view, I can’t see what I am thinking
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about interferes with your fighting it out in whatever kind of proc-
ess—— ,

Mr. Borr. It doesn’t.

Mr. K~ox. It is helpful, as a matter of fact.

Chairman Borrine. All T am suggesting is we do something here
and get it out of here and it isn’t 1mpossible, it is clearly possible
both theoretically and practically. You would have an awful strug-
gle on the part-of the brothers up here because they would have to
figure out a way to develop their countervailing force out in the
field because one of the great dilemmas of the Federal Government,
one of the reasons that you confront these incredible conflicts and
duplications in the Federal Government is the system that we have
evolved here where the Reorganization Act of 1946 reduced the
number of standing committees in the House of Representatives
from 50 to 19 and today we have more standing full committees and
subcommittees by three or four than we had in 1946,

It is convenient for us to be chairman of something.

There are some subcommittees around in the House that you never
heard of and I never heard of, and we fractionalize ourselves, our
powers, to the point where nobody can hold anybody responsible in
Congress for what happens, really, neither party, nor the speaker,
nor the committee. And to make it more complicated we have al-
lowed those institutional disarrangements to establish serious rela-
tions with all the departments and bureaus and the fact that you
only have to deal with something like 200 in a thousand categorical
programs is some kind of a miracle. It is amazing we didn’t get
2,000. .

I can’t find out how many categorical programs we have. I am
going to find out. You get responsible, capable, able people coming
up here telling me there are 200, 500, and 1,000, and that is nuts.

Ifl the fact that I feel strongly about it comes through, that is
good.

Mr. Borr. That is the way we feel.

Chairman Borrine. In other words, I have two people who disa-
gree intgmsely about how you do it locally, who agrée that if we do
anything to)get the Federal power coordinated and more local would
be a damned good thing.

Mr. Bort. I would anticipate nine-tenths of John Knox’s ideas
and my ideas are in agreement except on the one issue of how you
constitute the legislative body.

* Chairman Borring. Shouldn’t I really leave that to you?

Mr. Borr. Yes.

Mr. Kxox. You are not leaving it to us. But by the funding proc-
esses that you have engaged in, you are actually retarding the devel-
opment of a regional decisionmaking power, in my judgment. I
think you are really meddling in this affair, now, but the way the
Federal Government allocates funds and really the support of a cog
approach in my judgment is hurting the development of the legiti-
mate regional decision making power. :

It would be better if the Federal Government could use its influ-
ence in the other direction, toward having people encourage people
to set up some kind of sovereign power for those decisions which
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must be made on a regional basis which cannot be made by individ-
ual cities and counties, despite all of the liberals in the world, their
borders don’t include the regional area.

Chairman Boruine. Basically, you would agree with me and I
don’t know which point of view 1s going to win the fight in your
area.

Mr. Borrt. He is in a stronger position.

Chairman Boruine. I don’t pretend to know and I didn’t know we
were going to have, as I said, such a delightful confrontation. I
think it is great and I mean it. It is a great help to us and to the rec-
ord in terms of demonstrating the dilemma, but it does seem to me
that really and truly that the Federal Government should at best be
really neutral because I can conceive a situation in this country, 1
am not going to side with you, I can conceive a situation in the
country where the only thing that would work would be one or the
other, but I can always conceive of reversing the other or the one,
because diversity in the United States is so great. _

Nobody has ever successfully challenged me when I said there was
a greater difference between some states in the Union and some re-
gions of the United States than there is between France and Ger-
many, or the Scandanavian countries or Italy.

Mr. Knox. I have always said with, respect to regional organiza-
tions, it has to be designed for each particular area, like the fellow
going to the men’s store who is too fat or too tall, he has to have a
tailormade suit.

Chairman Boruine. Clearly there is one other component. We
have managed, for the reason that I have indicated, I think, with
some general accuracy, also to convey to every local official the clear
fact that we don’t have any priorities. We have not established
priorities. In this the Congress, not the various administrations, but
the Congress is clearly the major delinquent. The administrations
aren’t perfect on it. But any administration that I have served with,
Republican or Democratic, has had a better sense of priorities, its
priorities, than any Congress I have ever served in. Then you get
into a very complicated problem I won’t discuss but we do need to
state the national priorities.

Mr. Knox. You still really, to a large extent are operating under
the old pork barrel system with regard to much of the Federal
money.

Chairman Boriixg. It seems so to me,

Mr. Kxox. The fellow who can reach his arm down the farthest
gets something good for his area and it is a competing situation,
rather than someone making some judgment about priorities.

Chairman Borrixg. There is too much of that, I think. I think
that is true. And you take this regional office, I don’t think there is
anything wrong with recognizing that and getting it out on the
table. That is why I try in the hearings not to be so sanitized.

Mr. Kxox. Well, the Federal thinking on the problem, I think, it
has been very therapeutic and the intergovernmental council has had
excellent thoughts and the collection of reports in your report, I
think, are very useful, but I would like to see the Federal Govern-
ment move in the direction that we have described and I think we
would actually get something done.
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Urban affairs is where is it. That is where our serious problems
are.

Chairman Bovrine. There you have that one wonderful problem I

mentioned in my peculiar background for a politician from Mis-
souri.

I grew up in the southern highlands just at the time when you
could tell then what the problems of the cities were going to be in
the 1950’s and 1960’s, because almost all of the problems in the city
in my area stemmed from the southern highlands’, the black or
white problems, as far as population is concerned.

Well, gentlemen, unless you have some further comment I really
want to thank you very much. This has been very helpful and very
useful and I hope that the whole endeavor will at some point in
time come to something more than conversation.

Mr. Knox. Thank you very much.

Chairman Borrixe. The subcommittee will stand adjourned until
Tuesday next, at 2 p.m., in this room, when we will hear Mr. Stuart
Eurman, Mr. John Keith, and Mr. Robert Wood.

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the subcommittee recessed to recon-
vene at 2 p.m., Tuesday, May 25, 1971.)

(The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record by Chairman Bolling :)

[Editorials from Regional Review, vol. IV, No. 1, January 1971, published quarterly by
the National Service to Regional Councils]

WHAT REGIONAL CoUNCILS ARE DoINg

A recent NSRC Newsletter reported on a visit to the White House by our
President Tom Bradley to discuss regional councils. White House advisors
asked three pointed questions:

(1) Can you demonstrate the productivity and effectiveness of councils in
implementing programs?

(2) Would local community financial support continue if federal funding in-
centives were cut off ?

(3) Can you demonstrate citizen awareness and support of regional efforts?

These questions can best be summed as “That’s fine, but what have regional
councils done?’ We sense that this question about regional councils is being
raised by many important people throughout the country.

This issue of the Regional Review Quarterly is entirely devoted to respond-
ing to the questions raised at the White House. Our thrust in 1971 must be—
“This is what regional councils are doing!”

In dealing with this question, we must remember that councils operate in
two frames of reference. First, is the longer range, immeasurable world of
ideas and innovation, where regional councils are serving to strengthen local
government’s effectiveness and to improve working relations with state and fed-
eral governments. This frame of reference is the most difficult to document in
concrete terms and understandably the least acceptable to those who require
visible evidence and/or dollars-saved. These activities deal with future payoff,
rather than immediate, high-visibility benefits.

Our second frame of reference is the specific project and dollar saving ac-
coplishments, which are highly visible to the public. In this instance, we have
summarized and given examples of specific projects and program activities
being accomplished by regional councils.

Our job here was difficult, but possible. We cannot relate regional council ac-
complishments in the same manner as a city or county government, which
builds roads, picks up trash, collects, taxes, or provides police and fire protec-
tion. Regional councils, as presently organized, are not operating, taxing units
of government.

They do not provide direct services to the public. If they did, they would
probably not be supported by their member local governments. The voluntary,




697

nongovernmental nature of regional councils is what makes them acceptable to
existing local governments. As presently structured, regional councils are not
a threat to local government power or resources.

If regional councils are not doing enough then some more fundamental ex-
periments and changes must be made in the existing structure of local govern-
ments and state-federal agencies and programs.

To those who evaluate our performance, I would suggest they consider
these four observations;

(1) In five years, reglonal councils, without any authority or power have
changed local government relationships with each other, within the federal sys-
tem. There is now a process, a stage, for cooperation between central city and
its suburban or rual communities.

(2) The average citizen is conscious that there is a regional community be-
yond his or her city or county, but more intimate than the state. The citizen is
also increasingly aware that his present community cannot meet all of his
needs. But he doesn’t want the state or federal governments to take over local
responsibilities either.

(3) The powers and responsibilities of local government are changing. For
political, economic and technological reasons, local government structure is
being remodeled. The regional approach is basic to that remodeling.

(4) At this point in history, regional councils are diverse experiments to
make local governments more effective and responsive. Their effectiveness on
specific substantive matters, such as how many housing units they got started
may be measured. But a more important contribution is that regional councils
are working to provide more demoncratic and effective ways to serve people.

Now is the time to begin evaluating regional council performance, but let’s
do so with a clear understanding of what we are evaluating. Let’s not lose pa-
tience because experimentation has not yet found all the answers, nor had the
resources and time to realistically prove our assumptions.

This is that regional councils are doing. It is not a comprehensive summary

. it is merely a glimpse of what councils have done and are trying to do.
They are moving in the right direction, but they must move fast enough to
meet the challenges confronting them. This is not a time to be cautious—it is
time to move ahead.

REGIONALISM : THE QUIET REVOLUTION

Local government is changing itself in an effort to better meet the needs of
people. Across the nation, cities, counties, towns and school districts that serve
a common area are joining together in a regional effort to solve mutual prob-

. lems. In a quiet way, regionalism is a revolution in the structure of our fed-
eral system.
A REGIONAL OUTLOOK

One of the most important changes in local government in recent years has
been the growing awareness of the need for cooperative activity. People are no
longer restricted to the boundaries of a single city or county, whether rural,
suburban or urban. The rapid growth and modernization of our nation has
brought with it a highly mobile, highly demanding public which is involved
daily with a number of local governments. Today’s citizens rarely works, lives,
shops and enjoys his recreation within a single jurisdiction.

Then too the cost of local government is increasing, requiring that local gov-
ernment officials pool administrative operations for economy and efficiency.

Finally, many problems facing local governments cross jurisdictional bounda-
ries and can be solved only on a broader geographic basis. Such problems in-
clude transportation, economic development, environment, law enforcement,
health protection, and many other activities. Local governments have been
forced to find new solutions to these problems. This has resulted in a search
for new cooperative mechanisms to more effectively meet the needs of people
on a large and more coordinated basis.

REGIONAL COUNCILS

The most promising development in our federal system and for local com-
munities, in the search for new mechanisms, is the regional council. Regional
councils are areawide organizations which involve cities, counties, towns and
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often school districts within a total community. Their prime purpose is to in-
crease communication, cooperation and coordination among local governments
in planning and implementing programs to meet mutual challenges and prob-
lems. Each local government has the opportunity for full involvement in the
policy-making and programming of the council. R

Regional councils are edvisory in nature and lack the normal governmental
powers of taxation, regulation and direct operation of public facilities. Their
purpose is to provide a forum for dialogue and joint decision-making within a
regional context. Regional councils have no direct power to implement these
decisions. They must rely on the elected representatives of member local gov-
ernments to see that the decisons become a reality.

BASIC PROGRAMS

Regional councils operate through a planning/decision-making process, which
includes essentially data collection, identification of area challenges, review of
means to meet those challenges, adoption of a plan for action, and finally initi-
ating the implementation of that action. .

A basic regional council program would fall into the following framework :

Regional programs to better meet the needs of people at the local level.

Regional planning and management in specific functional areas such as air
pollution control, solid waste disposal, transportation, law enforcement, water
quality, land use and settlement, manpower and economic development. .

Relate functional planning in these areas to each other and to overall plan-
ning for the region.

Establish goals and priorities for the region.

Forum for communication among local governments.

Technical assistance and joint services for local governments, which provide
economies of scale when carried out on a regional basis. Cooperative purchas-
ing, regional training academies, regional jails, and correction centers, and
areawide solid waste disposal facilities. All of these projects save the taxpay-
ers money when performed on a larger, regional scale.

Coordination and review of local government activities within the region to
avoid duplication and overlap. It is poor economy for two adjacent jurisdie-
tions to build new crime labs, when they can pool their resources and have a
better facility at a lower cost to each. i .

GROWTH OF REGIONAL COUNCILS

Currently, there are about 560 regional councils in the United States. These
councils involve 80 per cent of the nation’s population and 55 per cent of its
land area. Fifty-five per cent are in metropolitan reigons; 45 per cent are lo-
cated in nonmetropolitan, less densely populated areas.

Only 10 per cent of existing regional councils were formed prior to 1960.
The bulk, 60 per cent, have been created since 1966. The rapid growth of re-
gional councils in the last four years is due to two basic reasons: (1) Stimula-
tion from the federal government in terms of legislative and administrative re-
quirements for federal aid.?(2) An increasing awareness on the part of local
governments that there is a need for regional cooperation and new solutions to
domestic problems.
) FUNDING

The typical budget of a regional council is between $100,000-$200,000. Coun-
cils receive their funds from three basic sources: federal, state and local gov-
ernments. .

On the average, councils receive 60 per cent of their funds from federal
grants for functional planning (i.e., land use, transportation, housing, etec.).
Local communities provide about 34 per cent of a council’s funds, usually on a
per capita basis. :

About 15 state governments provide general support funds to regional coun-
cils. These general support funds are not earmarked for any specific program ;
the funds are used to encourage a regional approach to problem solving. Gen-
eral state support amounts to about five per cent of a council’s budget.

The final one per cent comes from miscellaneous private sources, such as
foundations.

The total expenditures for all regional council efforts is about $80-$100 mil-
lion a year. This would only purchase about four 747 jet airplanes. A small
price, considering that we are forming a foundation for better, more responsive
local government. .
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TUESDAY, MAY 25, 1971

Concress oF THE UNTTED STATES,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON URBAN AFFAIRS
oF THE JoINT EconoMic COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommmittee met, pursuant to recess, at 2 p.m., in room
1202, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard Bolling (chalrman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representative Bolling; and Senators Humphrey and
Percy.

Also present: James W. Knowles, director of research; and Wal-
ter B. Laessig and Leslie J. Barr, economists for the mmorlty

OrENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BoLLINGg

Chairman Borrine. The subcommittee will be in order.

This is the third and final week of this set of hearings by the
Urban Affairs Subcommittee on the issues involvéd in the concept of
regional planning. We have gained important insights into the prob-
lems confronting municipal and State governments, as well as pri-
vate interest groups, in trying to unscramble overlying and often
conflicting jurisdictions with respect to serving the people. We have
been fortunate in receiving testimony from outstanding men on these
issues—both from the academic and business worlds. Today we will
hear from Prof. Robert Wood, currently the president of the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, formerly Under Secretary of HUD during
the Johnson administration, and, before that, head of the Political
Science Department at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Our second witness is Stuart Eurman, executive director of the Met-
ropolitan Planning Commission in Kansas City, Mo. Our third wit-
ness is John P. Keith, president of the Regional Plan Association of
New York City. We will hear from each of you gentlemen in turn
and then proceed with questions. Mr. Wood, will you please begin?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT WO0OD, PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Woop. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be before this com-
mittee again, and this particular chairman, and T will summarize my
comments and conclusions as you have requested.

(699)
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As I see it, the committee is pursuing two closely related inquiries:

Has the character of regional and metropolitan planning in the
United States advanced sufficiently to cope with the simultaneous
problems of population change and land development?

Does the new Federal administrative reorganization into 10 sepa-
rate districts provide a special opportunity for mcreasmg planning
effectiveness?

Let me comment on each question and then try to specify their re-
lationship.

The state of the art in regional and metropolitan planning has
come a long way in the past decade. Starting from the heritage of
the river basin studies authorized by President Harry S. Truman,
and the workable program requirements in urban renewal, Federal
grant-in-aid programs for planning to States and communities took
on increasing scope and sophistication in the 1960’s. We learned a
great deal about the blending of economic and public works planning
in the initial excursion into Appalachia and the subsequent estab-
lishment of interstate planning commissions. We profited from the
“floating” voluntary metropolitan planning commissions of the same
period and from the first Federal attempts to get the reactions of
those agencies to local development projects.

Until they were struck down by amendment to HUD’s approprla-
tion legislation in its first year, these developments gave promise of
a planning process that considered both related components of devel-
opment—highways, housing, water and sewage, open space and re-
lated jurisdictions—central city, suburb, distressed rural area. Rob-
ert Weaver’s foresighted appointment of an assistant administrator
for planning while still head of the HHF A and the provisions for
relating planning and projects approval in the 1964 Housing and
Urban Development Act were other strong steps. Taken together
they went a long way toward overcoming the antagonism most Amer-
icans felt about having Government intervene in guiding regional
and community growth and toward dissipating the propaganda that
related planning to socialism in the 1930’s and 1940’.

But these tentative efforts to expand the capacity of public plan-
ning and make it respectable as an instrument of public policy were
modest advances compared to the growth and intensification in
power of the forces they were supposed to constrain. We barely an-
ticipated the centrifugal pulls of suburbia in the late 1940’s and
early 1950’s, and so made little or no provision for making Federal
assistance to suburban governments contingent on some modicum of
cooperation with the central city. We also underestimated the resili-
ence of the downtown, in retrospect oversubsidizing the business
community to persuade it to continue to invest in the central busi-
ness district. Most of all none of the planning legislation and pro-
grams contemplated the massive black migration from South to
North and West that broke the back of so many cities’ welfare and
housing programs in the late 1960’s. In short, while American city
and regional planning capability grew ru'lt)hmet;lcally, the pressures
that capability was supposed to cope with expanded exponentially.

The high-water mark of the essentially professional drive to make
the planning process a cornerstone of public development policy was
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probably the first draft of the Housing and Urban Development Act
that President Johnson was to submit to the Congress of 1966. I
have recounted elsewhere the thinking of the task force that the
President established to work on that legislation. The twin aim was
both to restore entire neighborhoods in central cities and to shape
the inevitable future suburban development in more orderly and
effective fashion. Suffice it to say here that the metropolitan develop-
ment provisions of that legislation which provided financial incen-
tives to local governments to, plan cooperatively in such metropolitan
ventures as transportation, open space, education, health, and hous-
ing were enacted but never funded. Despite the best efforts of
Secretary Weaver and Assistant Secretary Charles Haar, the princi-
pal architect of -the specific provisions, the majority of the Appro-
priations Committee failed to recognize that the proposal was any-
thing but “another grant.” At a time when all categorical grants
were seriously underfunded, as they still are today, the members did
not recognize that the requirement for metropolitan collaboration on
the planning level could operate both as a screening device and as an
impetus for relating specific projects to general plans. Without
funds, with Federal guidance continued almost surreptitiously by
the Bureau of the Budget, under a cloud of continuing Congres-
sional debate that denounced “planning dictatorships” and praised
grassroots autonomy, we missed a significant opportunity to make
planning an effective force in the distribution of people and jobs in
the United States.

That need to relate planning to project, Mr. Chairman, is my
main point, so far as the integrity and effectiveness of the planning
process is concerned. One can debate the appropriate boundary lines
of a metropolitan region or interstate region with a fixation ap-
proaching debates over angels on pinheads and one can can opt for
community control or shared power or expert dominance in the con-
sultative pattern. But until planning decisions can alter resource al-
location or management decisions, questions of size and participation
are not very important.

The most important of resource management and allocation deci-
sions to be faced is that which deals with land values at the point
in time when rural land becomes available for urban use. The Na-
tional Commission on Urban Problems chaired by former Senator
Douglas, the President’s Committee on Urban Housing that Edgar
Kaiser led, both provide abundant testimony to the runaway, crip-
pling, extraordinary inflation in land prices at the fringes of our
urban areas. From a welter of statistics, let me simply cite one se-
ries. The average land value of a new FHA-insured house rose from
$1,035 in 1950 to $4,128 in 1968—up from 12 percent to 21 percent of
total cost. Until planning provides regulation as well as subsidy and
returns to the public sector some portion of the speculative value
created by public investment in roads, public utilities, and subsi-
dized housing, we cannot say we are serious about dealing with the
urban crisis.

If we have some sense of the substance of genuine planning, we
come to the second issued posed: Can the new Federal regional reor-
ganization into 10 districts help to relate good clear goals to timely
action? More specifically, your letter of invitation asks what Federal
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standards of procedure and objectives should be enacted and.
whether or not the establishment of regional coordinators tied to the
President’s office in Washington would help.

The new regional offices constitute a major step forward in Fed-
eral organization, capping a generation of effort to rationalize na-
tional field operations. The administration is to be congratulated for
their timely introduction.

The proposal to establish regional coordinators has roots in the
1966 Housing and Urban Development Act where we proposed met-
ropolitan coordinators. We later amended the legislation to change
the name to “expediters” in the unsuccessful attempt to reduce the
fears of local governments and Congress. We believe these effected
and contemplated steps are healthy ones—and I wish you luck on
* their reception.

I would support the decentralizing of Federal planning assistance
programs, the introduction of a pool of unrestricted funds as in the
Model Cities program, and multi-year planning, and categorical
grant consolidation but three reservations are in order:

First, the geographical boundaries of the Federal administration
districts should not be confused with boundaries appropriate for re-
gional and metropolitan planning. The 10 districts are the product of
the “least-pain” principle in shuffling departmental personnel and
projects among Federal domestic departments and agencies. The new
patterns relate to past territories of HUD, HEW, Commerce, and
Labor and to related congressional representation on specific com-
mittees. They have no inherent relationship to historic or community
groupings, river basins, or resource areas. Accordingly, the planning
process must be prepared for subgroupings in interstate and met-
ropolitan complexes and, occasionally, the encourgement of plan-
ning processes that overleap the Federal Districts. - .

Second, the principle of Federal substantive standards should be
maintained. Despite the shrill denunciation of Federal bureaucracy,
redtape, and inefficiency- that is now abroad in the land, the United
States is not a Nation of villages—urban or rural. And the Federal
Government stands for something more than a banking mechanism
for income redistribution. We have national goals, domestic as well
as foreign that we can only pursue collectively. The effectuation of
the Bill of Rights is one—and open housing is its contemporary
name. The consideration of—and compensation for—the social costs
of migration brought about almost exclusive consideration of the ef-
ficiency of metropolitan areas for private industry is another. The rec-
lamation of interstate lakes and rivers is a third national endeavor. As
critical as the need for tax revenue is at the State and local level— .
and I acknowledge that Massachusetts and its 351 cities and towns
at least are in severe straits—we must never suppose that the Ameri-
can dream and the national will are simply the sum total of adding
the individual desires of cities, suburbs, farms, and resorts. They are
something different and no revenue sharing plan or block grant pro-
gram should leave a Federal regional administrator defenseless
against the necessarily self-centered aspirations of local and State
officialdom.

Third, while I applaud the concept of interprogram collaboration
at the regional level among Federal departments and agencies, I do
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not believe that coordination should be directed from the White
House. A set of quite different experiences lead me to that conclu-
sion: continuing participation in five Presidential efforts to establish
regional planning; direct engagement in the planning and opera-
tions of multi-purpose neighborhood centers; general responsibility
in the first phases of the model cities program; and sustained par-
ticipation in the Under Secretaries group that functioned from 1968
to 1969.

All these experiences lead me to conclude that the line of reason-
ing starting with Louis Brownlow represented today in the Office of
Management and Budget and devoted to the establishment of Presi-
dential oversight by the expansion of Presidential staff is obsolete. I
believe that Presidential agencies can allocate resources and in some
ways evaluate performances. But they cannot manage, operate, or
coordinate.

If ever there was a Presidency in which the doctrine of central
staff direction had its opportunity it was that of President Johnson,
with all the energy and knowledge and determination that the Presi-
dent personally possessed. I do not believe that central management
worked very well in domestic affairs in those years. I believe Cabinet
cooperation and coordination proved possible. I think the trend is
toward the orchestration of a number of centers and levels of man-
agement capability and decisions and new structure for the manage-
ment of American political affairs.

Accordingly, I would ask the committee to review carefully the
administrative experience of the first years of the war on poverty,
model cities, the related health, job, and industrial program. The les-
sons of the so-called Convenor Order for HUD and Agriculture are
instructive; so is the joint HEW-HUD stand on the Newark hospi-
tal case; so is the lead agency principle as it came to be applied by
HUD and Commerce in the Oakland task force. We can find more
effective, constructive, timely ways for collaboration than we have
so far imagined if we explore seriously at the regional level the op-
portunities and rewards for interdepartmental collaboration.

I am conscious, Mr. Chairman, of the cynicism with which Cabi-
net-oriented administrative reform is now greeted. But I am per-
suaded that realism is on the side of this approach. The day when
single administrators could authoritatively direct single programs
within the confines of their own specialty is over. Passing the buck
upstairs to a White House already overloaded with the volume and
importance of the decisions it has to make is no answer. The 10 new
regions need more resources and clear guidelines as to what consti-
tutes good planning for regions and metropolitan areas. They need
precise national standards so that Federal resources move other
American governments to more professional, more humane, more eq-
uitable standards of performance. But given resources, guidelines,
and standards, the regions need to stand on their own feet. They
need to learn how to work with one another on those tangible, spe-
cific, real cases that expose agency power grabs and demonstrate the
benefits of working together.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Borune. Thank you. Mr. Eurman, you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF STUART EURMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, METRO-
POLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION, KANSAS CITY, MO.

Mr. Euvrman. Thank you, Congressman Bolling. Actually my
statement is almost a blueprint to do the very things on which Mr.
Wood has elaborated.

I suspect you may have asked me to attend these hearings with an
awareness of the complexity of Xansas City’s metropolitan region be-
cause it is the area which you represent. As you know, there are
many major developments in the Kansas City region which are illus-
trative of the regional issues throughout the metropolitan regions of
the United States. For example, the Kansas City International Air-
port will be opened in June of 1972, some $200 million of invest-
ments are in the regionwide facility, but it is owned by the city of
Kansas City, Mo. The Truman sports complex, which is also sched-
uled to open next year with the Chiefs and the Royals playing in a
nice new set of facilities is being built out of tax moneys of the resi-
dents of Jackson County, Mo. This facility, however, will be used by
all the people throughout the region. Then you go to the joint ef-
forts of Kansas City, Kans., and Kansas City, Mo., in trying to
work together to get a new hockey rink for the Kansas City Blues
hockey team. This is an effort between the two States that will prob-
ably be located near the State line in the American Royal complex
there. .

Going to the private sector, Crown Center, being built by Hall-
mark Cards, contains some $200 million worth of hotels, and conven-
tion centers, office buildings and apartment houses, et cetera. Other
developments include the major freeways that are being built by the
hundreds of millions of dollars, and the recent Federal administra-
tive region which has been located at Kansas City, Mo., to serve the
four State region of Kansas, Missouri, Jowa, and Nebraska.

Tt seems to me, as presented in my prepared statement, that this is
a golden opportunity for the Federal Government to try to put a
few strings on these categorical grants, of which there are some 600,
available to local governments.

How did such grants come about? In a sense, these grants are a
recognition by the Federal Government that by 1980, 80 percent of
the population of the United States will be living in our some 235
metropolitan regions. Achieving some kind of order and cooperation
amongst these many governments and metropolitan areas is no mean
task. Tracing history back to 1954 when HHFA began the 701 Fed-
eral grants, they tried to get metropolitan groups to work on an in-
tergovernmental basis, to talk to each other. Soon after that, during
the 1960’s came the many, many categorical grants for construction
and operation of community facilities and social and economic pro-
grams. Later legislative and administrative requirements were
tacked on to these grants. Then, came section 204 and later the
A-95 review which was to require some kind of a metropolitan re-
view of these grants that passed through to the individual local gov-
ernments to build sewers, or parks, or hospitals, or airports, or li-
braries. The next step in attempting to achieve metropolitan
viability were the categorical programs that required individual
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planning operations. So, we now have the Federal Highway Admin-
istration through the State highway departments encouraging land
use plans as they relate to highway plans. Section 314B of the Com-
prehensive Health Planning Act says there should be social and eco-
nomic planning on a regional basis to carry out health planning.
The Urban Mass Transportation Administration says transit plans
should be based on an overall plan to be able to evaluate how many
people would take mass transit as opposed to other means of trans-
portation. It is not often that all these programs are truly coordi-
nated with one another.. Therefore, the result may well be that the
coordination is only a matter of “touching base” between these var-
lous programs. Also, these programs are seldom administered under
one metropolitan agency roof. Rather, as I indicated, they are each
performed by ad hoc as agencies, whether it is transporation, or
transit, or health, or law enforcement. I think we all are familiar
with the story.

Now, this is not to imply that a lack of coordination is deliberate.
I think what I am trying to say is that coordination is very difficult
where we do have a multitude of metropolitan agencies, or a single
metropolitan planning agency because the first allegiance of the
local governmental representative is probably to the locality which
he represents. Oftentimes decisions are made by arriving at the low-
est common denominator as to which local government will permit
something of a regional nature.

I think within the last 3 years, we have seen another step in the
process of the Federal Government in trying to encourage and cajole
regional coordination, cooperation, and regional implementation.
This was in the area of what is called the certification process
where, for example, under HUD or under EPA Federal grant pro-
grams require a regional planning commission to establish priorities.
So, in a HUD 701 program for sewer and water analysis they are
asking us now to provide priorities as a basis for any .categorical
grant; to build such facilities to make sure that the most important
sewers get built first; or the most important water facilities get built
first. However, we have found that at the regional level of planning
it is very difficult to establish such priorities; at least to the level of
detail that you could actually implement through A-95 review
process—say this priority system of this sewer over that sewer. The
priorities that we have been able to develop with the resources and
staff capabilities and cooperation—or lack of it—in general cate-
gories of priorities, and based on the fact that this community has
money and resources to build right away and the other ones are still
in the preliminary engineering level. These types of priorities do not
help implement regional plans by saying this is the area where the
next 50,000 people ought to be living and, therefore, the sewers and
the highways and the parks and the libraries ought to be put into
those areas, because this would produce urban development.

But what I am getting to is I think the missing link in this whole
process has been the lack of one additional string over and above the
planning incentives and the A-95 review procedures that I have
mentioned before. This element is a requirement that some form of
governmental reorganization or restructuring of the multiplicity of
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local governments within a metropolitan area take place and be con-
sidered as a basis for allocation of hardware and other types of cate-
gorical grants. So, I think the main thrust of my presentation,
therefore, is to explain the need for a Federal encouragement to &
metropolitan community to achieve some form of restructuring gov-
ernment to achieve better utilization of Federal grants. :

Now, how to do this? First by way of introduction, I think you
are all aware of the various kinds of key issues with which the met-
rogolitan ares is always perplexed. There are some 235 major metro-
politan areas in the country today. I think people do not have alle-
%iances at the metropolitan scale, for whatever reason. Maybe it is

ecause of legislation which has resulted in an excess of cities in many
metropolitan areas. In the Kansas City region, for example, we have
106 incorporated places ranging in size from 507,000 people in Kan-
sas City, Mo., 35,000 in Raytown and all the way down to smaller
places such as Unity Village with 125 people. What kind of financial
capability do such small cities really have to carry out a part of an
overall regional planning implementation? They do not have the
capability to implement on a regional base. So, what has happened
is a continuation of urban sprawl because each government is still
trying to encourage growth in its own community without being
able to see the forest, for the trees so to speak. We have also seen the
outbreak of a myriad of individual single-purpose governments such as
drainage districts, school districts, fire districts, sewer and water dis-
tricts.

I think a lot of these deficiencies stem from archaic legislation on
the State level. States, so often, do not have a strong allegience for
urban areas. Even with reapportionment suburban legislators are
sometimes thinking antiurban.

I think that even with councils of governments which HUD has
been recommending and encouraging through 701, which provided
extra Federal bonus money to do areawide planning or areawide im-
plementation, the representatives to the councils always have had an
allegiance first to their own communities, and second to the region.
So, as a proposed regional reorganization, I would like to recom-
mend the following blueprint. This suggests that there be a consor-
tium of local, regional, and State agencies. How can this be done?
Let me just describe a few ways.

I am suggesting that there be recognized by the Federal Govern-
ment, a single areawide council responsible for planning and admin-
istration of carrying out a regional program, similar to what is now
underway in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. .

This proposes that every metropolitan region prepare a compre-
hensive regional plan based on the six major categories of
metropolitan activity, including : community development, education,
transportation, manpower, human resources, and natural resources,
instead of the more definitive breakdowns that now exist today.
Now, these plans should follow the Federal guidelines as to content
and should be detailed enough to show how these six categories can
be idmplemented for the region, particularly including a priority of
need.
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All of the participating local governments in the metropolitan re-
gion would sign an interlocal cooperation agreement to implement
various portions of the plan through this regional council. What I
am suggesting here is that if the money flowing from the Federal
Government would be to this regional council, based on these six
categories of grants, then this regional council would have the pre-
rogative, through its plans and priorities, to evaluate how best to
implement these plans. This gets 1t right down to local decisionmak-
ing, and the metropolitan collection of representatives to make their
own decisions on how development ought to take place. For example,
take sewers. If $200 million were available in 1 year to a regional
agency to build sewers in accordance with .a set of priorities called
for in the plan, and if a local government did not have the capabil-
ity of implementing that sewer plan, then it would be the jurisdic-
tion of this metropolitan agency to designate who can do it. Maybe
it would be they, themselves, on a reorganized basis or intercontrac-
tual basis. This scheme would not even need any new State legisla-
tion. If there were available viable public works agencies, for exam-
ple, like the city of Kansas City, Mo., or sewer district No. 1 in
Johnson County, very viable agencies, they could easily pick up the
bulk of the work, take the money and build the necessary sewers in
accordance to the plan.

The local matching share of any Federal grant would be provided
by the regional council on a 75- to 25-percent basis, instead of the
many different formulas that now exist. Some grants are 50-50
money, others are 90-10, some are two-thirds, one-third and I am
sure there are many other formulas that are being considered.

I would suggest that the matching formula should be standardized
at 75 percent Federal money, 25 percent local, and with the 25 per-
cent local coming from the State agency. The State, of course, has to
become involved in this process as well, and whereas they have not
given as much weight to urban needs, this is a way at least to pro-
vide the necessary funds to the metropolitan regional council to
carry out this type of work. In a way, this can be considered a form
of r ue sharing from the State level. It would also be a way of
regionaliging taxes because if the States use their taxing powers on
all g:zZHments in a metropolitan area and funnel it through the
State and the State allocated the necessary 25-percent local to match
the Federal money back at the regional level, every local government
would be kicking in or participating on an equitable basis.

What would be the role of the 10 Federal administrative regions?
We are suggesting that there be appointed a full-time administrator
for the FAR, the Federal administrative region, responsible to the
President, and that the FAR should be composed of all the heads of
all of the departments responsible for the various categorical grants
and funding programs.

We are also suggesting for coordination that the FAR include the
Governors of those States in particular Federal administrative re-
gions. So, the major role of the FAR would be to serve as a distrib-
uting agency for the allocation of the Federal funds to the States
who would be responsible for implementing plans throughout the
whole-State, including the metropolitan regions. Then there would
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be a direct flow of funds from the FAR to the metropolitan regions
in accordance with the plans which will also have been coordinated
at the State level.

Now, what is the role of the State? Each State, of course, would
be responsible for developing a State plan and coordinating that
with the metropolitan plans because there are some guidelines that
the States would still have to provide. For instance, allocation of
population, in theory, for the whole State. The sum of the pieces
should end up a totality for the whole State. The same would be
true as to the allocation of natural resources and the distribution of

manpower. Of course, the State should be encouraged to adopt legis-
lation that would permit the allocation of this 25-percent matching
money to match the Federal money for the six categorical grants. -

By metropolitan regions being responsible for carrying out the
plans by detailed priorities with the FAR providing the funds; by
the States providing the local share and coordination; it would seem
to me that this would cut through a lot of the administrative proce-
dures that are presently bogging down many of these categorical
grants to the metropolitan areas. I think it would certainly work in
an area such as the Kansas City region, even though the region it-
self straddles State boundaries. There are a couple of dozen such
metropolitan areas throughout the United States. I think it would
force the metropolitan region to consider which services must be re-
gionalized, and at the same time assure a local autonomy. It would
force intergovernmental cooperation and certainly would achieve
economies of scale, because the smaller local governments would not
have to be sending out contracts on such a small scale that the costs
would become inordinate, also regional councils could be composed
of members directly elected by the regional citizenry which is one
of the things not done in our own area. The representation on the
metropolitan agency still comes from specific governments—for exam-
ple, from Jackson County or Kansas City or Johnson County. But, by
having representatives to the metropolitan council actually elected
maybe on a sector basis, these elective representatives would then
have a true allegiance to the metropolitan area as a whole instead of
having first allegiance to the community from which they come.

I think T will close there, and answer any questions.

Chairman Borrine. Thank you, Mr. Eurman.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Eurman follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STUART EURMAN

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Stuart Eurman, Ex-
ecutive Director of Metropolitan Planning Commission—Kansas City Region.

I appreciate your giving me this opportunity to present my ideas and sug-
gestions on how Federal involvement in regional planning matters can be more
efficiently utilized to insure that regional planning maintains, and in fact
strengthens, its role in the urban development process.

To set the stage for my spemﬁc recommendations, I should like to briefly re-
capitulate the previous efforts in regional planning that have occurred at the
local and Federal level. Since 1954, the Housing and Home Finance Agency,
and later its successor, the Department of Housing and Urban Development,
has been providing Federal grants to metropolitan planning commissions and
councils of governments to formulate plans for the orderly growth and devel-
opment of metropolitan regions. The basis for such grants and planning pro-
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grams was to insure that growth was coordinated on a region-wide basis and
in an orderly manner. Such a regional approach could then look beyond the ar-
tificial boundaries which limited loecal political jurisdictions.

During the decade of the 1960’s the Federal government initiated categorical
grant programs for construction and operation of community facilities and so-
cial and economic development programs. However, these grants were dis-
persed only to individual governments within the region. Over 600 Federal
categorical grant programs are now available to localities. At the same time,
as the metropolitan planning process grew, the neeed to coordinate and evaluate
such grants were appended to insure that the specific project or projects were
in keeping not only with local plans, but also with regional plans. This is
known as the “A-95" review.

Such requirements gradually evolved to the point where those Federal agen-
cies dispersing funds for construction and operative programs also made
grants available to formulate regional plans for a specific function to use as a
basis for the ward of categorical grants. For example, planning funds are
available through the state highway departments from the Federal Highway
Administration as a basis for highway construction programs; planning funds
are available from the Urban Mass Transportation Administration as a basis
for highway construction programs; planning funds are available from the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration as a basis for transit funding;
and, planning funds are available through the Section 314B of the Comprehen-
sive Health Planning Program of HEW. These are but a few of the Federal
grant programs requiring planning as a basis for program implementation.

In some cases, such regional planning programs of the various Federal agen-
cies were conducted by one metropolitan agency. However, in most instances,
such planning has been carried out by separate metropolitan planning agencies
within one metropolitan region. This obviously resulted in the duplication of
efforts and overlap of planning programs by the various agencies. Each was
concerned with its own program and the specific Federal requirements of the
particular granting Federal agency. The need to coordinate such planning ef-
forts and unite them in a comprehensive manner has often been discussed, but
seldom accomplished. This is not to imply that such lack of coordination is de-
liberate, but rather that each administering agency is responsible for its own
program and so involved in doing its own work that coordination becomes sec-
ondary and peripheral. Certainly, the establishment of coordinated priorities
for utilizing limited financial resources cannot be established by each agency
working on its own. Even where Councils of Governments have been estab-
lished, the main function of which is to achieve such coordination of local ef-
forts, there seems to have been an inability to actually dovetail individual
planning programs into the comprehensive approach required.

Within the last three years, several Federal agencies such as H.U.D. and
E.P.A. have developed a certification process. ’

This certification requires that regional planning commissions establish
priorities for various categories of grants as a basis for future implementing
grants to be awarded to the local governments within the region. The establish-
ment of such priorities is most difficult because regional plans themselves are
never detailed to the extent that they specifically identify one sewer over an-
other, one neighborhood park over another. It is highly unlikely that through
the A-95 review .procedure a metropolitan planning agency would be able to
insure that the most needed facility would be built at the right time and in the
right place, thus implementing the regional plan.

The missing element in this process has been the lack of one additional
string over and above planning incentives, A-95 clearinghouse review mecha-
nisms, and certification processes. This element is the requirement that some
form of governmental reorganization or restructuring of the multiplicity of
governments within a metropolitan area be a consideration in the allocation of
hardware and other grants.

The main thrust of my presentation, therefore, is to explain the need for
Federal encouragement to metropolitan communities to achieve some form of
restructuring of government to better utilize Federal grants. The vehicle for
such encouragement can and should be the categorical grant. By doing this,
grant programs for planning and operations could be insured of implementa-
tion on a truly metropolitan scale. This can be seen by identifying the key is-
sues preventing such regional implementation today :
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1. There presently exists in over 235 metropolitan areas of the United States
a multiplicity of municipal and county governmens all of which, generally
speaking, have little allegiance to metropolitan solutions to urban growth prob-
lems. .

2, Many of these municipal governments within metropolitan areas are of
such size as to be unable to adequately maintain a decent level of services.
Often such cities came into being due to state legislation which permitted in-
corporation of municipalities with minimum petition and minimum review.
Such governments are often incapable of financing the needed urban improve-
‘ments that are required within their incorporated boundaries. Therefore, such
a disparity of financial capability within a metropolitan area makes it difficult
to implement regional plans on an intergovernmental basis. As a result, sewers
may not be built on a basin basis; schools may not be located to be accessible
to the people living within a reasonable proximity; and public facilities may
be limited.

8. Historically, counties and states have been highly permissive in permit-
ting atomization of government. This has been done not only by permitting the
incorporation of cities, but by permitting an outbreak of single purpose govern-
ments, such as sewer, water, schools, fire and other single purpose districts.

4. Many states have archaic legislation or constitutional rigidities which se-
verely restrict metropolitan planning or council of government agencies to
. implement recommendations in solving the problem of multiple governments or
trying to restructure taxes on a more equitable basis.

5. In metropolitan regions which straddie two states, it is even more difficult
to obtain the needed legislation to bring about restructuring of government be-
cause the legislative battle is often doubled.

8. Many state governments, in spite of reapportionments, are still highly ori-
ented to the rural areas. The representatives from reapportioned suburban
areas of the metropolitan region are also anti-urban in their thinking. Often-
times this brings on a breakdown in state/metropolitan relationships.

7. In general, there is an inability in most of our metropolitan regions to or-
ganize structurally and functionally at a metropolitan scale. Councils of Gov-
ernments, which have been urged upon metropolitan areas in the recent past
by H.U.D., remain relatively weak organizations. In bi-state metropolitan re-
gions, that portion of the metropolitan area in one state distrusts the other.
On most metropolitan commissions (metropolitan planning or COG’s) the rep-
resentation is often disproportionate to the population of the individual gov-
ernments. Lastly, in any metropolitan organization there is a fear of central
city domination and of central city versus suburban desires.

PROPOSED REOCRGANIZATION

The following method is suggested for restructuring the Federal categorical
grant programs. This format is based on the desire to maximize such programs
to the extent that some restructuring of local government could be encouraged
in order to ease implementation of the regional plans. If such a result were
feasible, it would serve to maximize the benefits of Federal grant programs.

The proposed process would also encourage local governments to pool their
resources and work cooperatively in the decision-making process for their own
region.

In addition, a consortium of local, regional, state and Federal officials would
be created which could insure that priorities and programs would be dove-
tailed on all levels.

The key to this proposal is the ten Federal Administrative Regions of the
United States and their relationship to state, local and regional governments
or councils.

A. LOCAL REGIONAL COUNCIL

1. A single area-wide council responsible for the planning and administration
of a regional program would be established in each metropolitan region. This
regional council probably should be basically composed of persons elected di-
rectly to the council on a per capita basis similar to the metropolitan council
in Minneapolis/St. Paul.

2. Every metropolitan region must prepare a comprehensive regional plan
for the following six categories of metropolitan activities: community develop-
ment; education; transportation; manpower; human resources; natural re-
sources. :
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The plan should follow general Federal guidelines as to content and must be
detailed enough to show how each of these six categories can be implemented
for the region including: (a) the reorganization of existing loeal governments
* where necessary ; and (b) priority of need.

3. All the participating local governments would sign inter-local cooperation
agreements to implement various portions of the plan through the regional
council. Governments not signed in to such cooperative agreements as provided
in the plan will be ineligible for Federal funds.

4. The local matching share of any Federal grant would be provided by the
regional council which in turn would obtain the bulk of its funds from the
state(s). These funds would be held by the regional council in separate accounts
matching the six categorical grant areas. This approach will in effect regional-
ize the tax base.

a. In financing categorical grants to metropolitan regions the Federal gov-
ernment should provide grants to implement the plan on a 75%/25% mateching
basis. . :

b. The regional council would be the disbursing agency within the region for
Federal funds. Such funds may be disbursed either to local governments for
their own use in accordance with the plan; or, may be reserved for use by the
regional agency itself; or, may be disbursed to other agencies within the re-
gion.

B. STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS OF FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE REGION AND ITS
ROLE IN IMPLEMENTING THE REGIONAL PLAN

1. There would be appointed a full time administrator for the Federal Ad-
ministrative Region (FAR) responsible to the President.

2. The FAR should be composed of the heads of all the departments respon-
sible for categorical grant allocations.

3. The FAR should also include the governors of the states in the Federal
Administrative Region and the chairman of each metropolitan council in the
region.

4. The FAR would be the distributing agency for the allocation of Federal
funds to states and metropolitan regions after their respective detailed plans
are prepared and adopted by the metropolitan councils, coordinated through
their respective states and certified by the FAR. The funds should: be distrib-
uted to each state and metropolitan region based on the priorities set forth in
each plan by the six categories.

5. The FAR would evaluate the progress of the state and metropolitan re-
gions in carrying out the plan.

6. The FAR would coordinate state plans for issues transcending state
boundaries (e.g. water basins, air sheds, transportation corridors, etc.). When
coordination is required for issues crossing FAR’s, this responsibility should be
assumed by the Federal government.

C. ROLE OF THE STATE

1. Bach state would be responsible for developing a state plan for all areas
outside of metropolitan regions.

2. The state would coordinate the metropolitan plans submitted by the met-
ropolitan regions with the state plan to insure their compatibility and proper
allocation of human and natural resources throughout the state..

3. The state would be encouraged to adopt legislation which would provide
to the metropolitan regions 259 matching funds plus additional funds for
state matching grants.

ADVANTAGES OF CONSOLIDATING FEDERAL CATEGORICAL GRANTS A8 THEY APPLY
TO METROPOLITAN. REGIONS

1. The various categorical grants would be made directly to the metropolitan
regional council instead of being funneled directly to each local government.
This procedure would assure the true regional impact of such funds being in
accordance with regional priorities agreed to by the regionally elected council.
While this mechanism does not achieve metropolitan government nor direct
pooling of local financial resources, it does in an indirect way equalize the tax
base of the region by having substantial state involvement in the matching
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process. The state would in effect be taxing a metropolitan area as a whole
and retaining such funds for expenditure within that metropolitan region.
Therefore, a presently financially weak city would have the help of its
stronger neighbors. If the state provided its own state funds as the main
matchable portion to the categorical grant to the metropolitan regions, the
state would be directly involved in regional urban development.

2. This proposed funding program would force the metropolitan region to
consider which services must be regionalized while at the same time ensuring
that local autonomy is retained.

3. It fosters intergovernmental cooperation and economies of scale. However,
by placing the responsibility for the allocation of the categorical grants in the
hands of the regional council and giving it the responsibility of deciding which
local government should be responsible for spending the funds, hopefully the
small, inefficient governments will eventually choose to consolidate into larger,
more viable units.

4. By providing for regional councils to be composed of members directly
elected by the regional citizenry, the decision-making would be brought closer
to the people effected by the implementation of the regional development pro-
gram.

5. By having the members of the regional council elected by the metropoli-
tan citizens, such members would owe direct allegiance to the metropolitan
plans, principles and policies incorporated into the regional plans.

6. By having a metropolitan council elected on a population basis throughout
the region there would also be achieved a total metropolitan allegiance with
the suburbs becoming more concerned about central city issues and priorities.

7. In bi-state metropolitan regions, there would be developed a more forceful
effort to obtain stronger cooperation on both sides of the state line leading to
compatible state legislative programs directly concerned with urban issues.

IMPLICATIONS OF THIS PROPOSED CATEGORICAL GRANT PROGRAM
170 THE KANSAS CITY METROPOLITAN REGION

The Kansas City Metropolitan Region is probably one of the most complex
metropolitan areas in the United States in terms of structure of government.
This is due to the fact that it not only is made up of eight counties within
which are located some 106 cities (including the twin cities of Kansas City,
Missouri and Kansas), 96 school districts and innumerable sewer and water
districts, but also because it straddles the state lines of Kansas and Missouri.
It is a metropolitan region of 1,311,000 people located almost in the geographic
center of the United States experiencing present day growth patterns as are
other metropolitan regions.

Because of its complexity, it was probably one of the last major metropoli-
tan regions to establish a regional planning program. In fact, in 1965, based on
the strong recommendation of the Bureau of Public Roads a two-county plan-
ning effort was established on the Kansas side and a duplicate effort on the
Missouri side for four counties. This recommendation was accompanied by the
threat of loss of Federal Highway funds unless there was close coordination
and cooperation in the planning process as well as land use planning inter-
locked with transportation planning. Only after the Department of Housing
and Urban Development further urged that there be one regional metropolitan
planning agency to review Federal grants under Section 204 of the Housing
Act of 1966 to insure compatibility with the regional plan, did the local gov-
ernments pool such planning into what is now the Metropolitan Planning Com-
mission for the Kansas City Region. The Commission, over the last five years,
has prepared many detailed plans for the orderly development of the region
with substantial backup and coordination with transportation planning with
the Missouri and Kansas Highway Departments. It has also developed an ex-
cellent set of maps and socio-economic information about the region which has
been used not only by governments but by private enterprise in decisions af-
fecting the region’s development.

Again, with the “carrots” offered by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development through ‘“701g” funds, the Mid-America Council of Governments
was established in 1967. This body consists entirely of elected officials of var-
ious governments in the region. The Metropolitan Planning Commission which
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is a 32-man body consists of 12 members who are elected officials with the re-
maining 20 non-elected.

Subsequent to these two organizations being formed, there soon came into
being the Mid-America Comprehensive Health Planning Agency. This agency
was formed pursuant to another Federal grant program, Section 314b of the
HEW Health Planning Program. The Northwest Missouri Law Enforcement
Assistance Council with its counterpart on the Kansas side were also formed
to carry out the LEAA program of law enforcement and criminal justice pro-
grams. In addition, there is also the Kansas City Area Transportation Author-
ity which is responsible for the areawide transit system.

Presently, there is a strong recognition as to the need to consolidate this
proliferation of metropolitan agencies. Proposals are now being considered on
how these several agencies can be_coordinated; and hopefully, to better utilize
Federal planning funds to avoid duplication and to achieve better plans and
programs and involvement of the entire citizenry.

The proposed restructuring of these metropolitan agencies into a new Mid-
America Regional Council (MARC) is still being considered on the basis of the
region’s eight counties and the four largest cities each being represented by a
single elected official. Additional representation would be provided for the
smaller communities who would caucus on a county-by-county basis to send one
city mayor from each county to the Regional Council. In addition, the pro-
posed Articles of Agreement for this new Council call for a respresentative
from each Governor of Missouri and Kansas, three members at large from the
Kansas side, and the chairman of the Comprehensive Health Planning Agency,
the Area Trasnportation Authority and the Law Enforcement Assistance Coun-
cil. This proposed organization has not been finalized and is still subject to
modification by the participating counties and cities.

If the above proposed categorical grant program with the strings set forth
above were instigated, this would require the Kansas City Region to further
reorganize its council on a basis of dividing the region in sectors with repre-
sentatives to the Council elected by the citizens in each sector. Hopefully, the
sectors could be so drawn as to achieve representation across state and county
boundary lines which for purposes of regional activity are relatively meaning-
less.

Certainly as such a council takes on the responsibilities suggested above, a
definitive regional plan could be drawn with priorities based upon areawide
goals and objectives. An interchange of ideas between suburbanites and inner
city families could result in a truly regional effort.

As the Federal Administrative Regions would provide Federal funds to the
regional council, the Mid-America Regional Councils would have to undertake
some hard thinking in deciding which local governments or special districts
would have the capability and viability of truly implementing the priorities of
the regional plan. This would have to be done for sewers on a basin basis,
inner city playfields versus regional parks, urban streets versus regional ex-
pressways, suburban development versus inner city improvements. The exercise
in such decision-making might well eventually knit the people of the region to-
gether into recognizing the true viability of the metropolitan economy.

Chairman Borrine. Mr. Keith, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN P. KEITH, PRESIDENT, REGIONAL PLAN
ASSOCIATION, INC., NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mr. Kerra. Mr. Bolling, I am happy to be here for several rea-
sons. One, to have an opportunity to discuss these matters with you,
and also to join in this occasion with two old friends of mine, Bob
Wood and Stuart Eurman. They have set the stage well for the few
remarks that I would add.

My prepared statement has been filed with the committee’s office,
and I will make a few points to lead into the discussion.

First, I think it is obvious to us all, although perhaps it was not a
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decade ago, that national policies and actions vitally affect metropol-
itan areas. These héarings would not be held, if the country were
not firmly set on that course. I might remind Bob Wood that in
1959 when he was closing his book 1400 Governments for Regional
Plan, we had a discussion on just this point. As a gesture at the end
of the book, he added a paragraph or two that said that the adverse
trends exposed by the New York metropolitan region study, of
which his book was one of the nine volumes, would come to pass un-
less the Federal Government took a hand in metropolitan problems.
Well, a lot of water has gone over the dam since then, and Bob—
when Under Secretary of HUD—had his chance to take a hand for
the Federal Government in some of these issues.

It may not be as clear, conversely, to Federal agencies that State
and local policies are affecting national programs very severely. We
all know of the principal issues of welfare, and of education, and
the fact that the handling of these in some parts of the country has
had a catastrophic impact on other parts of the country. In particu-
lar, our own region has been severely impacted by the welfare and
educational issues and the way they have been handled elsewhere.

Nationally, we have seized on regional planning as a way of
bringing some of these problems into focus. I must admit that when
the Congress first looked at these matters and decided in open space,
transportation, and in other areas, that it was going to insist upon
‘regional planning, in our office the comment was, “Now that we have
been found, I hope we are not found wanting.” It may be, we felt,
that the Congress is calling for more than regional planning is pre-
pared to deliver at this stage of development of the “state of the
art.” That can only be remedied by giving it the assignments and
funding to work its way through to suitable answers.

I think perhaps the analogy might be made that regional plan-
ning agencies are like an egg timer, in which the sand pours from
one end to the other through a small orifice. Federal policies like-
wise have to go through the neck of regional planning, and if you
turn the egg timer over, State and local policies that impact on Fed-
eral policies have got to go through much the same process. So, you
might look on regional p%anning as being that small funnel through
which ideas and policies have to pass in either direction. In other
words, regional planning is at the throat of the economie, social, and
physical development process. '

I would now like to suggest that there are some disabilities with
regional planning. First, there is really no set of national urban pol-
ictes within which we are working. It has become more and more evi-
dent in our metropolitan area as we have accomplished what we call
the second regional plan that we are dealing with “deuces wild,” if
you will, with respect to issues beyond our control. It troubles peo-
ple when we say that it is quite clear now that the New York metro-
politan region, and I speak of an area roughly from New Haven to
Trenton, could be in the order of 28-30 million people by the year
2000. The 1970 census figure was 20 million. People are really horri-
fied and say, “Why can you not stop growth?” Well, no region can
really stop growth by itself.
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It has to be working within a set of national policies, and yet we
have not seen them emerge. We have made representations at the na-
tional level, particularly to the Urban Coalition, Urban Institute
and the A.C.I.R., and we understand there is a group in the White
House that is considering this issue, and your own committee is. No
regional planning agency, looking to the next three decades, can deal
with a region and its growth without some consideration of national
policies. Take, for example, the Aviation Advisory Commission that
the Congress recently established. We were a party in suggesting
that Commission because we were faced with a serious airport prob-
lem in our metropolitan area. It became clear to us that many of the
answers that really counted lay in the Federal domain. I will not go
through the whole matter, but I will just mention a few issues: Can
electronic guidance increase the number of aircraft landings per
minute? That is not an issue that a regional planning agency can
settle. That is an issue that only the FAA can settle. Can you trans-
fer short-haul passengers to other forms of aircraft; for example,
VSTOL or to surface modes, for example, rail? Another question,
can scheduling be revised so as to increase the number of passengers
to be carried on any given aircraft so as to decrease the number of
landings? My main point being that regional planning has to relate
to some set of national policies. '

Since it has taken us over 40 years to learn how to do regional
planning in the New York region, and because it took a decade to
accomplish the 1929 Plan of New York and Its Environs, and a sim-
ilar span for the second regional plan to emerge, I suspect it might
take at least that long or longer to develop a set of national urban
policies. I urge you, therefore, to get on with the job, because it will
be then about 1980 or 1985 before those national policies begin to
take hold.

The second disability, as I see it, is that there is little recognition
of what is a regional. The question of scale enters here, and I am
struck more and more in recent years with this point: We find that
we have more in common with the planning in Paris, in London, in
Tokyo, and if you will, even the planning in Moscow, than we do
with the planning in most of the metropolitan areas of the United
States except for two, the Chicago and Los Angeles metropolitan
areas. In this country, they are what I would call the two other met-
ropolitan giants. You are dealing with various sizes of metropolitan
areas. Take Dade County, Miami, to use an example. It is a metro-
politan area which is basically a county in size, and the things that
are regional on a county scale are not necessarily regional at a 31-
county scale, as is the New York region. I would illustrate by saying
that about 10 years ago, with the help of The Twentieth Century
Fund, we brought together representatives of the major metropoli-
tan areas along the east coast. As we thought about our common
concerns along megalopolis (Boston to Washington), it quickly be-
came apparent that there were three things we really needed to get
our hand on to shape that kind of superregion. One was transporta-
tion, which I think is obvious. Another was water supply. The third
was open space. Regional Plan has since called, as you may know,
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for 10,000 square miles of mountain parkland as a backdrop to the
megalopolitan area, whether in Federal, State, or local ownership,
for capturing all of the remaining seashores that remain along the
Atlantic urban seaboard, and for putting good sections of the river
valleys into parkland in order to shape this great megalopolitan re-
gion. The point is, at that scale there are only a few things that are
truly “region shaping” and, therefore, that must be dealt with in
megalopolitan-scale planning. At the regional scale of the New York
area—and I do not want to sound like I am touting our size—the lo-
cation of regional activities as identified in our second plan shape
the area in our judgment. These regional activities consist of
office-service jobs; higher education, cultural and health facilities,
major department stores, and the like—the kinds of destinations
which people get on our region’s major transportation network to
reach. Regional planning at the New York region scale consists,
therefore, of being able to affect the location of those regional activi-
ties in order to shape the region. It is not like dealing at the scale of
a county, where many more things are region shaping.

That brings me to my third point on the disabilities of regional
planning as it exists today. There is little democratic review of the
process or of the goals and the values that are being established.
This is truer with respect to the metropolitan giants. Foe example,
our Tri-State Transportation Commission, which is our official plan-
ning agency, indicates in its plan that the direction things are
going is the direction that people want to go because that is what
they are buying. In my judgment that is only because people have
not seen any other options that they could select. They do not know
what the alternatives are nor the costs, and until they are shown
other possibilities by regional planners, they are naturally going to
go the only way they know. And so, planners that determine the
public’s values from their own or from what the public is doing at
any given time seem to me to be a little off course. There is no way
to determine what the public is thinking about official planning in
our region; as a matter of fact, there are very few people in our
area that know there is any regional planning going on at all or
who does it. So, the question is how would you insert into the proc-
ess some sort or democratic review ? At Regional Plan Association we
have tried, and I again remind you, though, that we are a private
agency. We have taken our concepts to the public via television and
the written word, and used a feedback process to get readings on
public reactions. We have done essentially the same thing in ma-
jor meetings county-by-county, relating the impact of second plan
concepts to those counties, what would happen if those concepts
were adopted. We solicited feedback through a written question-
naire. Through this process we are getting an understanding of
what the public wants and not too surprisingly the feedback is not
always what the planners would think 1t would be. We are all walk-
ing on dangerous ground, and it is understandable why the public is
not necessarily following. People are uneasy; they are aware plan-
ning is going on, but they are not sure where 1t is taking them.

So, these four points, I think, are very important in terms of any
judgment that you might be making about improving regional plan-
ning. One, we need a national set of policies within which we are
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working at a regional scale. Two, we need to understand that there
are regions, and regions, and regions: They are not all the same in
terms of their size and their requirements. Three, we have to relate
what is regional to the matter of scale, it being different depending
on the region. I get the impression that Federal agencies take cookie
cutters to all of us; we are all supposed to fit into the same mold.
And fourth, the question of democratic review of regional planning,
which again is related to scale. If the metropolitan area is the scale
of one county, then perhaps the regional plan can be reviewed by
the county legislature; but if the area extends into three States, there
is no legislative body coterminous with the region.

T had several points in my prepared statement that dealt with
what we might do to answer some of these disabilities. I am firmly
committed to the view that you need an urban growth policy center.
Now, somewhere in the National Government several agencies are
thinking in these terms, but nobody seems to be really assigned the
function. I have said that it is going to take a good long time to un-
derstand how to do this. Second, I think you need a metropolitan
desk as I call it, or a chairman of a Federal council, or whatever
you might call it, to deal with Federal relations with respect to met-
ropolitan giants, at a minimum. That is to say, I am not sure that
because you would have a Federal administrator dealing with urban
activities within the great metropolitan area, we will say at the scale
of the metropolitan giants, that you need to have something compa-
rable for every SMSA. That may not be necessary, but at least at
the metropolitan scale that I am familiar with, I believe that it is.
And, I might remind you that the Federal Government seemed to be
heading in that direction some years ago when the Bureau of the
Budget had a group working out on the west coast bringing to-
gether through a Federal council, I believe they called it, Federal,
State, and local agencies to establish common directions. And finally,
I would think that any process dealing with regional planning
would insist upon some experimentation with public participation.
You see, there is evolving a concern, even a distrust, on the part of
the public that they do not know where the great decisions are being
made. I do not think we are going to get the public’s cooperation
unless they do know where and what in the good old spirit of the
way this country runs. These actions I think respond in part at least
to some of the disabilities of regional planning which I have de-
seribed. '

I will not go into the basic concepts of our second regional plan
which has been described to you, Senator Humphrey, by one of your
old friends, Bill Shore. It is set forth, in part, at page 285 of part 2
of your hearings. I would hope, however, that these observations
would start the ball rolling.

Thank you.

(The prepared statement, with attachments, of Mr. Keith fol-
lows:

) PREPARED STATEMENT OF JoHN P. KEITH

My name is John P. Keith. I am responding to your invitation to Regional

Plan Association to testify on our experience in the New York Urban Region
with intergovernmental relations, regional planning and urban development,
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with particular reference to federal responsibility for urban development pat-
terns. Regional Plan Association, of which I am President, has been planning
for New York City and its environs since the 1920's; our precursor agency pro-
duced the first regional plan the world had ever seen and then established it-
self as this Association in 1929.

Though all too slowly and with occasional backsliding, the federal govern-
ment has been moving in a logical direction in regard to urban development.
No one would favor detailed federal planning for the nation; yet no one can
deny that federal actions and policies have a tremendous effect on urban de-
velopment and should be rationally contemplated rather than allowed to buffet
urban areas whimsically. Federal mortgage guarantees for one-family houses
but not for apartments is a well-known example of such buffeting. Similarly,
no one can deny that state and local actions often have national implications;
therefore, there should be national input on those actions so that all affected
by a public decision have a voice in its determination. For example, some
states’ decision to pay very low welfare grants and offer minimal education to
some of their citizens has had a catastrophic impact on regions like mine who
have received these impoverished and poorly educated people.

Similarly, our states take action which shape the growth pattern of the New
York Region, again with little over-all idea of what they are doing or what
they should be doing to shape that growth. An example is the haphazard loca-
tion of state college campuses. And as the nation is affected by state and local
policies, so our states are affected by county and local decisions. And the
states, like the federal government, now choose not to exercise much influence
over these decisions even though that leaves a large portion of the states’ resi-
dents without any voice in what vitally affects them. The most obvious exam-
ple is zoning, which—our Association has demonstrated—actually is cutting
down the total housing that is being built in our Region despite a need that
grows desperate. Further, zoning is separating rich from poor, black from
white and workers from their jobs or job opportunities.

What we are after, then, is a framework for planning and decision-making
on urban development that (1) coordinates federal and state policies with re-
gional planning, county planning and local planning, but also (2) influences re-
gional, county and local planning where they deal with issues strongly affect-
ing their neighbors throughout the state or nation.

‘We understand tht the White House has assigned a team to work outra set
of urban growth policies for the nation. Our recommendation would be that
these policies identify development issues which are national in impact and
which therefore require a national input on state or even local policies. To
some degree, the U.S. Department of Transportation does this on highway
routing and priority, but not enough. Often federal money is used for very
low-priority, but not enough. Often federal money is used for very low-priority
highways because the money is available and the routes can be taken with lit-
tle public outery, but seen nationwide, it is a poor use of federal funds. Fur-
thermore, state and local policies that exacerbate racial tensions or limit the
construction of desperately-needed housing or slow down the economy by inef-
ficient accommodation of jobs do not have any national input although the
whole nation suffers from adverse state and local decisions.

A somewhat different kind of issue relates to where the nation’s population
should grow. This is of tremendous importance to every urban area, and only
federal policy can affect it much. Both ingredients of regional growth are na-
tionally affected: (1) natural increase in any region is a funection of national
growth rates and (2) migration from one area to another—both more affected
by national conditions than local. We often are urged to propose a policy to
stop growth in our Region. We must reply that until there is zero population
growth nationally, only a national population location policy can begin to
achieve that and then only after many years and imperfectly, if European ex-
perience is any guide. But as our Region’s population reaches about 28 million
by the end of the century, we may run out of adequate nearby open recreation
lands—beachfronts and ski slopes and quiet paths. We suspect it will take that
long to gear up a population distribution policy so we would recommend that
the machinery be considered soon.

On the other hand, as we have said, federal policies should not run counter
to regional plans where there is little national implication. Somehow, when a
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region plans its destiny, the federal forces unleashed on that region should
help to implement the plan rather than flying in the face of it.

To this second need, there has been a reasonable federal approach in recent
years: requiring regional planning agency to determine whether they conform.
This at least has the beginnings of a logic; in fact, however, there are two se-
rious disabilities. First, federal policies allow too little flexibility. For example,
a reglon that chooses to rely more heavily on public transportation than other
regions is penalized by not being able to use Highway User funds for public
transportation even where it would improve travel for the motorist as well as
the transit rider. Second, because the federal government has accepted too lit-
tle of the financial burden of poverty, that burden has devolved unbearably on
the older cities, where poverty tends to locate. Poverty is clearly a national
problem, not a local problem; it grows out of shifts in the national economy
and it grows urgent because of national communication media which raise ex-
pectations and demands. By burdening the older cities with much of the prob-
lems of poverty and its costs, the federal government has sentenced most older
cities to decline rather than allowing them to fulfill the functions of cities:
bringing people together for easy interchange.

The theory of regional planning enforced by federal grants has a second
weakness. Regional planning is not a democratic process; nor do we have any
. clear idea of how to plan a region democratically.

Regional Plan Association has pioneered in public participation in regional
planning, and I commend to you a volume of ours called Public Participation
in Regional Planning in which the issues are raised. Suffice to say now that
unless an official regional planning agency has found some democratic proce-
dure for producing or ratifying a regional plan, a blind submission to that
plan by the federal government would be a mistake.

Our Association is trying to do the next best thing to creating a democratic
procedure—we are opening the discussion of basic issues as broadly as possi-
ble. With a television series in 1963 and a long string or well-attended public
meetings complete with small-group discussion and written questionnaire re-
sponses, we have been walking step by step with that public which has been
willing to take part in regional planning. Now we are contemplating a massive
Town Meeting of the Region to which every single television station in the Re-
gion has pledged itself. We are now raising the funds needed to do the job. In
it, we will compare our concept of where the New York Region should be
heading with the official planning organization’s concept—Tri State Transpor-
tation Commission’s and other official plans for sectors of the Region.

To recapitulate my major point: the goal is a set of federal growth policies
that (1) influence regional and even local plans where these affect national in-
terests and (2) coordinate with regional and local plans where they do not
substantially affect national interests but conversely where federal action carn
affect regional and local interests. The coordination, however, must take into
consideration that existing regional planning is not yet geared to the demo-
cratie process, at least in the instances in which I am aware.

Now, if you are to move toward these goals, a number of conditions should
be kept in mind :

METROPOLITAN SCALE

At some point of size, the largest urban agglomerations become different and
require separate, if not unique, handling. At Regional Plan Association we
have often been struck that in planning the New York Region we have more
in common with London, Tokyo, Paris and even Moscow, than we do with
most cities of the United States. The exceptions are Chicago and Los Angeles,
this country’s other metropolitan giants. Nevertheless, the Congress and fed-
eral agencies tend to view all metropolitan areas alike. For example, Dade
County (Miami) is a major metropolitan area, but the New York Region has
several countries among its thirty-one that are of comparable scale. I am not
bragging about our size, Chamber of Commerce fashion but simply pointing
out that what is metropolitan in some urban areas is county scale in a larger
region and perhaps should be considered in the same way as one of our coun-
ties rather than as you would treat our whole urban region. How to organize
the federal bureaucracy to respond to the similarities and the differences is
the issue.



720

WHAT IS REGIONAL?

The question of what is regional and what is not is of large consequence to
any consideration of how to deal with urban development. To illustrate: in the
early sixties, Regional Plan Association (with the help of The Twentieth Cen-
tury Fund) gathered representatives of the major metropolitan areas along the
Atlantic Urban Seaboard (Boston to Washington). We all quickly agreed that
we have only a very few matters in common which should be considered to-
gether—inter-city transportation, major open spaces and, in part at least,
water. To affect these is to shape megalopolitan growth, we concluded.

At the New York Region scale, probably the most difficult task encountered
in fashioning our Second Regional Plan was the question of what is of signifi-
cance in shaping the Region. To the above, we added most importantly, the lo-
cation of employment (especially office and service jobs) and other large activ-
ities, viz., major shopping and health facilities, higher education, the arts.
These activities attrract many people to come a long way. They therefore
travel on the regional, rather than local, transportation network to reach
them.

In a smaller metropolis, undoubtedly more factors would be of region-shap-
ing consequence.

Now to propose some administrative machinery for coming close to the sug-
gested goals.

NATIONAL URBAN GROWTH POLICY CENTER

We would recommend that the White House group which we have heard has
been assigned the responsibility for producing a suggested urban growth policy
at least begin by opening up the agenda for wide discussion. I believe that our
organization was among the first to urge that such a policy be formulated. We
suggested that the National Urban Coalition establish a study of urban growth
policy. In addition, there is the Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental Re-
lations, with a great deal of experience of relevance, and now your own
committee is developing an expertness. I suggest that all of us have something
to contribute to The White House deliberations—if, indeed, they are deliberat-

From the New York Region’s viewpoint, we think we can accommodate the
growth projected for the duration of our Second Regional Plan, even up to 30
million by the year 2000 or shortly after but beyond that a national growth
policy probably will be needed. Since our first Plan of the 1920's took a decade
to create as did the Second Plan, a national growth policy could take as much
more time, say to 1980 or 1985 if begun now. Its real impact, then, would only
be felt during the closing years of the century. And since it has taken five dec-
ades of regional thinking to reach our present limited state of understanding,
it is none too soon to commence a national urban growth policy effort.

FEDERAL ORGANIZATION TO RELATE TO URBAN REGIONS

The federal Bureaucracy must meld the national urban growth policy with
regional plans to guide actions, to achieve commonality of purpose.

For the three metropolitan giants, at least, a “metropolitan desk” or “chair-
man of a federal council” might prove salutary.

The function of this office would be to coordinate the many arms of the fed-
eral government operating within the area of the largest metropolises along
the lines of national and regional policies. The role would be similar to that of
the ambassador abroad whose role is to see that agencies of this country oper-
ate within the over-all foreign policies of the nation.* New York City has ex-
perimented along these lines for specific growth centers. as suggested by Re-
gional Plan Association’s Second Regional Plan. A direct officer of the May
oversees all City development actions in Jamaica, Queens, a potential new sub-
center, for example. Not that all City agencies are not in accord with the Ja-
maica Center concept, but the coordination, timing and dedication of their ef-
forts cannot be left to change. In much the same fashion, coordination of
federal actions bearing on the growth and shape of this country’s metropolitan
giants needs attention. The manner of implementation requires consideration,
and it might differ somewhat by area ; however, it is much needed.

*See Amory H. Bradford, Oakland’s Not for Burning, David McKay Company, Inc.,
New York (1968)
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SUMMARY

We therefore recommend that a set of national urban growth policies be
worked out more openly than they seem to be now, tapping the wide experience
available. Second, we urge that the largest urban regions be able to deal with
the federal government in a coordinated way with a chairman of urban agencies
in the area or a direct White House representative able to work with all related
federal agencies to focus U.8. programs toward a conscious set of regional goals.

But we remind you that existing regional planning processes need more
democratic characteristics.

Finally, let me conclude where I began : federal-regional relations must coordi-
nate federal policies to fit with regional goals but also must influence regional
policies where national issues are at stake.
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PLANS FOR THE NEW YORK REGION

THE SECOND REGIONAL PLAN: A DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Boris Pushkarev, Vice President, Research and Planning, Regional Plan
Association, New York City

The Plan for New York City often has been criticized for not being a
plan in the traditional sense—no map on the wall to show the end-state
as of the year 2000. I must admit that The Second Regional Plan, in
contrast to its illustrious predecessor, the 1926-1931 Regional Plan of
New York and Its Environs, shares the same failing—no map on the wall
to show the year 2000.

In fact, when we first published The Second Regional Plan: A Draft
for Discussion almost two years ago, it was with some trepidation that
we omitted the traditional map; we were glad to see the New York City
Planning Commission follow our example. Now we are in good company.

Seriously, it appears that the world around us is becoming too complex
and moving too fast for traditional graphic design exercises relating to
the far future to be the focal point of a plan. What is needed instead is a
package of policies for today, based on a rigorous framework of analysis
directed at key strategic issues. The analysis includes, of course,
projections into the future—these are indispensable for judging the
validity of today’s decisions. But, just as importantly, the analysis should
not be comprehensive. This is another iconoclastic innovation of The
Second Regional Plan. Instead of trying to be comprehensive, we de-
liberately were selective and strategic; instead of dealing with all of a
multitude of urban activities, the plan focuses on those which it believes
to be region-shaping. Hence our interest in the location of such region-
shaping activities as offices, universities, and department stores, which
few regional plans explicitly consider.

Our analysis starts, conventionally enough, with a projection of em-
ployment and population for the Tri-State Region, an area which extends
from New Haven to Trenton, and from Ocean County, New Jersey to
Poughkeepsie; and in our present definition, it covers 12,750 square miles
and 31 counties in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut. Our latest
projection indicates that the population of this region will grow from 20
million in 1970 to 28.2 million in 2000, assuming that the nation’s popu-
lation will reach about 300 million in the year 2000. Employment is pro-
jected to grow accordingly from about 8.4 million to about 12.3 million.
The story gets really interesting, however, if we stratify employment by
type. Employment in blue-collar jobs is projected to remain virtually
stable, increasing only about 7 per cent over the next 30 years. White-

1
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collar employment, in contrast, will increase by about 66 per cent and
will account for close to two-thirds of total employment in the region
30 years from now. Service jobs will grow at a comparable rate, and will
account for about one-seventh of total employment.

The white-collar revolution expected will have profound implications
for the type of urban facilities required. For example, we project that
floorspace in office buildings will roughly double—from almost 500 million
square feet today to almost 1 billion square feet 30 years from now.
Anybody who had misgivings about 10 million square feet of office space
in the World Trade Center should think about where to locate the
~equivalent of 50 World Trade Centers over the next 30 years.

College enrollments will grow at a rate even faster than office space,
increasing about two and one-half times. The demand for floorspace in
hospitals, department stores, and apartment houses also will grow at a
faster rate than population as per capita income doubles, in real terms,
and household size and age composition shift. .

The sum total of these projected office buildings, universities, hospitals,
department stores, and apartment houses represents a huge- market
of regional activities which could prosper in environments of high inter-
action—in existing and new urban centers. They have great potential
to affect regional form. Today, of course, a great majority of these
tegional activities are scattered randomly by a multitude of public and
private decision-makers, each concerned with minimizing his own short-
run costs in money and aggravation and not concerned at all with build-
ing a coherent urban region. The result is “Spread City”—or Los Angeles
wrapped around Manhattan. This observation leads us then to the
first policy of The Second Regional Plan.

1. Those regional activities which are amenable to concéntration
should be clustered in a relatively few, large, diverse urban centers, both
existing and new. Specifically, this means:

(a) Manhattan should be allowed to accommodate its anticipated
demand for central office space. To those who suggest that Manhattan is
already too crowded, we retort that the net increment of 160 million
square feet of office floorspace, which we project for 1972-2000, would,
at densities prevalent in new construction, consume only 180 acres, or
about 1.5 per cent of the island’s total land area. If densities of new
office construction were doubled, this land requirement would shrink by
half.

Pedestrian congestion in the Manhattan central business district today
is not the result of high densities, but rather the result of misallocation
of space at surface level when 40-story buildings were erected on side-
walks designed to serve four-story buildings. With reduced building
coverage, reduced areas for vehicular circulation, and increased space in
below- and above-ground passageways and mezzanines, much higher
building densities can be accommodated at very much higher levels of
pedestrian comfort. To achieve this, changes are needed in zoning
regulations, in street width standards, and in cooperative procedures

2
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between builders, the City Planning Commission, and the Transit Author-
ity in regard to reconstruction of subway stations and mezzanines. Our
forthcoming pedestrian environment design report will recommend just
such changes. Moreover, the current program of transit expansion has
to be viewed ds just a first phase, with more to come.

(b) Investment should focus on three subcenters in the region’s de-
clining cores Jamaica, Downtown Brooklyn, and Newark. A number of
programs toward this end are already underway in Jamaica and Brooklyn.
They will help relieve office pressures on Manhattan and the suburbs,
capitalize on a lot of existing investment, and place the dynamic part of
the region’s economy in immediate proximity to the region’s largest
ghetto areas.

(c) In the established suburban counties, emphasis should be placed
on concentration of metropolitan-scale activities in existing downtowns
such as White Plains, Bridgeport, or New Brunswick, or in quasi-down-
town areas which can become new centers, such as Central Nassau
County. About 10 centers of this type are indicated.

(d) In the farther-out, newly developing suburbs, ‘markets will not
be sufficiently large and compact to generate truly multi-purpose centers,
but metropolitan activities there, too, should be nucleated, even if at a
smaller scale. Our forthcoming work on the Mid-Hudson Region will
provide examples.

Aside from providing interaction for activities located there, centers
will yield the added benefits of: (1) facilitating public transportation,
which can only work if the density of trip destinations is high; (2) pro-
viding a focus for civic life and civic pride for the growing metropolitan
population beyond the reach of Manbattan; and (3) being visually dis-
tinctive, sparing both the roadside and the countryside.

To achieve a pattern of centers, state and county public policies and
private-decisions must be coordinated. Universities should not be located
under airport runways anymore, offices or shopping centers should be
located in consonance with a feasible transportation program, and public
land banking and equitable tax-sharing will be necessary.

This principle of clustering activities in high-density centers with
easy pedestrian circulation leads us to the second principle of The
Second Regional Plan.

2. A key measure of the performance of an urban region is how many
opportunities for contact it offers within a reasonable range of time and
cost. If many people are packed closely together in space, but travel
within that high-density space is so slow that more opportunities can be
reached with the same effort in a low-density area, the advantages of
clustering are negated. To save the old cities, to fully capitalize on the
advantages of high density, much higher internal speeds than the present
4 to 8 m.p.h. door-to-door are essential in Manhattan and the smaller old
downtowns.

Investment in high-speed transportation within the high-density older
areas will yield the greatest payoff in terms of time-savings per dollar

3
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invested because the number of people affected is so large and the present
speeds are so slow.

Transportation investment in high-density areas has to take the form
of a few additional freeways, such as tunnels under Manhattan and the
completion of some circumferentials. But the lion’s share clearly has to go
to public transportation. The problem is that existing rapid transit
technology cannot be very rapid within New York City given our re-
quirements for station spacing and the more general limitations on ac-
celeration. In the new technology currently being offered, we have seen
only one item that fills the bill for a true breakthrough in trunk-line
travel in high-density areas, and that is gravity-vacuum transit. For
- the first time in five years, the federal government seems to be taking
it seriously.

It is our conviction that the current program of conventional rapid
transit expansion in New York City—to be completed by about 1980
—should be the last one. The next round of transit expansion should be
based on radically new technology which would enable us to make the
trip from 241st Street in the Bronx to Grand Central Station not in 43
minutes (if on schedule), but in 14.5 minutes, with 10 intermediate
stops, and which would enable us to phase out, economically, some 70
miles of elevated lines which are still defacing the outer parts of the
city.

t%"urther, only a combination of high-speed and high-amenity access,
such as gravity-vacuum transit can provide, can make the decaying “gray
areas” of the city outside Manhattan sufficiently desirable to attract sub-
stantial capital for large-scale housing reconstruction. Otherwise, the
suburbs will keep attracting all who can afford to live there and the city
will keep losing.

3. Open spaces are the lungs of the region just as job centers and
transportation links are its heart and arteries. It will do us no good to have
a region with strong centers and a high degree of accessibility if it will
suffocate for lack of open space. We see two areas where there is a danger
of this:

(a) In the built-up parts there is increasing pressure to nibble away
at open space in a shortsighted response to immediate fiscal and political
pressures. Farsighted open space planning of earlier decades, for example,
is being negated as highway lanes are carved out of marginal landscaping.
Open space in built-up areas is irreplaceable; housing and commercial
buildings are not. It is impossible for the region to grow without re-
locating existing uses, and the frictions of relocation must be compen-
sated as part of the improvement cost, not at the expense of the long-
term livability of the region (nor at the expense of those persons and
businesses in the way).

Like in the Manhattan central business district, the land surface in
the outer boroughs of New York City and in other older cities of the
region is quite inefficiently used; it could support much higher densities
with much more green open space. As we embark on large-scale pro-

4
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grams to reconstruct the region’s older places, built in a hurry for a dif-
ferent era, we can and should gain hundreds of acres of new parks
right where the bulk of the population is living—large waterfront parks
along our great waterways, as well as green urban squares and corridors,
something more than the vest-pocket asphalt lots we seem to take pride
in now.

(b) Beyond the built-up parts of the region, along mountain ridges
and bodies of water, dispersed accessibility by auto is sprinkling ultra-
low density development and quasi-recreational activities all over the
landscape, so that even though the landscape will in fact be largely empty,
it will increasingly look like one continuous neon strip. Therefore, large-
scale public land acquisition of permanent green reserves, similar to
RPA’s 10,000-square-mile Appalachian park proposal, is the order of the
day now, not 20 years from now.

4. A “good region” is incompatible with a growing separation of rich
and poor from their jobs and from each other, and with racial separation.
What we are witnessing is a kind of socioeconomic “inversion,” the
white-collar jobs are where the poor people live and the blue-collar jobs
go begging in areas accessible only to the well-to-do. If current trends
continue, New York City will be 50 per cent black and Puerto Rican by
1985, while the suburbs will barely increase their proportion of blacks
and Puerto Ricans to about 10 per cent.

The goal must be to reverse this inversion: to open housing op-
portunities for blue-collar workers near the new blue-collar jobs in the
suburbs and to make central cities attractive to middle-class families
with children. The above three policies on metropolitan centers, high-
speed access within the core, and open space are all aimed in this
direction, but must be augmented by three more.

(1) The costs of poverty-linked services must be lifted from the old
cities and assumed by the national govemment at roughly twice their
present level. This will give the old cities the financial ability to fulfill
traditional municipal services at a high level with substantial improve-
ment in income-maintenance and compensatory education, public health,
and housing,

(2) The fiscal and zoning responsibilities for building the new urban
fabric in the suburbs must likewise be partially transferred from local
municipalities to higher levels of government. The bottleneck in the
housing market, from which the middle class and not just the poor are
beginning to suffer, cannot be uncorked unless unrealistic zoning practices
which inflate housing costs are broken.

(3) Educational and training programs must be geared to fill the white-
collar jobs the economy is offering and to overcome the skills gap. By
1985, 60 per cent of the available jobs in the region will be white-collar
but only 37 per cent of the non-white labor force will be trained to per-
form them.

In summary, The Second Regional Plan calls for higher density,
greater accessibility, much more open space, and an opportunity for all

5



727
Planning 1970

the metr:ﬁolitan communities of the region to be better balanced
economically, socially, and racially.

In traditional thinking, some of these “more of everything” objectives
may seem incompatible. We believe we have shown that much of this
traditional thinking is false, and that seemingly contradictory objectives
are complementary in fact. It is possible for a region of 30 million to
become a much better place than our present region of 20 million. To
what extent it will, depends on its own faith in its own future.

A reprint from PLANNING 1970, selected papers from the 1970
National Planning Conference of the American Society of Planning
Officials, New York City, April 4-9, 1970

Copyright © 1970 by American Society of Planning Officials
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by William B. Shore, Vice President for Public Affairs,
Regional Plan Association

Reprinted from City

MAGAZINE OF URBAN LIFE AND ENVIRONMENT
January/February 1971
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NCWYOl'k Suburbia ‘is so spread

out and scattered that there is no sense of be-
longing to a large community.’

In the New York urban region, the sub-
urbs are not the frontier. We d

* Small shoppmg centers for day-to-day

building suburbs 20 years ago. And what
people still call suburbia is not the frontier,
it is the end of the line — a logical conclu-
sion to fiscal zoning and escapism that
cannot work and soon must end.

Suburbs are local communities that use
a metropolis, mother city, for activities
that a local community isn’t large enough
to support. They have the best of both
worlds — identification with a small town
without giving up the choice and variety
of the great city. New York City and
Newark still have many real suburbs —
some of ‘them national symbols of sub-
urbia: Scarsdale, Bronxville, Great Neck,
Summit, Madison, Ridgewood, Westport,
New Canaan, Darien. They remain as they
started, communities primarily of the well-
to-do. But many there recognize their de-
pendence on the metropolis and their re-
sponsibility for its problems.

A few of these older suburbs have
changed. New Rochelle, Mount Vernon,
Englewood, Montclair, all have large
percentages of black people and prob-
ably much lower percentages of white-
collar commuters to Newark and Manhat-
tan. Physically, these suburbs remain, in
large part, attractive and well-maintained,
though there are si racial i

needs; “reg centers, usually
with two department stores and many
smaller shops, for major purchases.

+ Small hospitals dot the landscape, though
many people travel to larger hospitals in

Boston and Washington.”

Yet spread city continues to be built —
for two reasons.

First, for what it is not: it is not old
city. Residential neighborhoods are spa-
cious; there is room everywhere for the
automobile (indeed, it is shaped by the
demands of the auto); and the poor and
their problems are kept at arm's length.

Second, because of the present rules of
the game. Each municipality retains the
power to zone. Municipalities are not com-
plete communities. They do not provide all
lhe housmg, all the ]obs, alt the services a

nearby older cities, e.g., Bridgeport, Mor-
ristown, New Haven.

* New college campuses outside New York
City and Newark are scattered, inacces-
sible except by car.

The arts? Some 12 million people live
in the New York urban region outside
New York City and Newark — the wealth-
test 12 million in the world, the best-edu-
cated, purchasers of more books and mag-
azines than any other group in the country.
Yet they are unable to support any first-
class cultural institutions—no museum, no
symphony orchestra, no repertory theatre
of the first rank. Compare this to the 1%
million people in the Minneapolis-St. Paul
metropolitan area who support two first-
class museums, an excellent symphony,
and a nationally respected repertory
theater.

Why are these i2 million unable to
organize themselves to provide excellence
in health care, the arts, and other special-
ized entertainment? Not because so many
depend on Manhattan's offerings. Studies

in some.

All the commuter railroad suburbs seem
likely to remain subuibs and pleasant
places to live now that the three states —
Connecticut, New Jersey, and New York
— have pledged their treasure and their
sacred honor to modernize the rail net-
work. i

The scale of the New York urban region
must be understood to compare it to other
urban areas. There are 20 million people,
nearly a 10th of the nation, in an area of
13,000 square miles. Its 26 counties out-
side New York City include seven with
populations of about three-quarters of a
million or more; two have crossed the
million mark. .

Over the past two decades, more than
five million people have moved onto fand
in the New York urban region that was
vacant in 1950. Their settlements are not
suburbs. Some of the new residents work
in Manhattan or Ncwark but only a small

Al ing from
oulsxde the city mto lhe Manhattan cen-
tral business district is increasing, but the
increase — spread through a widening
urban area — is not strongly felt in most
residential areas. The rest of the resi-
dents work in every direction. Offices have
joined factories and research units at high-
way, interchanges or on roomy campuses.

As to services:

dis they do not. In any case, Man-
hattan’s cultural institutions could not pos-
sibly serve the artistically inclined of the
entire region if they all did try to use them.
No. The reason first-class artistic institu-
tions and hospitals are lacking outside of
New York City and Newark seems to be
that people living there do not see them-
selves as residents of a community large
enough to support the arts or major hospi-
tals. There is no metropolis, no center of
specialized activities around which a met-
ropolitan community might form. The
people are there, with their jobs and all
the things of the city, but it is all so spread
apart and scattered there is no sense of
belonging 10 a large ¢ ity. And they
are pretending they don't live in a city at
all. This is spread city.

In short, the development of the New
York urban region in the last 20 years has
provided residents with the worst of both
worlds. In some ways, they have little more
variety and choice and opportunity than
the small-city resident. Yet they are im-
bedded in a huge urban region — every-
where there are people. Houses march
over hilltops, cut into forests, fragment
stream valleys. “Downtown™ is the high-
way strip.

Spread city is not attractive. It is not
efficient. It offers no community: “Where
do you live?” “I live in a subdivision,

y will need. In
most cases, they should not; they are too
small to be welt ded urban

ties (as Great Britain found with its new
towns — small cities are not big enough).
But being only a piece of community, each
looks to the others to take what none of
them wants. And New York region mu-
nicipalilies have become expert at not pay-
ing their full share of social costs.

What is ble to lities?
One-family houses on large lots — half-
acre or larger; many municipalities allow
no lots smaller than an acre. Garden apart-
ments whose units are too small for fam-
ilies with children (these usually are al-
lowed on leftover bits of land that no one
claimed for one-family housing). Low,
asphalt-surrounded commerce along the
highways. Large offices surrounded by 300
acres of landscaping. Factories, if non-
polluting, usually allowed only along roads
that lead through the adjacent town.

Only the rich need apply

There is no new unsubsidized housing
being constructed in the New York urban
region for families carning under about
$12,000 a year — that's 70 per cent of lhe
reg:ons holds. And no icipality
is vol ing to subsidize h g for
another municipality’s poor. In these newly
-urbanizing areas, there is little older hous-
ing that might be cheaper. So there are
huge areas where only the rich need apply.

Segregation by income also segregates
by race. About 18 per cent of the New
York region’s population is black and
Puerto Rican. In the counties outside the
old urban core, the percentage is less than
half that. Furthermore, the ratio of black
and Puerto Rican in the population went
up 30 per cent in the region as a whole
between 1960 and 1968. In these counties
it went up more slowly. Finally, within
these outer counties, blacks and Puerto
Ricans are tightly segregated in the older
cities. In Morris County there are fewer
than 3 per cent and nearly all in Morris-
town and Dover. In Middlesex County,
there are 6 per cent, nearly all in New
Brunswick and Perth Amboy. In Fairfield
County there are 9% per cent, nearly all
in Bridgeport, Stamford and Norwalk. If
trends continue, New York City's popula-
tion will be half black and Puerto Rican
by 1985, Newark's 90 per cent, but the
regions outside the dozen older large
cmes will be only about 10 per cent.

along some highway, somewhere b

h g on large lots is costly
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to build, there are no new fi
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houses anywhere in the region at less than
$30,000 and few at less than $40,000.
Thls cuts the market for which private
can p . As a
fewer housing units are being built in the
New York urban region than there are
new households forming. In addmon,
some 70,000 units a year are b

against spread zoning.

Thnrd corpomuons are hesitating to lo-
cate large facilities where lower-skilled
and semiskilled people cannot easily reach
them, and corporate spokesmen are pub-
licly calling for more housing for their
workers outside the older cities.

Fourth, popular resistance to new high-
ways isi ing, but spread city is tolally

obsolete and should be replaccd—but
they have not been replaced over many
years, creating a huge backlog of sub-
standard housing.

Of course high interest rates have con-
tributed to slowing housing construction.
But builders could construct housing for
families with children earing $8,000 to
$12,000 a year, another 30 per cem oi
the region's h holds, if

dent on new high Nolhmg is
wnhm walking distance; lhere is no one
place that enough people want to reach to
support public transport; homes are too
far apart to permit walking to bus stops.
Seeds of change have begun to sprout:
court cases threatening to limit the discre-
tion of municipal zoning; the New York
State Urban Development Corporation,

set aside some of their vacant land for
attached housing and one-family houses
on small lots.

Builders haye demonstrated this in the
few places where it has been allowed.
They roam the countryside looking for
sites for such housing and spend unpro-
ductive hours arguing with municipal
councils and planning and zoning boards.
As a suburban newspaper in the region
remarked: “There are families looking for
housing and builders willing to provide it,
but they find their own local governments
telling them it can't be done.”

So the newer areas house the upper 30
per cent of the population by income. But
over the past decade they have received
almost all of the new factories in the re-
gion and about half of the new office space.

Until the recent recession, spread city
suffered severe shortages of low-skilled
employees. In Rockland County, New
York, for example, three state government
facilities alone were short some 1,100 em-
ployees recently — in a county with a total
labor force of about 50,000. Factories
there could not expand. One national cor-
poration’s major plant in the region is said
to be its most inefficient because workers
have to travel by car such long di

d to build without reference to
local zomng or building codes; study com-
missions in New Jersey, New York, and
Connecticut whose purview includes the
issue of local real estate taxation for
schools and its impact on urban develop-
ment; citizen groups intending to build
subsidized housing in newer areas, some
backed by major financial institutions;
large corporations speaking out against
one-class areas; counties speaking more
forthrightly about housing needs of their
whole area which municipal zoning and
housing action fail to provide.

The best of both worlds

But change to what? These awakening
forces are all negative—they are against
one-class areas, against separation of jobs
from the people who can fill them, against
lacing the countryside with highways. But
what positive vision is there of 2 good
society?

Regional Plan Association offers one.
Instead of the homogenized urbanization
of spread city, we propose centers, com-
munities, and green spaces. Local centers
in which day-to-day shopping and ser-
vices, meeting places, and government are
brought together and around whlch alocal

ity can form; cen-

to get there. Often the assembly line can-
not start on snowy, slippery mornings.

In the meantime, New York City is los-
ing factory production jobs, the largest
source of low-skilled jobs in the economy.
But their resident factory workers are
barred by all the rules of the game from
moving outward with their jobs.

This trend cannot continue, of course.
Exgry locality cannot have only the rich
people and the tax-profitable facilities.

In the developed suburban ring (15 to
25 miles out), and the developing spread-
city ring (25 to 50 miles out), there were
some older cities to dump the lower-
income elements into—Paterson, Passaic,
Bridgeport, Perth Amboy—so blue-collar
people could reach the spread-cnly 1obs
without th i spread-cn(y i

ters made up of higher :ducauon. major
hospital-health complexes, department and
specialty stores, corporate offices, and the
arts, around which a metropolitan com-
munity would form—the metropolitan
community made up of groups of local
communities. And again we would build
suburbs; the best of both worlds. A local
small town surrounded by green spaces but
without loss of the urban opportunities of
metropolitan living. Wherever possible,
these centers would be renewed and en-
larged older centers. New settlements
would accrete onto the old.

Housing would cluster around the cen-
ters as iron filings cluster around a steel
magnet, close together at the centers,
spreading out more as distance from the
center In the litan cen-

hoods. But as the reglon spreads outward,
there are fewer and smaller older cities.
Second, insufficient housing in the re-
gion as a whole is beginning to affect the
middle-income family and the children
even of the rich. This will add considerable

ter, high-rise apartments for “households
without children; surrounded by lower
apartments and town houses, then houses
on smali lots and, at the periphery, houses
with more space around them. People
would have a choice-—greater access or

greater space: whether to be near places
they want to reach frequently or instead
have more space around their homes. Re-
gional Plan questionnaires indicate that
many more people would choose less space
around their homes than they now have if
there were a metropolitan -center worth
going to outside of Manhattan.

Within each metropolitan community,
there should be a fuli range of populauon
by income and skills, achieved by assuring
a well-rounded housing supply. In newer
areas, subsidies will be needed because
there is too little older housing for families
with incomes below that for which private
builders can construct new housing.

This positive conception of whole met-
ropolitan communities with a range of
housing types and prices for everyones
wider choice, related to jobs and major fa-
cilities, is distinguished from the “liberal”
attitude one hears: every local community
must take some poor, some blacks, and
some Puerto Ricans. What a great wel-
come!

Transportation, too, should relate to
the centers. Centers should be the easiest
places to reach in their areas, the focal
point of public transportation as well as
highways. Public transportation should
have priority in reaching centers during
peak periods, e.g., exclusive bus lanes or
priority in entering the expressway system
leading to the center.

Centers and communities offer these
advantages over spread city:

* A sense of community, both local com-
munity and metropolitan community.
With that, the capacity to support high
quality activities that require large num-
bers of people, e.g., specialized medical
services, the arts, other entertainment, so-
cial services.

* A conceptual clarity of how the place is
organized as opposed to spread city's
randomness.

* Wider choice of jobs for the employee
and of talent for the employer.

* More efficient environment for many
office 1obs the fast-growing element in this
region’s economy.

* Making good public transportation pos-
sible and so cutting down some on highway
needs.

* More open countryside retained. The
typical office campus takes about 19 times
as much space as the same office activity
in the kind of center we recommend. In
addition, by scattering offices, they pene-
trate more countryside that otherwise
would have remained natural.

« Wider choice of living patterns.

* More * esthetically satisfying public
places. Clustered in a center that has had
design attention, stores and offices are
more likely to look good than if each has
to shout its wares at speeding motorists
along a highway. In a center, covered park-
ing substitutes for the sea of asphalt and
painted stee! that is the typical spread-city
landscape. And there is more variety in
sizes and shapes.

* Facilities right at hand, encouraging
people to do more than they otherwise

n
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might—to attend inui d

classes if they are near one’s job, togoto a
museum because it is next door to the
department store.

« Avoidance of local traffic jams caused
by large facilities going wherever they
please.

» Benefits for each facility from sharing
services with the others. One illustration:
shopping centers are beginning to add
theaters and offices and other “downtown”

activities; busi are now ad

putting department stores in office parks
These seem to be natural links we forgot
for a time.

+ Government can remain smaller and yet
effective. If spread city continues so there
is no beginning of urbanization and no
end, so subdivisions and jobs and com-
merce are related at random like a chain-
link fence built by blind and mad work-
men, then some sprawling regional gov-
ernmental body will be needed to coordi-
nate the whole. But if there are metropoli-
tan communities, most interaction will
take place within cach so they become rea-
sonable arcas for most decisionmaking.
Trymg to encircle a constamly en]argmg

region with a gover jur

will be large enough. In this
region, a metropolitan community can be
governed by existing strengthened county
govemmenu for now. Later, perhaps. theu'

daries will be to
fit the community that develops.
In public di i fol-

lowed by written questionnaire responses
to Regional Plan, the choice of centers,
communities, and green open spaces over
spread city has been decisive.

But under present rules, spread city is
faster, easier, and in the short run cheaper
for those making the decisions. Spread city
results from everyone doing his own thing.
Centers and communities require some
planning, some coordination.

be made to work much faster.

Third, the federal government must re-
lieve the older cities of the tremendous
burden that poverty places on them—for
some cities a financial burden (New York
City spends well over half a billion dollars
a year from its own taxpayers on poverty-
related public services) and for all cities a
social and psychological burden. One of
the main reasons the older downtowns can-
not fulfill a metropolitan center function is
the fear of poverty and its consequences.
The federal government should assume the
whole financial burden of poverty-related
public services—not just welfare but also
compensatory education, public health,
job trammg, housmg—and the nation’s in-

First, we must

limi the in i g poverty should be
of local propcrty laxes for schools which greally enlarged. Poverty is a national
ize their thath to take plsce mainly

force cach y to

fiscal needs rather than physical needs. A
wider taxing jurisdiction—the whole state
or perhaps each county—-might solve this
problem.

Second, since most metropolitan and
local centers (though not all) would be
enlarged and modernized existing down-
towns (in this region, for example, Bridge-

will not be necessary to allow everyone
ugmﬁcamly aﬂcc(cd bya polxcy to pamcx-
pate in its d

port, d, White Plains, Paterson,
] (Queens), d Brooklyn,
New Haven, Poughkeepsie, and probably
others), urban renewal processes must

tan Studies.

Contributors to the Survey

New York: William B. Shore, vice president for public affairs,
Regional Plan Association. Los Angeles: Mitchell Gordon,
West Coast editor, Barron’s Weekly and author of “Sick Cities.”
Denver: Anthony Ripley, Denver bureau, New York Times.
Indianapolis: Gordon Englehart, Indianapolis bureau, Louis-
ville Courier-Journal. Minneapolis-St. Paul: Ted Kolderie, ex-
ecutive director, Citizens League. Baltimore: Peter Paul, archi-
tect and planner. Atlanta: Reese Cleghorn, director of the
Southern Regional Council’s Leadership Projcct and editor of
its monthly publication, South Today, and coauthor of “Climb-
ing Jacob’s Ladder.” Chicago: Brian J. L. Berry, professor of
geography and director of academic programs at the Center for
Urban Studies, University of Chicago, and Katherine B. Smith,
research project analyst, Center for Urban Studies. Philadel-
phia: Lenora Berson, free-lance writer. Cleveland: Roldo Bar-
timole, writer of a biweekly pamphlet, Point of View, about
social and political events in Cleveland. Washington: George
Grier, senior associate, the Washington Center for Metropoli-

in older cities because that is where the
old housing stock has come together with
the greatest job opportunities.

Fourth, highway priorities must favor
the centers.

Fifth, more funds must be available for
bus and rail service; the federal govern-
ment should give cach state discretion to
spend federal highway grants on public
transportation. Often a dollar spent on bus
or rail services provides more benefits for
the motorist than a dollar spent on added
highway construction.

Sixth, the states should consciously lo-
cate their own facilities to create the de-
sired urban form—oprimarily the state
colleges and highways, but also facilities
in which the state has some investment,
such as libraries, hospitals, the arts

Seventh, this is the time for a crash pro-
gram of public land acquisition—Ilarge na-
tional and state parks in the Appalachians
as a green backdrop for the 70 million
people who will be living along the urban-
ized Eastern Seaboard around the turn of
the century, all the remaining open At-
lantic oceanfront, and much of the major
river valleys. In addition, the states and
counties and municipalities should buy
now all the open space they will need for
the rest of the century or longer. Future
new-town sites should be reserved at key
transportation points: historic and unique
scenic or ecological areas should be ac-
quired. Borrowing to buy now land that
will be nceded when an area is developed
will be far cheaper than waiting for urban-
ization to encroach and then trying to
snatch it from the developer.

Finally, the counties of the New York
urban region should have stronger powers
and more staff to plan for local and metro-
politan communities, manage wastes more
eﬂiclenlly, and improve the design of what
is built. E: y, county bound jes {
may be adjusted to fit metropolitan com-
munities as they naturally grow up, but for
now, they are reasonable areas'to plan for
and to serve these communities.

With these steps, we can tame spread
city and shape our urban areas with natural
countryside surrounding and demarking
real local and metropolitan communities
and with housing for all.
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Chairman Borrine. Thank you, Mr. Keith. I would like to start,
and be relatively brief, the first round by asking Mr. Wood to define
the meaning of two sentences of his testimony, starting with the first
sentence: “I believe that Presidential agencies can allocate.resources
and in some ways evaluate performances.” I would like to know
what you mean by allocating resources. Let us assume for fun that
we have something like a national plan, that by some miracle the
President and the Congress have decided on a series of general na-
tional priorities; that we do not have this constant competition in
the educational field between one kind of educational program au-
thorized by law and another authorized by law. Let us say we have
na,tignal priorities. How would you envisage that allocation func-
tion ?

Mr. Woop. Well, I meant, Mr. Chairman, simply to acknowledge
the well-established budgetary review and resource allocation capac-
ity of the Executive Office and of the former Bureau of the Budget
and its ability to move both between programs and between regions
or resources at various times. I also wanted to acknowledge there the
properly applied planning programs and budgeting developments
that came on in the 1960’s. The case I was making is that too often,
In my judgment, the Presidential agencies went beyond making
these resource allocations and the capacity to evaluate, try to man-
age. And the specific instances that I have in mind deal with the
multiservice neighborhood centers and model cities programs where
the Presidential staff was very energetic in terms of undertaking to
follow specific developments In many instances, but where they de-
layed making these allocations.

The practice I would envision as proper Presidential oversight in
the new regional planning experience is that they make clear deci-
sions as to priorities among programs and relative needs in regions.
Thus, I think that if there is a continual line back to the White
House about each request of each metropolitan council or each new
development, we are going to choke the White House with a flood of
communications again. So, I prefer to keep the White House central
review process, urban development at the level of policy planning
and work on other mechanisms for the coordination of the region.

Chairman Borrine. Now, tell me how these other mechanisms
would work. The problem that I have, and I think this is a good
time to make it clear, is that I have approached my concern about
the failure to have a set of national priorities and to effectively im-
plement even the ones that we have with a rather brutal look at the
way Congress operates, because I frankly believe that most of our
ills begin here. And I come to the conclusion that what we do here is
that we take the power that the Congress has as a whole, and fraction-
alize it to such a degree that it then impinges very much on the uni-
tary power of the Executive by establishing a whole series of what I
call incestuous relationships between the bureaucracy downtown and
the power structure up here, which is essentially the same kind of
bureaucracy that is called something else in a subcommittee, and a
subcommittee system. You end up with such a fractionalization of
power that you inevitably sense power has something to do with the
making of policy, and you inevitably destroy any unitary policy



that the Executive has or make it much more difficult for the ability
of the Executive to have a unitary policy. Well, if looking at power
and the exercise of power as important, then you have to try to
figure out some method, even with Congress not perfect, and not
likely to be perfect in the foreseeable future, any more than Ex-
ecutive or local government is, some manageable way in which you
can get power away from here in terms of operation, but not at-
tempt to deny to the National Government the right to set national
policy. Thus, there is an attempt to try to get the operational action
out into not one kind of region, but all of the different kinds of re-
gions, and that I think requires some kind of acceptance of the va-
garies of the democratic process as Mr. Keith has suggested, and as
suggested, might end up with all kinds of different regions, and you
would end up with all kinds of different methods of solving the
same kind of problems, not the problems of the great city, but the
problem of the smaller region. I am perfectly willing to have a great
variety of solutions of management and planning around the coun-
try, just so long as there is not fundamental violation of a national
policy once clearly stated. For example, it would be assinine, it
seems to me, to allow for much regional difference in the enforce-
ment of civil rights laws. Clearly, we have got finally, some kind of
a national policy and we should not allow for very much deviation.

But, the problem that I have, and the reason that I center on your
two sentences to begin with is the agencies cannot manage, operate,
or coordinate, and I am curious as to the kind of interdevelopmental
management or operational coordination and the relationships to the
localities. I, for example, have gotten to the extreme position that I
suspect that it might not be a bad idea not to have any plannin
body that did not consist of the same elected officials that woul
have to implement the plan. They could employ anybody or they
could have any advisers that they wanted, but no plan could be ap-
proved by anybody except the people who would have the authority
to execute the plan.

Mr. Woop. That is a terribly persuasive suggestion, Mr. Chairman,
as long as you are prepared to let the time of the duration of the
plan equal the time of office.

Chairman Borring. I think politicians should be required to take
greater risks than that.

Mr. Woop. Let me respond on two points. First of all, I think
your diagnosis and analysis of the fragmentation of American
power and the American political practice is acute and accurate. It
1s the triple alliance between a subcommittee chairman, an interest
group, and a bureau chief that all of us in our public lives have
wrestled with too many times in trying to get something done. But
the automatic response to somehow place back in the Presidential
hands the power for cohesion, it seems to me, may not be right.

I can recall in those very dark days of August 1967 when Senator
Humphrey, then Vice President, led the special Cabinet group in
which we tried to come up with reasonable responses to the problems
of the cities at that time. And the Senator, of course, can comment
on his own perception of that experience. I think we worked long
and hard and we tried to develop a response at that period. We
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found ourselves frequently frustrated at the lack of knowledge as to
what the Federal Government was doing, could do, might do in the
great cities at that time, and the gap between the policy gain and
the feasibility of operations was a major experience that I brought
away from that endeavor.

Now, I think it is possible to reach a new level, to build on the
Federal boards, the long work of the Civil Service Commission, and
its regional executive boards, and what have you, and to build on to
the principle of lead agencies. I believe it is clear that once the Con-
gress and the President establish guidelines in the regions and prior-
ities, it is possible to say that the Department of Agriculture, or the
new Department of Community Development would take the lead,
and when the Department of Labor would lead and in what areas it
would operate. I think it is well to recognize that probably the
most underestimated official in American Government today 1s the
regional administrator in the great Federal Departments. They man-
age to come to grips at the margin with at least desires of localities
and pressures of their Departments in a very superb way, and I
guess Bill Collins has shared this in your region, Mr. Chairman.
These people are reasonable, they can work with the government, and
I would prefer to see them begin to operate in a pattern of coordi-
nation, to circulate around, I think, rather than putting in a new
man who is going to find out what can happen always and only at
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. I guess my principal reservation is that
as regional councils come up, you have established the Federal pres-
ence, and State and local have found appropriate ways to function
as representatives. But you miss the problems the chairman, I think,
has put his finger on so rightly, that we have got to coordinate the
Federal Government before we can ask the people at the local and
State level to do much better.

Chairman Borrine. Senator Humphrey.

Senator HompaREY. I regret that I was not here earlier. We had
a little matter or two to take care of over on the Senate floor today,
and I am also very regretful that I have not fully participated in
these hearings of your Urban Affairs Subcommittee, because the sub-
ject of regional planning is one very close to me and close to my in-
terests. But, I am fortunately finding enough time late at night to
look over some of the testimony, and hopefully will look through
what has been presented today.

Professor Wood, the lead agency concept is one that you found to
be effective, I gather, and I believe the testimony here is from your
colleagues that those associated here with you today emphasize also
the possibility of a sort of special representative to coordinate Fed-
eral activities at the regional level. Why do you feel that a lead ar-
rangement is better or more effective than let us say to have a spe-
cial representative? I have called him a White House ambassador, or
whatever you wish to call him, to coordinate the activities of the re-
gional Federal offices.

Mr. Woop. The advantages, I think, Senator, are the capacity for
specific knowledge in a given area of expertise that a lead agency
representative possesses and, therefore, his capacity to deal with his
counterparts at the State and local level without in some degree



being just a general, some specifics rather than generalities; and his
capacity to understand generally the working relationships with his
colleagues, the operations level, and what it takes to get home.

Its disadvantage is the so-called inability to have the clout that
will push people together, and to represent a central figure. And
one weighs these pros and cons different times. I think it was hard
before the 10 regions were made simultaneous in boundaries, to get
the lead agency principle to work. In our times certainly we were
frustrated in a couple of major areas but, of course, one of the prob-
lems that the chairman has indicated is that we have had at least
three simultaneous theories about coordination operating all
through the 1960’s at the same time, and the signals were a little
hard to straighten out. We have the desire that everything should
come up together at the White House, in the so-called Haveman re-
port that now I think has found effectuation, in OMB the super-
agency doctrine that Secretary McNamara and then Secretary Gard-
ner began to advance; and, third, the notion that it was possible for
the domestic agencies to come to some reasonable agreement on their
own and recognize what is best. '

I think that specific empirical knowledge, I think, in operations
would probably be more important than a symbolic representation
and coordination. The Qakland task force which the Department of
Commerce, HUD, and HEW went forward with proves that the De-
partment of Commerce could lead a coordinated and cohesive effort
of analysis, and in my judgment we were able in the Newark Hospi-
tal case in HEW and HUD to work responsibly together and solve
problems. So, it is the focus to the problem, and the focus on cooper-
ation and the simplification now within coordinated regions that
gives me hope.

Senator HumpurEY. One of the things that has bothered me about
Federal Government, outside of what Chairman Bolling has had to
say here about the structure of the Congress, which I think is a sep-
arate subject, but very much involved in this whole process, or the
lack of the effective process of Government, is the way we draw the
Federal budget. The Federal budget is drawn by the Bureau of the
Budget and then, of course, what is in it is what we call the White
House operation where all the differences between agencies are sup-
posedly ironed out, and where finally it becomes the President’s
budget. As I gather, it is about the only planning instrument for al-
location of resources; that is, Federal resources, that we have. We
have no planning office in the Government, we have no planning
board, we have no way of ascertaining any priorities except by acci-
dent or by the sheer impact of Presidential leadership, which may
be rejected by other areas of the Government. Is it not possible to
open up the budget process at some stage so that we get some imput
from people around the country who have to cooperate with the Fed-
eral program if they are to be effectuated ; to wit, I have yet to hear
of any leaders from a State legislature or any representatives of any
legislative bodies being consulted on matters of governmental reor-
ganization, or Bureau of the Budget recommendation? I do not re-
call that any of the mayors of the giant-sized cities, for example,
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where a great amount of the Federal funds will be utilized particu-

larly for certain agencies of Government like HEW or HUD,

{;agor, none of them are ever involved in the preparation of the
udget.

What has also worried me is how we got the idea that somebody
here in Washington could be so all intelligent and perceptive about
the needs of the rest of the country and the differences in the rest of
the country. Now, I would hope that somewhere along the line we
could get to a point where at a certain stage in the preparation of
budgetary data on which the ultimate budget decisions are based
that Governors and mayors and legislators might have some imput,
so that we can find out at the regional levels as well as the govern-
mental structural level what people have to say, and what they
think ought to be priorities. I would just appreciate any commen-
tary you have.

The best kept secret in this Government is the budget. I mean,
even our best newsmen do not know what is going to go into the
budget by the time the budget documents come up here. It is really
a secret. There is nothing that the CIA has, the FBI has, that is
nearly as secretive as what the Bureau of the Budget has and the
President protects it like it is his only child, no matter what Presi-
dent it is. What is your observation?

Mr. Woop. Well, Senator, just quickly, for myself, that is the
point where central presidential direction can operate with great
force on national policy. I observe as you do that we are the only
so-called developed nation that operates with a budget that does not
separate capital from operating expenditures. We have advised gov-
ernments all over the world, in Africa, South America, Asia how
they ought to reform their budgetary process to show what they
spend this year and what they spend down the road, and yet we still
budget our housing start for 40-year mortgages on an annual basis
in this country. So, I think the need for reform on the budget is
major, and I believe that this is the time in which the very different
experiences of the different regions ought to come into play.

After that, if then the central mechanism does its job—allocates
funds, indicated priorities—I think you will find the process local,
State and Federal officials use in the regions of adjusting themselves
to specific problems work very well. So, I think the absence of any-
thing purporting to be a planning mechanism, except the counsel of
economic advisers, is a tragedy in this country. I think we all have
to admit that as superbly served as we are by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and the Office of Economic Advisers, that when
the final chips are down, bankers values are expressed. There are
other values that must be considered if we are to be fair and in ac-
cord.

Senator HuomMpHREY. Well, this has been a matter of considerable
concern to me as I have gotten around the country in talking with
legislators. I met with legislative leaders down at San Juan and I
asked them if any of them had ever been consulted on any of the
Federal programs that the budget or the Bureau of the Budget had
at that level. I mean, they are consulted by Congressmen and Sena-
tors as to a piece of legislation which might be introduced, which we



also know is modified greatly, if it ever gets out to committee and
passes, it has been changed considerably, but, for the implementation
of these programs it is an in-house operation. There is just not any
outreach to find out really what sums of money might be needed, or
whether those sums of money can be appropriately expended or how
best they could be expended. It is a terribly distressing matter be-
cause I think we are not only without a plan, I think that the Bu-
reau of the Budget itself is in a very real sense without eny genuine,
solid information as to what other people think our priorities in this
country should be and how they would like to expend these moneys.

I have just one other—well 1 might say again, Mr. Chairman, we
are at a loss as to know in Congress to start something like this, We
can think in terms of the Committee on Government Operations, I
guess, and that is one possibility, but you run into incredibly diffi-
cult jurisdiction problems when you start to move to a matter that
relates to the Departments of the Government.

The National Urban Growth Policy Center, Mr. Keith, is one
that you commented upon. You indicated that there is a White
House group that has been assigned the responsibility for producing
a suggested urban growth policy, and you are recommending the
opening up of the agenda for wide discussion. What about some
other part of the growth policy, what are—well, one of the things
that keeps disturbing me is that ever larger numbers of people are
living on a smaller proportion of our national domain, crowding
into our cities with no policy, no concerted national policy for what
you might call population growth, or a national growth distribu-
tions policy, as a national growth policy. I possibly missed out on it
in the testimony, but what do you have to suggest in terms of
growth centers, of the other side of the coin of the urban crises
which is the rural crisis? I have just been looking at the census sta-
tistics, and they are very distressing in terms of what is happening
and the demographic projections of this country. :

Mr. Kerra. Well, I would gladly amend my National Urban Growth
Policy Center to be a national growth policy center. I guess that I
am so urban oriented that I put the additional word in there. I
really do think that any such center should deal with overall growth
policies, both from the rural as well as the urban aspects. After all,
national agricultural policies have helped get some of our cities into
the disastrous trouble they are in. As a Nation, we created a ma-
chine intensive economy in agriculture and provided the cities no
way of handling the movement of population from the land. So, I
would be quite willing to amend my center proposal to cover the
issue of growth wherever it might be.

This brings me to one of your earlier points, to the question of the
budget, Senator. As you said, “There is no long-term plan on which
the annual Federal budgets are premised.” This is really what is
lacking. The word planning is still not thought to be a proper word
in this country. In the twenties it certainly was not when the Soviet
Union was beginning planning. American industxiy, however, has
long ago adopted long-range planning as essential. I do not see how
it is possible or even concelvagle to think about all of the things that
go into a budget without having some main course, main policy in
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mind, and this I think would emerge from a national growth center.
And you and I might well differ on where the growth ought to
take place.

Senator HomprzrEY. No, I am not so sure.

Mr. Kerra. Even if we did, that is the point. There ought to be a
set of policies derived from the material that comes out of the cen-
sus, the information that comes out of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, from social indicators, as Bob Wood has described. TheK
should be pulled together into an interlocking set of national growt
policies in such a center. Then the Congress would have something
to wrestle with, and so would local officials, citizens, special groups,
and all the rest. At present, if you invited local officials in to com-
ment on the budget they might well say, “I do not know where you
are goinﬁ in the long term, but I will tell you what to put in the
budget that will help me immediately.” In order to have a sensible
discussion concerning the course of the Nation in the long term,
some group or agency has to be charged with setting forth courses
of action based on the hard facts of what is possible. The basic in-
gredient missing then is what we have called a set of national
growth policies.

Senator Humearey. Well, you know, last evening we heard Mr.
Rene Du Bois, Rockefeller University, and a great scientist-biologist
in his own right, an environmentalist, and we were over at the
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and we heard
Mr. Du Bois as well as Maurice Strong of the U.S. Secretariate on
the Stockholm Congress or the pending Stockholm Congress. I was
amazed when Mr. Du Bois said that we in America think of our cit-
ies as being crowded, and he said they are the least crowded cities in
the world, that all over the world other cities are much higher in
density in population. And we attribute most of our problems in cit-
ies to what we call the density of population, and I know that I
have spent a good deal of time orating on that subject matter, when,
in fact, to my surprise and at this late stage in my life I found out
that our cities, the American cities are not particularly overcrowded,
they are just poorly planned. But he then went on to show and de-
scribe what had happened when they blocked off certain streets in
New York for getting the automobiles off the streets, and it was
very interesting what this distinguished gentlemen had to say. He
said people began to smile, they began to look up instead of down,
and they started saying hello to each other, and in that area there
were no assault and batteries, people almost acted like human
beings. They acted as they should act, and he said it was a whole
new social environment that took place simply on one planning ef-
fort; namely, to get the automobiles out of a certain number of
blocks and let people walk, and let them go up and down the streets.

Well, again I attended a planning conference in Minnesota a year
ago, the American Institute of Planners, and some of our friends
there were kind enough to load me down with book after book on
magnificent plans for cities. The trouble is that these plans had no
relationship or little or no relationship to anything that was being
planned in the Federal Government. I mean, if there was anything
1t was well, hopefully, HUD would have some money, and hopefully
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that we would be able to do something in public transportation, but
it did not fit, it was not a part of any design at all. I mean they
were plans of great cities and I will not mention any particular one,
which were planned in almost isolation from anything at the State
level or at the Federal level. Now, are you willing to join me and
say we ought to be willing to discuss plans like we discuss sex, or do
something to get it out in the open so that we can really get at this,
or are we goingIto have to hide behind the barn$

Mr. Kerra. 1 hope that we will get it out in the open. Just before
you came in I was making a point that a great region cannot deal
with its plans without knowing what a great Nation is doing. I illus-
trated this by reference to our airport policy—or lack thereof. We
cannot locate an airport for any major city of the United States
and know we are doing the right thing unless we know what the na-
tional transportation policy as it impacts on the air system is going
to be; and we have no idea. Obviously, air transportation policy is
not enough, because this also is related to what cities you want to
grow, and which ones you do not want to grow. But unless you
begin to put these matters down, get them in the open, such deci-
sions cannot be arrived at by the American people and the Congress
in their behalf.

I was also making the point that we are going to have to learn
how to do national planning. I do not believe that anybody in this
country really knows how to do it within our capitalistic system. We
do not even know how to do regional planning well enough, and as I
say, we have been at it for half a century. You have got to strike at
what are the jugulars of moving a country. I can tell you what they
are in the New York region, and I have tried to tell you what they
are in the megalopolis area, but I have only the faintest idea what
they are nationally. I know one might look at a map and say those
are mountains, and you should not build there, or those are lakes,
and they and their shorelines ought to be preserved. In other words,
you might look at the geography; you might look at the economy;
and then take into account social factors. This is what Bob Wood
helped us with in the New York Metropolitan Region Study a dec-
ade ago. With those projections people in our region could say,
“QOkay, if that is where we are going, we do not like it, and we
would like to alter course and go in this direction.” So, we have cre-
ated the Second Regional Plan that we think will take us in another
direction. The problem is that when we look up and try to grab the
hook from the Federal Government to help us in the process you are
going off in every direction.

Mr. Woop. If I might add just a word there, Mr. Chairman, it is
not only the absence of national planning, but it is the passivity of
the Nation’s departments and agencies to the kind of desires and
plans at the local and State level, however they happen to come up.
That is the part of the problem. I suppose that the Federal Govern-
ment in the last 30 years, as it has gotten into the planning process,
has underwritten almost any jurisdiction that could muster the tal-
ent to fill in a Federal application for assistance. It has never really
asked itself whether this district or town or county or city, what
have you deserved to exist or continue to exist, and that sort of pas-
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sivity that once there is something in a grass roots community it de-
serves to be there and remain there always, that is a major part of
the problem.

The other point is that while we have very good accounting as to
why and how a private firm should locate in a great metropolitan
area, be it New York, Boston, Minneapolis, we have no forms of ac-
counting or social costs of that location, I remember that at the time
the Pan American Building was being built next to Grand Central.
We went to our architectural friends and said, in effect, what are
you doing that for? And they said because that is the most effective
location for a great home office building in New York, right around
everybody else. We made a simple calculation, Mr. Chairman, that if
you try to empty the Pan American Building in an emergency you
would have nervous, excited people standing three deep around
Grand Central and we took that back to them, and they said well,
there will never be a bomb scare or an emergency like that in the
Pan American Building in New York City.

So, without measuring the social costs of transportation and pub-
lic safety we will never make progress. Where should people migrate
to, how long do we just let free migration go on, and when is a time
to start regulations in shifting the patterns of migration to a differ-
ent form.

Senator HumpareY. I could keep this up all of the time, so I will
turn this back to the chairman. This is fascinating.

Chairman Borrine. More or less by accident, one of the witnesses
the subcommittee had a few days ago happened to have had a long
experience with first the National Resources Planning Commission,
and then the National Resources Planning Board, and I have not
had a chance to recheck this, but he said that he suspected that the
work that that agency did, which died, was murdered by the Con-
gress in 1943 because it had dared to talk about planning from cra-
dle to give in imitation of a British report, that leads into the re-
port on transportation or plans for transportation policy which
would probably stand up today. I have not had an opportunity to
recheck it, although I was aware of it before, and it seems to me
that in a curious kind of fashion we are going to end up in the right
place, because I do not see how there is any hope for doing anything
rational in this country until we do have a national planning ap-
proach. And it would certainly have to be a national planning
group, whatever its composition was, that was wise enough to know,
and I think it is true, that the regions of this country are more dif-
ferent one from another than Scandinavia and Europe and Italy.
And they are different, with fundamentally different attitudes, al-
though we all live under the same umbrella, but are certainly more
different than France from Germany. But, it seems to me, I hope
you are wrong, Mr. Keith, when you despair of the acceptance of the
word planning. I sort of thought we had gotten there in the last 20
or 30 years. We might be willing it seems to me, and this is an es-
sential part of it.

Mr. Eurman, do you have something you would like to say ?

- Mr. Eurman. I think instead of the word “plan” we could use the
word “policy,” which I think is almost synonomous. Even though
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Senator Humphrey pointed out that the budget is not based on a
plan, I think these plans do exist. As you mentioned, the National
Resources Planning Board produced the famous monograph entitled
“The City.” The appendix of that report provides a set of policies
that are applicable today. It recommends the need to alleviate pollu-
tion and traffic congestion, and that there ought to be a decent
home for everybody, and going right on down the social and eco-
nomic list of things that are applicable. So, then, that effort was cut
off in 1943. Another set of policies is in the Douglas report, “The
Building of an American City.” If you go through those recommen-
dations, they are the finest set of policy recommendations which can
be the basis for a national plan.

There are methods by which we could implement these fine na-
tional plans and policies that are already on the books. For example,
through money in the defense program. I hate to bring it up again,
but it is in the magnitude of $70 billion. I do not know what pro-
. portion of that goes for private contracts. But, say if there is a
large company that is receiving a $200 million contract; a few
strings could be attached to that contract for implementing a
growth policy, the Federal Government could say, “We would be
glad to give you this contract if you build it out in X city, Idaho or
in some of the less built-up areas capable of absorbing this addi-
tional growth instead of continuing the impaction of the existing
metropolitan regions.”

There is a lot of talk, of course, about new towns and I see the
HUD legislation has a new towns policy for about $500 million for
assistance in the development of new towns throughout the United
States. But, that is not for the true infrastructure it is for land,
water, sewers and roads. But what about the financial costs of the
true infrastructure, such as the financial centers, the hospitals and
the cultural centers which are really important parts of metropoli-
tan regions buildup. If new towns are really going to be imple-
mented by the United States I suspect it would have to be somewhat
on the magnitude of the way Great Britain and many of the Euro-
pean countries have been doing it, which is a truly massive effort. I
realize $500 million is a lot of money, it is still a drop in the bucket
compared to what it would really take to implement new towns.

What to do about the agricultural and depressed areas? Of course,
there is EDA and the regional commission, which possibly should be
expanded to blanket the whole United States. Couldn’t these plans
be implemented on some form of interstate basis, working through
these Federal administrative regions?

Senator HumpHREY. Can I interrupt you there?

Mr. Evrman. Yes.

Senator HumerareY. I have been somewhat cognizant of EDA and
the regional commission efforts. They are just not brought together
at all. It is just like they are brothers from two different continents
that have yet to meet, and you know $50 million for EDA, loans for
depressed areas in the United States, that is not even salt and pep-
per on a national sandwich.

Mr. EurMaN. Scale is the thing.
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Senator HoMmprreY. It is ridiculous, it is absurd and it is an in-
sult. I tell them that over there, by the way, too. And the regional
commissions, they get, you know, they do not even get potato chips
in this Federal lunch basket that they have got. It is ridiculous, but
it is nice to think about them. I mean, it does make you feel good to
hear the words.

Mr. Eurman. It does, then, get down to the triad of Federal,
State and local/regional governments. The Federal Government has
the money; and the local/regional, have the problems; and the
States have the power. The States are not truly using the power to
transfer it to the region which could reorganize in some way to bet-
ter achieve the density of livability and so solve the pollution and
environmental problems. I do not think we will ever see ZPG in the
country, and I suspect the metropolitan areas will continue to grow.
The usual statistic is about 80 percent of the population of the coun-
try will still be living in the metropolitan regions by 1980, which is
only 9 years away.

Until the Federal Government establishes a national urban growth
policy, I would like to suggest that may be an interim way. It could
aggregate, through an inductive process, the regional plans from the
235 regions in terms of need and priorities. These could be screened
through these 10 Federal administrative regions which would have
representatives from the States and from the metropolitan agencies
themselves. The collectivity of these plans would indicate the dollars
needed to- implement these plans. Now, maybe the Federal Govern-
ment could not fund all of these plans, but certainly if a portion of
them could be funded yearly or hopefully on a 2 to 3 year basis
some of the top urban priorities called for in the regional plans
could be satisfied and would aggregate to some form of national plan
implementation.

Chairman Borring. We thank you.

Senator HumpHREY. I sure wish I could stay here. One of the lit-
tle suggestions that I made here recently out at the California legis-
lature, which none of this is, you know, highly significant, but at
least it is an effort. We have, for example, the President meetin
with Governors. That is generally a day with the Governors an
their ladies. It is the day in which you bring the Cabinet officers to
the Governors and then they have dinner. It is nice. I have partici-
pated in several of them. It is one of the better dinners at the White
House, and there is a certain amount of information that you get
during the day, but that is it, and nobody knows when it is going to
take place. It is not planned particularly, except a month or so in
advance. But, it would appear to me that one thing that we could do
is to institutionalize in the sense in the Federal system more direct
contact though not necessarily routine, but on a more normal basis
between the President and his Cabinet and the Governors and some
of the key administrative officers, not once a year, but two or three
times a year. '

Second, it would seem to me that legislative leaders of the State
legislative level and legislative leaders from the Congress ought to
get better acquainted on these grant-in-aid programs and these
sharing programs that we have that require much greater harmony .



43

between the two levels of Government, and surely somewhere along
the line, we have got to bring in the mayors of the giant cities to
meet with those executive branch officials and legislative leaders on
. all the problems that we have. On our task force, Bob, their meet-
ings with the mayors were useful. You would be surprised how
much we all learned from each other. I remember one mayor that
spent 5 years trying to return $75,000 to the Federal Government.
He could not. He could not find anybody to accept it. I made a
quick arrangement for him to get that back. But, every time he
would send it to somebody it would be returned. They would say
this is the wrong place. It is that kind of ridiculous thing, but it ac-
tually happened, and we would find that there were difficulties that
even mayors of substantially larger cities could have in contacting
and working out arrangements with Federal agencies. There just is,
I think, a series of things to do that are rather prophylactic and do
not necessarily have long-term effects but immediate effects that we
could do to ease this. There are 10 regions now, I believe, desig-
nated, so there are some possibilities here to realy do some coordi-
nating, and if you did not do anything else but taking your idea of
piling in these many other regional plans into these regions you
would begin to get some idea of what we mean by priorities and
what people are talking about.

Chairman Borrine. We thank you, Senator.

Senator Percy. While T am here I would like to say hello to Mr.
Wood who has been such a tremendous help to me while I was at
HUD, and I am sorry that the Government Operations Committee
has prevented my being down here.

Mr. Woob. I appreciate your sentiments.

Chairman Boruine. Gentlemen, I hope you will not despair. I
know that you will not. I have greater confidence in the capacity of
the set of institutions that we call Government, and I am going to
adjourn pretty soon, Hubert, but I think one of the great problems
that we have had is that too few people in Government have at-
tempted to look at the problem that we face now in any historic
sense because I think most of the problems derive from the acts that
we have taken to meet emergencies. I am not at all convinced that it
is not possible to have relatively soon some kind of an approach to a
national planning act. I am not at all convinced that there is not a
possibility to experiment in the kind of institutional reforms that
would be necessary to implement a set of national priorities. Of
course, that is the real purpose of these hearings, to try to see if we
can advance a little bit by thinking of at least a few ideas in the
Congress, and by an exchange of ideas among others collected in a
compendium of papers, to see if cannot advance the interchange
among scholars and other people in the field as to the various ap-
proaches that need to be taken.

I suspect that one of the problems that most seriously affects our
inability to perform with rationality is the lack of exchange among
people who have some knowledge. I am less pessimistic after even
my years in Congress than Mr. Keith with the acceptance of the
word planning. I think there has been some progress.
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Mr. Kerra. If you adopted a national policysetting process, one
of the things that would be most helpful is if the Congress were to
review the planning developed in the executive area. I really like the
word policies better than plan, because it will be a set of policies. It
cannot be one plan, even a great metropolitan plan now s a set of
coordinate policies. Congress could then say this is where we are
heading, and it would make it ever so much more sensible because
you would then know the annual budget either fit or did not fit; and
the people in the metrpolitan areas would understand what direction
they should be working toward.

One other comment in terms of this question on the administrator,
and who should he be, whether he ought to represent the lead
agency or not. We have had some experimentation along this line in
New York City. There are particular growth areas called for in Re-
gional Plan Association’s Second Plan. One is Jamaica, Queens,
downtown Brooklyn is another. There, the mayor of New York City
has put a man in charge of the planning policy, the orderly growth
of Jamaica. This does not mean that all of the other city agencies
are not knowledgable and interested in what we are trying to
achieve; it does mean that the key issues are guided by one fellow.
The maneuvering of all of the things that have to take place in a
time sequence are handled by one person who is in charge of seeing
that Jamaica goes: he has the assignment of bringing all the agen-
-cies together at the right moment in each of the steps. The Mayor
has said that is your job, and I am wondering whether that analogy
might not be useful for the Federal Government. The metropolitan
giants have nobody, in a sense, in charge on behalf of the Federal
Government. Whether it should be the lead agency is an issue that
you can decide better than I. Our own experience would lead us to
think the Federal Government ought to have a man in charge of
putting through the policies that have been agreed upon for a re-
gion. He ought to have a small staff, not very large, so that he can
see what the issues are and help tie Federal actions together. If he
gets a large staff, he is going to be doing the wrong job—execution
instead of coordination. _

Finally, one thing that we have learned in the New York area is
that our little operation, Regional Plan Association, which is pri-
vately funded by foundations and corporations like most civic agen-
cies, 1s kind of a gadfly that pushes and prods and pulls public
agencies. We have made up our minds on policies that we think are
essential for economic, fiscal, and social development of the region.

One of the things we find with official planning is that it tends to
sink to the lowest common denominator, whichever of the three
States happens to be holding that position on any issue at any one
time. A part of the gadfly function is to get out ahead and say,
“Look, the public would be willing,” after testing ideas out on the
public, as T have explained. I do not know how you could institu-
tionalize this gadfly function, however. There is only one other such
unofficial planning agency in the Nation that I know of, in Pitts-
burgh. I do not know how you could institutionalize this function
because there is not enough money in the foundations of this Nation
to make them all go; but maybe there is a way Government can
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fund such an outside force that can venture out ahead and work
with the public in the process.

Chairman Borrixe. I expect one of the most remarkable examples
of an actual official agency that did that with great imagination,
and with great attention to the subtlety of the great democratic
grocess is not enough noted in this country, although much studied

y other countries, and that is the regional effort in the Tennessee
Valley in the thirties. It would be nice if we could figure out how to
institutionalize that particular brand of leadership.

Gentlemen, I am grateful to all of you. I myself have to get back
to the House, so I am going to have to adjourn this. I am grateful
to all of you and I hope that we will get something done on this
subject in the place that I think is primarily at fault in the lack of
e nationel policy, and that is right up here on the Hill, in Congress.
Thank you very much.

The subcommittee will be adjourned until tomorrow at 10 a.m. in
room S—407 in the Capitol. It is the Atomic Energy Commission
hearing room. :

(Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 26, 1971.)
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Conaress oF THE UNITED STATES,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON URBAN AFFAIRS
or THE JoiNT EcoNomMrc COMMITTEE,
) Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room
S-407, the Capitol Building, Hon. Richard Bolling (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Representatives Bolling, Fraser, and Frenzel.

Also present: James W. Knowles, director of research; and Wal-
ter B. Laessig, economist for the minority.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BoLLING

Chairman Boruing. The subcommittee will be in order.

This morning we will conclude our hearings on regional planning
issues. Mr. Robert E. Merriam, chairman, Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations in Chicago, who was scheduled to ap-
pear tomorrow, advised yesterday that unforeseen circumstances
have arisen, forcing him to cancel his appearance. His statement,
however, will be a part of the printed record of the hearings at the
end of today’s proceedings.

Today we will hear from Mr. Albert J. Hofstede, chairman of the
Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area, and from Mr. Ted
Kolderie, executive director of the Citizens League.

Mr. Hofstede is accompanied by Mr. Robert Jorvig, executive sec-
retary of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area.

These gentlemen in principal will be introduced by Representa-
tive Don Fraser of that State. And we are glad to have Mr. Fraser
here. He is not only a Member of Congress, but he is a Member of
Congress who has contributed much to the attempts to arrive at
some new thinking. And we would like to think that the subcommit-
tee is working in that general area. So we are particularly pleased to
have Mr. Fraser with us.

The testimony we will hear about regional planning in the Mid-
western State of Minnesota will naturally round out what has been a
most stimulating and instructive three weeks of hearings into the
problems and culminations involved in providing services to the peo-
ple through multitudinous and overlapping governmental jurisdic-
tions.

We will hear from all the witnesses, and then begin the questions.

And, Mr. Fraser, will you proceed with the introductions, and
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then the witnesses may proceed as they wish, their statements being

filed with the committee and included in full at the appropriate
lace.

P Representative Fraser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Since we began, our colleague, Congressman Frenzel, from the ad-
joining district, who is also intimately involved with this metropoli-
tan council, has joined us at the table.

Chairman Borrine. We are delighted to have Mr. Frenzel here.

Representative Fraser. He might want to say a word when I am
through, because he served in the Minnesota Legislature at the time
this metropolitan council was formed and was an active supporter of
it.

Mr. Chairman, I really wanted to come and introduce these three
gentlemen today because I have known them all, and I have found
them to be unusually dedicated public servants. Albert Hofstede,
who is chairman of our metropolitan council, was serving on the city
council prior to his appointment a few months ago by the Governor
to head the metro council. He is one of the younger stars on the po-
litical scene in Minnesota, and has shown an unusual capacity to iden-
tify and work toward the solution of issues that run beyond the im-
mediate responsibilities which he has held. It has been our pleasure
to work with him very closely in recent years.

With Mr. Hofstede is Mr. Robert Jorvig, who is just to my left.
Mr. Jorvig worked in our city government before he became the ex-
ecutive director of the metro council. And he too combines the unu-
sual talents of commitment, ability, and the capacity to work with
people, which is, I think, one reason they were anxious to secure his
services when the metro council was formed.

Ted Kolderie, on the left of Mr. Hofstede, is the executive direc-
tor of the Citizens League. This is a nongovernmental group which
has played a key role in helping to formulate the concepts and to
provide support at every step for the development of our metro
council. He is one of the most able and thoughtful students of gov-
ernment in the State of Minnesota.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one word about the metro coun-
cil. It is a unique institution in the United States, I believe, in that
it departs from the so-called COG concept, and has instead an area-
wide representation. Each of the council members represents two
senatorial districts. They are appointed by the Governor. Some of us
would like to see them elected.

Here is an agency with authority over a whole metropolitan area
which doesn’t have the problem of resolving the conflicts inherent in
a COG which represents local government.

I just want to conclude my remarks by telling you, Mr. Chairman,
that T am pleased that these hearings are being held. I think one of
the anomalies about urban American today is that it is in our urban
centers where many of our fiscal problems are found, and yet that is
also where all the wealth of the country is found. And somehow
there is a mismatch in the capacity of government to tap that
wealth and apply it effectively in the public sector.

I have other committee meetings and will have to leave. But I am
sure Congressman Frenzel will probably want to say something.

Chairman Borrine. Thank you very much, Congressman Fraser.
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Congressman Frenzel, we will be glad to hear you.

Representative FrexzeL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Congressman Fraser, for yielding to me for a
couple of minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to echo the flattery—at least in the
introduction—of these gentlemen, all of whom have been in the
frontlines, building an entirely new concept in governmental struc-
ture at the local level. And I think what you are going to hear from
them today is going to be terribly interesting, so I am not going to
try to anticipate it, except to say that in this particular area we
have built a new government structure which overlays about 300
lower units of government, and yet does so in a way which we hope
will not interfere with their prerogative, but will help them to do
the things that they want to do for their own people.

As Congressman Fraser pointed out, it is a leap past, a generation
beyond, the council of governments approach. There is no other
structure that we are aware of that is very much like it. We have
done this not because we want to assist the Federal Government in
this particular way, but we did it to serve our local needs. And yet
now that we are past the dream and the gleam stage, and we have
operating, functioning, sophisticated operation in the Twin Cities
metropolitan area, it is probably about time to look to the Federal
Government for some incentives for some of the things that we are
doing.

Ingour consolidation and in our handling of areawide matters we
have developed a system through which the Federal Government is
greatly benefited, for it now needs to deal only with one entity in
many of its grant programs. And there are many other benefits to
the Federal Government. But in return we have received, of course.
very little from the Federal Government to encourage us to proceed
with the development of this structure.

I hope that these gentlemen today will perhaps in their testi-
mony develop some thoughts as to ways in which the Federal Gov-
ernment might be interested in assisting or providing additional in-
centives which might inure to the mutual benefit of both the local
citizenry and the Federal Government.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Borrixg. Thank you very much, Congressman Frenzel.

I understand and I share the dilemma that both of you have of
trying to be in two places at once. And we are grateful for your pres-
ence. And any time you feel like you have to leave, just go, or stay.
We are grateful to you for coming. :

_T}ile first witness will be Mr. Hofstede, who may proceed as he
wishes.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT J. HOFSTEDE, CHAIRMAN, METROPOLITAN
COUNCIL OF THE TWIN CITIES AREA, MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL,
MINN., ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT JORVIG, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR

Mr. Horstepe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In summarizing my re-
marks, I will take probably the first part of it, which will be to dis-
cuss the beginning of the council, how it was formed, and why it
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was formed, and how it operates. And Mr. Bob Jorvig will talk
about the Federal Government’s relationship to the council, and
maybe make some recommendations on that.

The metropolitan council is a regional agency of local government
with authority to coordinate the overall social, physical, and eco-
nomic development of the Twin Cities metropolitan area. The Min-
nesota State Legislature launched an innovative experiment three
and a half years ago when it created the Metropolitan Council as a re-
gional planning and coordinating body. It provided strong policy
leadership through members appointed by the Governor with suffi-
cient funding to couple the policy leadership with the professional
know-how necessary to shape future growth of the metropolitan area
and to coordinated public and private actions towards the goals of
our Twin Cities metropolitan community. We have tested the coun-
cil in our local laboratory, and it has proven to be an acceptable and
effective vehicle towards the resolution of our region’s urban prob-
lems.

Prior to 1967, when the agency was formed, the Twin Cities met-
ropolitan area could be physically described as follows:

1. Area—about 8,000 square miles.

2. Three hundred twenty separate, but overlapping, governmental
units, each with taxing jurisdiction. Included in these 320 govern-
mental units were the two large core cities of Minneapolis and St.
Paul, 26 other incorporated cities, 105 incorporated villages, 77 inde-
pendent school districts, 19 special service districts, and seven coun-
ties.

3. Population—about 1,800,000 people with approximately one-
half of the population residents of the two core cities of Minneapolis
and St. Paul.

4. Suburban population and expansion was increasing in intensity.

5. The physical condition of the two core cities was gradually de-
teriorating from age and lack of restoration.

6. Serious problems existed in the area involving sewage treat-
ment and disposition of sewage effluent.

7. Water quality available to the citizens of the metropolitan area
for domestic, recreational, and commercial use was deteriorating
rapidly.

8. The public transportation system was antiquated.

9. No regional park or open space agency existed and public ac-
cess to lake areas and public dedication of large open space areas
within the seven-county metropolitan area was minimal.

10. Minneapolis and St. Paul no longer had sanitary landfill areas
located within their corporate boundaries to dispose of increasing
amounts of solid waste. ’ :

11. Municipal government was suffering under the strain of lim-
ited tax resources and increasing demands for governmental services.
Tax resources of local government depended primarily on local real
estate taxes. Commercial and industrial properities were not located
uniformly in the municipalities throughout the metropolitan area re-
sulting in great disparity of tax resources existing between the var-
ious school districts, municipalities and counties.
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The Twin Cities approach to regional coordination did not hap-
pen overnight, but has and will continue to be an evolving structure
of government. It began with the creation of a number of special
purpose districts over a number of years beginning with the creation
of the Minneapolis-St. Paul Sanitary District in 1932. Among these
special service districts was the Metropolitan Planning Commission,
created by the State legislature in 1957. The planning commission
was created with the broad powers to develop & regional plan for
the seven-county metropolitan area. It was unique at the time in
that it was given power to levy a tax over the seven-county area to
support its function. The commission was composed of local elected
officials appointed by their governmental units and appointed citizen
members. The commission is completing its charge to prepare a de-
velopment guide for the metropolitan area, recognized that the best
of regional plans could not be translated into action by an advisory
body. It felt strongly enough about its conviction that it recom-
mended that a metropolitan council with review and operating pow-
ers be established and that the commission itself be abolished. This
action, together with the support previously indicated, resulted in
the creation of the Metropolitan Council by the State legislature in
1967. The newly created Metropolitan Council was a planning and
coordinating agency rather than an operating agency as recom-
mended by the planning commission.

In figure 1 of my prepared statement, we see the number of spe-
cial districts that we had within the area, the metropolitan sanitary
commission, Hennepin Park mosquito control, watersheds and oth-
ers, et cetera.

Phase 2 in 1967 was a concept of the Metropolitan Council as a
planning and coordinating agency, where you see the metropolitan
council above in trying to coordnate all the other special district
groups.

And in figure 2 of my prepared statement, we see again the chart-
and a brief description of the creation and organization of the coun-
cil. In 1967, to meet the major intra-related problems of the 299 gov-
ernmental units—which is wrong there—governmental units in Min-
nesota’s major metropolitan area, the State legislature created the
Metropolitan Council to coordinate the planning and development of
the metropolitan area. .

Of its membership, 14 are appointed by the Governor for a term
of 6 years. Each is a resident of the council district he represents.
Council districts are culminations of the legislative and representa-
tive districts within the metropolitan area.

The chairman, who is a voting 15th member, is appointed by the
Governor to serve at the Governor’s pleasure.

All appointments are made by and with the advice and consent of
the State Senate.

The council’s executive director is appointed by the council upon
the recommendation by the chairman, and serves at the pleasure of
the chairman.

The council’s responsibilities include:

1. Preparation and adoption of a Comprehensive Development
Guide for the metropolitan area.
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2. Metropolitan sanitary sewage collection and treatment,

8. Metropolitan park and oqen space planning.

4, Preparation of metropolitan airport zoning and development
standards,

5. Local comprehensive plan review.

6. Review of applications for federal moneys by local units.

7. Research study of (a) pollution; (b) parks and open spaces;
(¢) tax structure; and (d) uniflcation of common services.

8. Review of metropolitan special purpose districts’ comprehensive
planning. o )

.9, Metropolitan comprehensive health and criminal justice plan-
ning, -

Agnd its fiscal powers include:

1, Issuing general obligation bonds (for the sewer board only).

2. Unlimited taxing powers for debt service of the metropolitan
disposal system.

8. Power to make an areawide annual operating levy of 0.7 mill.

An example of actually how the council relates to a particular dis-
trict is found in figure 4 of my prepared statement, and here you see
the metropolitan council on top, and its job is system plan, fiscal
policy, tax, bonding, capital budgeting, and approval of facilities.

Under that is the sewer boarg, whose primary function is operat-
ing, and that includes facility design, construction, administration,
annual budget preparation, operation and maintenance policy, and
supervision,

And then the sewer board staff is under the sewer board, and then
the municipalities. Their job or rule is to determine a method of pay-
ment, and to establish a service area advisory board if desired.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the experiment in Minnesota has
worked, It is, however, an evolving structure which will be subject
to modification with experience. It is anticipated, for example, that
it may ultimately become an elected metropolitan agency as it ma-
tures and its functions are expanded. The initial establishment of its
membership by direct representation of the metropolitan citizen on a
one-man-one-vote principle will facilitate its transition to an elected
council if and when that decision is made by the legislature. Such a
chance is likely to take place in event the council 1s given general
taxing powers including allocation of funds between functions.

While this structure has worked in Minnesota, we believe we must
look on the structure as a flexible matter with variations suited to
the unique characteristics of each metropolitan region and one which
can adjust to changing needs. It is this flexible approach that we be-
lieve has enabled Minnesota to provide innovative means to deal
with regional planning and development problems. Our experience,
we think, can have general application to similar large heterogenous
multi-county areas. In other places where the urbanized ares is in-
cluded in the single county, some form of county consolidation may
be more appropriate. Initial metropolitan structure can be most
readily achieved by the council of government approach when other
alternatives are not available, In this case, however, efforts should be
made to establish such organizations by statute to ensure a continu-
ing organization with appropriate powers to deal effectively with
metropolitan problems.
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In any event, efforts should be directed to state legislatures to rec-
ognize the need for effective regional governmental structure.

The metropolitan council was created through the interest and in-
novations of the Minnesota State Legislature. Qur Attorney General
has defined it as “a unique governmental unit standing a step above
local governmental units and a step below State agencies and that it
is clothed with certain attributes and powers of each.” As such, it
maintains appropriate ties to the State and is more responsive to the
special problems of local governmental units.

Based upon our Minnesota experience, the minimum requirements
for the successful operation of a regional agency include:

1. The agency should be a planning and coordinating agency,
rather than an operating agency, but should have certain minimal
powers to accomplish the essential coordination, and these minimal
powers are:

(a) It should be representative of the people of the region on a
one-man-one-vote basis.

(b) It should have the clear responsibility for the preparation of
general system plans for major regional services, with the further
requirement that operating or functional agencies are mandated to
follow the system plan.

(c) It should have the authority to review and approve capital
programs.

2. The agency must establish an effective and continuous means
for community and citizen participation.

Thank you.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Hofstede follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALBERT J. HOFSTEDE

I am pleased to be here today representing the Metropolitan Council of the
Twin Cities Area and through it nearly two million metropolitan citizens who
reside in the largest urban area in Minnesota. I am delighted to be a partici-
pant in the very important task facing the sub-committee, and am encouraged
by your interest in what is being done in Minnesota and your efforts to seek
new ways to solve the nation’s urban problems.

The Metropolitan Council is a regional agency of local government with au-
thority to coordinate the over-all social, physical, and economic development of
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. The Minnesota State Legislature launched
an innovative experiment three and a half years ago when it created the Met-
ropolitan Council as a regional planning and coordinating body. It provided
strong policy leadership through members appointed by the Governor with suf-
ficient funding to couple the policy leadership with the professional know-how
necessary to shape future growth of the Metropolitan Area and to coordinate
public and private actions towards the goals of our Twin Cities metropolitan
community. We have tested the Council in our local “laboratory”, and it has
proven to be an acceptable and effective vehicle towards the resolution of our
region’s urban problems.

I would like to examine the keys to unlocking the reasons for the Council’s
successes for this sub-committee, since some of the questions you have raised
may be in part answered by what has occurred in our urban setting.

These keys lie in the unique character and composition of the Council, the
local communities’ initial and continuing support for it, the heterogeneous na-
ture of the Area and its urban problems, and the Council’s efforts to involve
local governmental and other units of government in the management of met-
ropolitan programs.
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A. CHARACTER AND COMPOSITION

1. The Council i3 a local unit of government.—The Council is similar to a
state administrative agency in the sense that its authority evolves from the
Minnesota State Legislature. Yet it is not a state agency. It is, rather, a
unique unit of local government with Area-wide limited taxing authority. How-
ever, the Council is not regional government either. It does not undertake to
perform traditional governmental services normally the responsibility of county
or municipal government.

2. The Council has an independent tazing authority.—It presently receives a
seven-tenths of a mill metropolitan-wide property tax levy, which produces
just over one million dollars a year. Local revenue sources, other than federal
funds, are critical if a regional agency is to have the capacity to perform
functions required in the local region, but for which federal programs may not
provide federal funding. Regional agencies, unfortunately, are often bound by
current federal programs which may or may not be compatible with the real
need of the local region and are subject to changing priorities and levels of
funding. .

3. Council members represent people.—Members are appointed by the Gover-
nor from districts transcending political boundaries of sub-units of govern-
ment. They represent population-equal districts, primarily in recognition of the
time commitment required by Council members and the difficulty that part-
time municipal officials would have in performing their elected municipal
duties and at the same time attempting to effectively make decisions at the re-
gional level. If Council members have insufficient time to spend determining
regional policy, the result is decision-making by staff persons rather than by
the appointed representatives. Direct representation of the citizens’ metropoli-
tan interest provides a more visible structure for metropolitan decision making
and eliminates the “two hat” problem resulting from representation by local
governmental officials which requires such representatives to make decisions at
both the local and metropolitan level on the same issue.

B. INITIAL COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Demand for some form of regional agency to serve the Twin Cities Metro-
politan Area was united and vocal :

First

Municipalities.—Municipalities through their local organization, the metro-
politan section of the Minnesota State League of Municipalities, after substan-
tial studies of questions involving municipal and school services, recognized
that survival of local municipal government depended upon transferring cer-
tain regional services to a metropolitan agency, thus relieving the municipal
governments of responsibility for performing those services. The municipalities
concluded that municipal governments were attempting to perform services
that transcended their political governmental boundaries, even with joint
agreements. Performing such service by voluntary agreement was generally
inefficient and uneconomical. Many municipalities avoided their governmental re-
sponsibilities by not joining in the joint power agreement, thus casting a greater
burden on the other municipalities. Unique service obligations were imposed
upon the two core cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, because of their size and
location, to provide regional services for the emerging surburban governmental
units. For example, the two core cities were expected to provide area-wide
services such as sewage treatment service, water supply, and transportation.
The tax base of the two core cities was depreciating primarily through the re-
moval of industrial locations from their corporate boundaries to suburban loca-
tions. Annexations, mergers, or consolidations were generally opposed by the
larger established cities and by the new suburban municipalities. The inability
of municipalities to reach agreement on the provision of sewage service was a
primary factor in their conclusions to support the creation of a metropolitan-
wide unit of local government to coordinate regional services.

Second
Business Community.—The business community of Minneapolis and of St.
Paul realized that competition between those two cities for expanded commer-

cial and industrial locations was creating a competitive atmosphere that was
detrimental to the over-all development of the Twin City Area. The business
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community recognized that the real economic competition was with the other
metropolitan areas in the United States and not between municipalities within
the Twin City metropolitan region. Business also recognized that the Twin
City area was attractive to national commercial and industrial concerns be-
cause of the deisrable quality of life available to the Twin City area. Mainte-
nance of the environmental quality of life could be effectively preserved only
through some form of regional coordination. Clustering of commercial locations
into larger blocks would be beneficial for over-all development patterns, but
would be impossible if internal governmental economic competition for tax
base existed in its present patterns. Therefore, the business community sup-
ported the creation of a regional agency to coordinate the over-all development
in the Area and to insure maintenance of environmental quality during the pe-
riod of rapid physical expansion.

Third

Civic Organizations.—Civic organizations for years had been concerned about
the lack of development controls for over-all development of the metropolitan
region. Civic organizations were also concerned about the legislative propensity
to create independent single purpose service districts as a solution for metro-
politan problems. Over-all coordination of regional services was impossible
under the existing structure. Civic organizations demanded some form of re-
gional coordination. The special service districts have no built-in incentives to
recognize the needs of other governmental units or the effect their programs
will have upon other governmental units. The specidl or single purpose dis-
tricts were regarded as unresponsive to public needs and demands and their
existence made it impossible to use advanced technology such as information
gathering, storage and dissemination, or computerized management of sewage
treatment plants. The Citizens League, currently directed by Mr. Ted Kolderie,
who is also appearing before your committee today, was one of the key civic
agencies which has provided initial and continuing support to the Twin Cities
Area concept of metropolitan development coordination.

Fourth

Political Parties.—Both major political parties, and their legislative candi-
dates, adopted platforms advocating the need for effective regional coordina-
tion. The political parties were responding to the pressures of urbanization
and the difficulty of responding to urban problems with & local governmental
structure. Legislators desired a regional agency capable of expressing the
needs and desires of the metropolitan community. This need was recognized
because of the substantial and diverse programs urged upon the metropolitan
legislators by their local governmental units, each advocating a program most
beneficial to the particular local unit, but inconsistent with programs urged by
other local governmental units. As a result, legislators expended an extraordi-
nary amount of time on local problems with little or no opportunity during the
legislative session to acquire the necessary fact background nor time to ana-
1yze possible alternative solutions. A regional agency could act as an adminis-
trative arm of the legislature in considering and recommending solutions for
many regional problems.

Thus at the beginning of the 1967 Minnesota state legislative session the
issue of effective regional coordination was not whether or not such coordina-
tion was required, but rather the form that such coordination should take. The
primary legislative debate centered around the question of whether the re-
gional agency should be more closely aligned as an administrative arm of the
state or whether the regional agency should be more closely aligned as an
elected unit of local government.

C. A HETEROGENEOUS AREA

In 1966, prior to the enactment of the Metropolitan Council legislation, the
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area could be physically described as follows:
1. Area—about 3,000 square miles.
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2. 320 separate, but overlapping, governmental units, each with taxing juris-
diction. Included in these 320 governmental units were the two large core cit-
ies of Minneapolis and St. Paul, 26 other incorporated cities, 105 incorporated
villages, 77 independent school districts, 19 special service districts, and 7
counties.

3. Population—about 1,800,000 people with approximately one-half of the
population residents of the two core cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul.

4. Suburban population and expansion was increasing in intensity.

5. The physical condition of the two core cities was gradually deteriorating
from age and lack of restoration.

8. Serious problems existed in the area involving sewage treatment and dis-
position of sewage effluent.

7. Water quality available to the citizens of the metropolitan area for do-
mestic, recreational, and commercial use was deteriorating rapidly.

8. The public transportation system was antiquated.

9. No regional park or open space agency existed and public access to lake
areas and public dedication of large open space areas within the seven county
metropolitan area was minimal.

10. Minneapolis and St. Paul no longer had sanitary landfill areas located
within their corporate boundaries to dispose of increasing amounts of solid
waste.

11. Municipal government was suffering under the strain of limited tax re-
sources of local government depended primarily on local real estate taxes.
Commercial and industrial properites were not located uniformly in the munieci-
palities throughout the metropolitan area resulting in great disparity of tax
resources existing between the various school districts, municipalities and
counties. .

D. INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION : A COOPERATIVE ONE

The Twin Cities approach to regional coordination did not happen overnight,
but has and will continue to be an evolving structure of government. It began with
the creation of a number of special purpose districts over a number of years
beginning with the creation of the Minneapolis-Saint Paul Sanitary District in
1932. Among these special service districts was the Metropolitan Planning Com-
mission, created by the State Legislature in 1957. The Planning Commission
was created with the broad powers to develop a regional plan for the seven-
county Metropolitan Area. It was unique at the time in that it was given power
to levy a tax over the seven-county area to support its function. The Commission
was composed of local elected officials appointed by their governmental units
and appointed citizen members. The Commission in completing its charge to pre-
pare a Development Guide for the Metropolitan Area, recognized that the best
of regional plans could not be translated into action by an advisory body. It felt
strongly enough about its conviction that it recommended that a metropolitan
council with review and operating powers be established and that the Commission
itself be abolished. This action, together with the support previously indicated,
resulted in the creation of the Metropolitan Council by the State Legislature
in 1967. The newly created Metropolitan Council was a planning and coordinat-
ing agency rather than an operating agency as recommended by the Planning
Commission. The method of implementation was a negative one, in that it pro-
vided a veto power over functional special purpose districts. Among the powers
the Council had inherited all the planning powers assigned to its predecessor,
the Metropolitan Planning Commission, and was charged to prepare a Develop-
ment Guide for the Metropolitan Area and to carry out studies of a variety of
regional problems. These studies were to include recommendations as to the
governmental organization required. In its initial 15 months of operation prior
to the 1969 legislative session, the Council developed the concept of operating
agencies under the Council to affirmatively carry out system plans by the Coun-
cil. This concept was implemented by the 1969 Legislature for metropolitan
sewer and open space programs. Additional such programs are currently under
consideration by the 1971 Legislature. This evolving structure of the Metropolitan
Council is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Although the Council developed a recommended structure for operating
agencies under the planning and fiscal control of the Council in its proposals
for sewer and open space, there remained a variety of slightly different relation-
ships to other regional agencies that were existing at the time the Council was
created. Further, the Council felt there should be some flexibility in this rela-
tionship to recognize activities and other units of government had capabilities
to carry out regional functions without modification of the structure. This was
the case in solid waste disposal where the counties had authority to acquire and
operate landfill sites. Special structure were also set up in certain functional
planning areas to provide effective involvement of those agencies responsible
for implementation, such as transportation, criminal justice and health planning.
Figure 2 shows in broad terms this varied Council-Agency-Unit of Government
relationship which is further explained below.

State Legislature.—The Council reports formally to the Legislature every other
year and in the interim testifies before its committees on various subjects as
requested. The Council staff provides reports and data to the Legislature to
aid it in considering metropolitan and urban issues. In addition, as the Council
prepares parts of the Metropolitan Development Guide, legislative proposals are
generated. These are brought to the Legislature for consideration and action.
By this process, the 1989 Leglslature passed bills in the flelds of sewers, parks
and open space, highways (local consent), solid waste disposal, the state zoo, and
airport development.
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Governor.—The Council Chairman is appointed by the Governor and serves
et his pleasure. Fourteen Councilmen are appointed by the Governor for spe-
cifle terms within the consent of the Benate. They are appointed to serve an
area comprising two legislative districts, thereby serving the metropolitan citi-
gens on a one man-one vote basis, The Counell provides information and re-
ports to the Governor in support of his metropolitan and urban programs.

Reoview of Looal Unit Plans.—The Council reviews comprehensive plans and-
matters of substantial metropolitan significance and can hold up a plan for 60
days for public discussion and Council mediation, but the Counecil’s review is
advisory only, and the unit can proceed after the 80-day period.

The Council also reviews and comments on a broad range of requests for
federal funds, where the Council's comments are advisory only.

Roview of Speotal Purpose Distriot Plans.—The Council also reviews long-
term comprehensive plans of special purpose districts and maey approve or sus-
pend all or parts of these plans, including agencles with responsibility for
transit, parks, airports, mosquito control, watersheds, airports, and the new
zoological garden. In addition the Oouncil’s review of the Metropolitan Transit
Commission's plans has been extended to include flscal controls through review
of the capital budget, improvement program, and the acquisition of any private
transit company. ‘

Transportation Planning.—The Council took the lead in the restructuring of
transportation planning in the Metropolitan Area. Its purpose was to consolidate
the talents available to the community and continue cooperative transportation
planning. The result was the Transportation Planning Program, in which the
Council has the responsibility for over-all transportation planning, and is as-
sisted by a five-member Management Committee made up of the Chairmen of
the Council and the Metropolitan Transit Commission, the Commissioner of
Highways, and one municipal and one county representative, Both the Counecil
and the Management Committee have the resources of a core staff to assist them,
plus part-time staff from participating agencles. The Management Committee
i{s further assisted by two advisory committees, a Technical Advisory Commit-
tee of professionals, and a Policy Advisory Committee made up of elected
officials (See Figure 3).

Metropolitan Health Board.—The Council is the Comprehensive Health Plan-
ning Unit for the Area, and is assisted by a 15-member Council appointed
Health Board made up of citizens and professionals in the fleld. The Board
advises the Council about the health of the region, and participates in the re-
view of health-oriented funding requests.

Oriminal Justice Advisory Committee—~The Council is the reglonal advisory
body to the Governor’s Crime Commission. The Council prepares the criminal
justice plan and recommends Area projects for state funding. A 88-member
Council appointed Criminal Justice Advisory Committee assists the Council
in the plan’s preparation and in review of funding proposals.

Joint Solid Waste Planning.—The Council, the Pollution Control Agency
(POA), and the metropolitan counties participate in a regional solld waste dis-
posal effort under which the Council prepares the plan with standards and
county site capacity allocations, and the county implements the plan subject to
Council and PCA review to ensure standards have been met. The counties have
prepared and submitted their plans to the Metropolitan Council and, after
Council and PCA approval, are in the process of {implementing them.

Full cooperation from the countles, the PCA, and the Metropolitan Inter-
County Council has been most helpful in the plan’s preparation.

Metropolitan Sewer Board.—The Sewer Board is an agency of the Council
appointed by the Council from districts based on the one man-one vote principle.
The Qouneil direets the function through appointment of the Board, plan prep-
aration, and capital budget review. The actors and their responsibilities are
{llustrated in Figure 4. The fourth and vital component, is Council and Sewer
Board communication with and involvement by local citizens.

The Board assists in the preparation of the long-range plan, implements the
capital program, and operates and maintains the system. The Council markets
bonds to finance sewer system improvements and to date has sold $70 million
to finance approved capital projects.
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Metropolitan Park Reserve Board.—The Council also appoints a seven-mem-
ber Metropolitan Park Board similar in relationship to that of the Council and
Sewer Board. Subsequently, a court decision invalidated the Park Board Act,
and the Board has acted on in an advisory capacity to the Council. Legislation
has been introduced into the current legislative session to create the Park
Board which is expected to become law.

This trend to place autonomous special districts under the planning and cap-
ital budgeting guidelines set by the Metropolitan Council has been successful
and holds great promise for the future. It enables metropolitan policy making
bodies to spend time solving metropolitan problems, not running sewer systems
or park systems. Boards under comprehensive planning bodies assures broader
evaluation about the impact of single-function programs and may eventually
lead to capital budgeting allocations between functions based on total metro-
politan needs, rather than the special needs of a single function.

REGIONAL FEDERAL RELATIONSHIPS

The Council, we feel, is a prototype model of a local-regional planning and
development agency that is being encouraged by the federal government to aid
it in the administration of federal programs. Regional agencies are the logical
body to take responsibility for problems that overlap existing political jurisdic-
tions. Regional approaches provide organizations with greater territorial reach,
particularly in multi-level jurisdictional metropolitan areas. Federal actions to
encourage them in new areas and strengthen them where they are already
functioning are laudable.

FLEXIBLE FEDERAL RESPONSIVENESS

It has been suggested that federal level planning and action programs be de-
centralized to regional offices. The substantial consolidation of the present 400
to 500 grant programs, together with an administrative organization capable of
administration of all such programs from a single regional office, would be of
substantial assistance to local regional agencies. We would, however, advise
some caution for such federal efforts to establish and empower federal region-
alization. The local need is for flexible federal programming. Local regional ef-
forts to program innovative demonstrations that could shape national planning
policy is curtailed by a federal structure that makes it difficult to get federal
funding for the project. Our experience is that federal flexibility is greater in
administrators at the top of the federal hierarchy. The more levels, the more
reluctant are bottom level administrators in interpreting federal guidelines to
allow projects funding. Implicit in the decentralized federal regionalism is the
theory that the more localized it is, the more responsive it will be. This should
receive careful evaluation. The consolidation of Federal programs with the
capability to provide funding for multi-funtional planning and development ac-
tions is perhaps more important than federal regionalization. The federal gov-
ernment perhaps should rather, as a policy, recognize established local regional
structures as a basis for federal funding.

LONG-RANGE FEDERAL COMMITMENT

Continuous efforts at local programming are also affected by changing fed-
eral priorities. Lack of multi-year federal programming catches local groups 14
or 2%rds through studies, demonstration programs, or without funds to
evaluate planning efforts. Program continuity and assurance of the availability
of federal funds are essential at the local level. In additon, federal consolida-
tion of current programs, if achieved, would greatly aid local ability to man-
age urban change at the local level.

REGIONAL AND FEDERAL FLEXIBILITY

Both management and the planning and programming process, if effectively
tied in regional decision making, must be quite flexible. For example, revisions
in the Metropolitan Council work program for 1971 will begin next week at
the closing of the Minnesota Legislature to take into account actions of that
body. Would the federal region be responsive to new requests midway
through their budget year? The Federal Highway Administration and formerly
the Bureau of Public Roads allocated considerable funds for long-term plan
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making exercises. These plan development projects frequently run for three-to-
five years and produce a blue-print type future physical plan for the region.
The plans have generally been produced out of the decision making main-
stream and were, therefore, easy to schedule but unresponsive to total com-
munity needs. What is needed is continuing funding for a planning process
tied to regional decision making. Funding must cover plan making tasks to be
sure, but also public information programs, technical assistance, alds to local
advocate groups and other facets of support to the decislon making process.
Three-year programs of work should be prepared, but revisions must be al-
lowed to accommodate constantly changing local conditions.

The other aspect of the funding—implementing plans and programs—has an
opposite set of requirements. Here the need is assurance that a multi-year
project can be completed. Change in funding rules on projects once committed
is not desirable.

SEPARATE FUNDING CATEGORIES

There must also be a recognition of separate rules and standards for funds
to plan and program and funds to implement those plans. It would be desira-
ble if the federal agencies had consistent planning requirements to simplify
the red tape necessary to adapt to programs of different federal departments.
Even with such consistent planning requirements there should be two distinet
categories of funds. One category should be available to area-wide planning
and development agencies, like the Metropolitan Council, for general system
planning. A second category of funds should be available to operating agencies
for detailed planning, construction and operational purposes. Such a division
of grant funds has been established in the Airport and Airway Act of 1970 for
airport purposes. Similar allocations should be made of the 1149 of highway
funds presently allocated to state highway departments for planning to re-
gional agencies for developing and maintaining a regional transportation sys-
tem plan. If the federal agencies policies but general planning funds into com-
prehensive planning units and funds for detailed site planning, construction
and operation into operating districts, both needs would be served and special
purpose districts tradition role of the one function special district is best
served.

A-95 REVIEW PROCESS

The A-95 review process is probably the most important tool available to
provide for the coordination of federal aid programs to state and local re-
gional planning and development agencies. If this review process is closely fol-
lowed by federal, state and regional agencies alike, the federal agencies can
depend to an increasing extent upon state and regional agencies policies to as-
sure that available federal funds are most effectively allocated. There should
be a continuing evaluation of this review process. Although there is a require-
ment for reporting the ultimate federal action on A-95 reviews, this reporting
process has not yet been effectively implemented. This is essential to permit
the proper evaluation and improvement of this review process at the local,
state and federal level. *

The Committee has cited several specific questions for comment. Replies to
these questions have been implied in the general presentation, however, the fol-
lowing additional specific comments are made.

Question 1.—Popular Representation

A key feature of the Council is the fact that its members directly represent
people. This fact, plus the way the districts are formed in the Twin Cities
Area, means that people have a sense of recourse to regional policy makers.
The policy makers represent areas not defined by existing political units, but
by where people live. .

Policy makers can be appointed by some elected person or body, or directly
elected from population equal districts. If elected, voter accessibility to policy
makers increases. The Council presently is appointed. Proposals for the elec-
tion of the Council have been made and are likely to take place as the Council
matures.

The Council has used citizens task forces as advisory committees on tough
metropolitan issues to good affect. Lay and professional advisory committtees
and subcommittees on highways, park and open space, the major zoo, health,
housing, and criminal justice helped obiain a loonl consensus on these issues.
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The Council has permanent advisory committees on health, criminal justice
and on several levels of transportation planning.

Substantial and effective citizen involvement on a regional basis is of such a
magnitude that it requires a variety of approaches. Representative organiza-
tions should be encouraged to become active advocacy groups on regional is-
sues as a means of broadening interest and as a means of developing strong
_ advocacy position for the consideration of the general purpose regional agency
responsible for the ultimate planning and development decisions.

In addition, a 1971 Council priority is to find ways to involve citizens of the
Metropolitan Area in regional problem solving. One way, which has been Coun-
cil practice all along, is to hold public hearings on major issues before the
Council. These have not been after the fact legal formalities, but real provok-
ing informational participatory meetings at which basie policy as formed. The
public has attended them in numbers and regularly. The Council has a large
community liaison program and public information program to keep local units
of government and the public abreast of Council activity. Local units, private
developers and the Council are this year testing the effectiveness of coopera-
tion and coordination in the joint planning and development of a major park
site, housing, and several centers developments. In conjunction with local polit-
ical jurisdictions, the Council is exploring the amount of lead time needed for
different types of development activity in order to ensure that the programs
may be simultaneously completed in conformance with regional policies. The
appropriate level of detail necessary for effective coordination is also being
studied. The Council is also working with local governments to arrive at an
agreement on methods to coordinate development programming or scheduling
at all levels to determine proper cost allocations, land-uses, and support serv-
icies. We are requesting local people to advise us about our procedures, the
meaning and transfer activity of regional policies for local application, and
our general function to assist them.

Finally, funds should be available for local people to develop counter plans.
Sound grass roots efforts can be an important input to assist in making proper
policy decisions.

Question 2—O0bjectives and Goals

Until such time as there is national planning and programming to achieve
stated comprehensive national objectives, the goals and objectives should be to
maximize the use of federal aids to achieve locally prepared objectives. Over
the years there has been much legislation introduced into Congress to establish
national planning. The Domestic Affairs Council and renamed Office of Man-
agement and Budget are steps toward that end. But by and large, national pol-
icy exists on an individual program basis. The sum of these programs may be
the best balance for the nation, but is not for each local area.

Therefore, the emphasis must be on developing local decisionmaking mecha-
nisms and planning and programming processes in support to effectively em-
ploy federal aids to achieve local objectives derived by due process.

Question 3.—Standards

The standards and requirements should all be of a performance type rather
than specification type, i.e. the local organization form and membership should
not be specified (COGs) as in recent housing legislation, but rather its ability
to perform and be effective should be measured. Aid should be greater to those
regions which perfect organizations that can implement decisions as opposed to
debating. Aid should be greater (all'.other things equal) to those debating or-
ganizations that must stay at the job than to the loose voluntary ones where
any dissenter can pull up stakes and go home if he doesn’t like specific deci-
sion.

But the real measure must be performance of locally established programs.
Those organizations which establish multi-year programs with due process and
faithfully execute them should receive greater aid than those who prepare pro-
grams but never produce.

Again, lacking a national plan, any federal regional coordinator should be
guided by local objectives and local performance. He should not interpose his
own reviews of what should happen in the local region.
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Question j—Powers

The prime power the regional coordinator will need is the ability to force
federal agencies with varied and sometimes conflicting objectives into common
programs, joint programs, within a given region. The Office of Management
and Budget has been assisting some regional administrators in working out
joint funding of local programs, but the authority to do this should be farther
down with OMB review and assistance.

On the policy side, the regional administrator should be tied to the Domestic
Affairs Council so that local objectives might be reviewed in a larger frame.
But until there is true national planning to achieve national objectives on a
multi-functional coordinated basis, this should be an exercise in coordination
on the part of the regional administrator.

Question 5.—Unrestricted Funds®

The extent of need and the amount of funds depends on two items: (1) de-
gree of consolidation of federal programs, and (2; on the extent to which, as
indicated above, the objectives of this regional set-up would be to further at-
tainment of local objectives. If little is accomplished on either of these, the
pool would be large ; if much is accomplished, it would be small.

There is a substantial need for funding of demonstration projects designed
to illustrate the policies and guidelines of regional development plans. Such
demonstrations carried out in collaboration with local governmental units can
expedite the accomplishment of both regional and local objectives. In addition,
such reservoir of funds should be available for both planning and implementa-
tion projects which may rise due to changes in local priorities.

SUMMARY

The experiment in Minnesota has worked. It is, however, an evolving struc-
ture which will be subject to modification with experience. It is anticipated for
example, that it may ultimately become an elected metropolitan agency as it
matures and its functions are expanded. The initial establishment of its mem-
bership by direct representation of the metropolitan citizen on a one man-one
vote principle will facilitate its transition to an elected council if and when
that decision is made by the Legislature. Such a change is likely to take place
in event the Council is given general taxing powers including allocation of
funds between functions.

‘While this structure has worked in Minnesota, we believe we must look on
the structure as a flexible matter with varlatlons suited to the unique charac-
teristics of each metropolitan region and one which can adjust to changing
needs. It is this flexible approach that we believe has enabled Minnesota to
provide innovative means to deal with regional planning and development
problems. Our experience, we think, can have general application to similar
large hererogenous multi-county areas. In other places where the urbanized
area is included in the single county, some form of county consolidation may
be more appropriate. Initial metropolitan structure can be most readily
achieved by the Council of government approach where other alternatives are
not available. In this case, however, efforts should be made to establish such
organizations by statute to ensure a continuing organization with appropriate
powers to deal effectively with metropolitan problems.

In any event, efforts should be directed to state legislatures to recognize the
need for effective regional governmental structure.

The Metropolitan Council was created through the interest and innovations
of the Minnesota State Legislature. Our attorney general has defined it as “a
unique governmental unit standing a step above local governmental units and
a step below state agencies and that it is clothed with certain attributes and
powers of each.” As such, it maintains appropriate ties to.the state and is more
responsive to the special problems of local governmental units.

Based upon our Minnesota experience, the minimum requirements for the
successful operation of a regional agency include:

(1) The agency should be a planning and coordinating agency, rather
than an operating agency, but should have certan minimal powers to
accomplish the essential coordination

(a) It should be representative of the people of the region on 2 one
man-one vote basis.

52-355 0—71—pt. 4——15
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(b) It should have the clear responsibility for the preparation of
general system plans for major regional services, with the further re-
quirement that operating or functional agencies are mandated to

follow the system plan.

(¢) It should have the authority to review and approve capital

DPrograms.

(2) The agency must establish an effective and

community and citizen participation.
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The counclimen and their districts are as follows:

1. Marvin F, Borgelt,
West St. Paul.

2. Milton L.Knoll,Jr.,
‘White Bear Lake.

8. Joseph A, Craig,
Coon Rapids.

4. Doneld Dayton,
Wayzata.

5. GeorgeT.Pennock,
Golden Valley.

6. Dennis Dunne,
Edina,

7. Clayton L. Le-
Fevere, Richfield.

Chairman — James L. Hetland, Jr., Minneapolis.

8. Glenn G. C. Olson,
Minneapolis.

9. E. Peter Gillette,
Jr., Minneapolis.
10, James L. Dorr,
Minneapolis.

11. George W. Mar-
tens, Minneapolis.

12. The Rev. Norbert
Johnson, St. Paul.

18. Mrs.James L,Tay-
lor, St. Paul.

14, Joseph A. Maun,
St. Paul.
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Chairman Borrine. Thank you very much, Mr. Hofstede.

Mr. HorstepE. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to call on
Mr. Bob Jorvig to talk about the Federal-council relationship.

Mr. Jorvig. Mr. Chairman, the council as described by Mr. Hofstede
has been in operation now about 314 years. And I would like to just
briefly talk about some of the Federal-regional relationships based on
that limited experience.

I think we believe that this prototype model is one that can be
effective in other places to accomplish regional coordination.

It has been suggested in some of the material that was forwarded
to us that there might be a strong regional Federal agency to deal
with a multitude of Federal problems. We believe that this would be
desirable in the sense that it could consolidate the 400 to 500 various
grant programs so they could be administered and made use of more
effectively by local government and regional agencies such as ours.

I believe this kind of suggestion implies that by getting the Fed-
eral agencies closer to the local people that they could be more re-
sponsive. I think on the other hand that we have found in some of
our relationships with Federal agencies that we are more likely to
find innovative attention at the high levels rather than the local
level. And it seems to us in this regard that probably what is most
important is the consolidation of the federal programs, and in-
creased capability to deal on a multifunctional basis In carrying out
your planning and development actions.

In many of our efforts in the region we are trying to put together
combinations of Federal programs to try to really illustrate what we
are accomplishing on a metropolitan-wide basis. And to do this we
need extensive flexibility on our own part as well as Federal fund-
ing from the various Federal agencies.

I think the second major concern is that in the provision of funds
by the Federal Government we should have a more long-range com-
mitment. In the preparation of our work in preparing a comprehen-
sive development guide for the area and implementing it, we tried to
deal with a 3-year kind of work program. And to do this means
that you need to program your funding for some time in advance.
And we need corresponding ability to depend on the necessary Fed-
eral funding. Here we would like to see this done on a programing
basis so that funds could be made available for agencies such as ours
to do their planning within a framework adopted by our local
agency to carry out a long-range program of improvement. And
these funds should be made available not simply to prepare the sys-
tem plan we referred to, but also to be available and broadly used
for information systems, information programs, technical assistance
to local agencies that we deal with, and perhaps also to provide
funds for capability of providing staff to local advocate groups that
have specific input that they need to put into programs like high-
ways, for instance.

Another key provision that we feel would be desirable would be to
separate the grant funds between planning and development funds.
An example of this, I think, would be the Airport and Airways Act
of 1970, which provides grant funds to areawide agencies such as
ours to prepare the system plan for such facilities, and provides
grant funds to the aviation agency to do the detailed master plan-
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ning of airports. And I think this illustrates the kind of concept
that we are trying to develop in Minnesota to provide the full re-
sponsibility for general planning with the regional agency, and in
turn have the operating agency mandated to follow those general
plans, and given full authority to carry them out. ’

In this kind of relationship an agency like the council can con-
tinue to pay close attention to the integration of various functions
like housing, parks, open space, sewer and water, and so forth, with-
out getting involved in the details of operation and construction of
the system.

I would also like to make a few comments on the A-95 review
process. We think that this is the most important present tool avail-
able to us and to the Federal Government for coordination of plan-
ning and development programs in the region. Most of the programs
are now included in this process. We think, however, that it needs to
have a continuing evaluation. And particularly we feel the need to
get reporting back from the Federal Government from the results of
the reviews that are made by regional and State clearinghouses. This
is being done, it has been started, and reports are feeding back to
our State agency. But I think this whole process can be improved.
And by evaluating what is happening as a result of those reviews I
(ti}}ink we can improve-both the Federal and the local ability to coor-

nate.

You have also suggested that we make some comments relative to
citizen participation and how we involve the community in the kinds
of programs that we are doing on a regional basis. I think one of
the key points is the point that was made by Mr. Hofstede, that a
regional agency such as this should be representative directly of the
metropolitan citizen, the metropolitanwide interest. And in our case
the council is appointed to serve directly that citizen interest. And I
feel that ultimately they should be elected, because this will make
that process clearer to the citizen.

Most of the people are more concerned in getting back and forth
to work, and with who deals with how you built the highways and
the transit system, then they are with the local government that
really doesn’t have control over that situation. And on questions of
pollution, questions of airports and noise and these kinds of things,
we think that by this direct representation process we can provide a
clear representation of the citizens’ interest directly in metropolitan
problems.

However, we feel that there is no clear, simple way, or alterna-
tives for dealing with the citizen participation. And we feel that
this is a vital process of involvement of both local communities, citi-
zenwide and civic organizations, and the citizen directly.

We have tried to do this in a number of ways. One of the things,
of course, is that—that is always proposed is the public hearing
process. This is a very limited process, but I think if this process is
done early enough when the first concepts are perceived, that a real
effecti(xire involvement of the people in the community can be accom-
plished.

For example, in dealing with the transportation problems and the
highway problems we have a structure under the council involving
local elected officials and technicians, and a management committee
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involving the State highway commissioner, the chairman of the met-
ropolitan council, the chairman of our transit commission, and a
representative of county and municipal governments. And we are
dealing with gutting together a total transportation plan. And we
are trying to delineate specific corridor designs both for transit and
highways. And here we think that this kind of representation should
be expanded to where it has really substantial involvement of not
only the technicians and the local people involved, but the citizens
that are involved in the particular sectors of those corridors. And
we are proceeding to develop plans along those lines.

In most of our major programs we have had advisory committees
broadly representative of both governmental and citizen interest.

In our internal organization of the council we have divided our
departments into major departments. One of them is called the com-
munity service department. It is designed solely to maintain the liai-
son with these local governmental officials and citizens at large. And
we use that department to process all our Federal referrals so that
we try to make that process an affirmative one rather than a nega-
tive one, so that we can find out what local communities need and
perhaps help them with applications for funding, rather than to
merely respond to them.

Finally, we are trying in our present work program to develo
demonstration programs working with local communities in multi-
functional kinds of development. We have a couple of areas in
which we are trying to put together park and open-space programs,
housing programs, utility services, and the like, to where we could
influence a large development in the community to provide a mix of
housing units in a quality environment.

I think this kind of demonstration of use programs in a coordi-
nated fashion, though rather localized in this specific instance, can
be an effective way to develop close working relationships with both
local, regional, and Federal need, and ultimately perhaps contribute
to a total Federal policy in dealing with these programs.

In terms of goals and standards by the Federal Government, we
feel that these should be performance type standards rather than
specific directions for local and regional operations, the kind of re-
quirements that HUD and some of the other agencies are now pro-
viding, where there is a requirement for an effective regional coordi-
nating agency, there is a requirement for sewer and water plans and
open-space plans in the region, general requirements of performance,
and then evaluating communities and regions based on how they
meet those general requirements in terms of local plans and pro-
grams rather than detailed specifications.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Borrine. Thank you.

Mr. Kolderie, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF TED KOLDERIE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CITIZENS
LEAGUE, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.

Mr. Kowperie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to talk a little away from my statement, about what
we have tended to think is one critical regional planning issue. And
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that is the problem of developing from a metropolitan region an
agency in State and local government structure with the real capac-
ity to raise the tough questions about housing and transportation
and open space and waste disposal, and with the capacity to come to
fairly timely and politically meaningful decisions.

I do this because we feel that the delivery system for urban pro-

rams is overwhelmingly—and I assume is going to continue to be—
institutions of State and local, rather than Federal Government.
The Federal Government will deliver money to the local institutions
to be spent. So it is terribly important to have these institutions de-
velop a real decision making capacity.

I sensed a good deal of this same feeling in your hearing that I
listened to yesterday afternoon. Certainly in Minnesota along about
1965 to 196}7’ we came to the point where we decided it was time to
swing our emphasis away from making plans and to develop an abil-
ity to make decisions.

Now, there are two things about the metropolitan council that I
think we have to underline that are very key. The first is that the
structure is created by the Minnesota Legislature. It was not volun-
tary. It is an extension under the State legislature’s responsibility
for the social and political and economic health of the metropolitan
area, and it has behind it the full weight of the legislature’s au-
thority over the system and local government organization and
finance.

And second, as has been noted, it is built on the principle of
equal-population-district representation. The map that is included in
the council’s current report to the legislature showing the districting
of the council I think I might leave with you. I consider it one of
the really important documents in the American federal system at this
point. It is the only thing I think you will see where a population-
equal system is laid over a metropolitan area.

The representation question, the system of membership selection
and voting within such a regional agency, is aboslutely central to its
ability to make decisions.

That is why we feel that it is time to begin talking and thinking
more about the question of representation in these metropolitan
agencies. I would like to just touch on a couple of aspects of this for
a few minutes.

The regional agencies that have been encouraged and assisted by
the Federal Government, going back to 1962, and particularly
through the 1966 act, are based on the essential principle, as I un-
derstand it, that what is to be represented at the metropolitan level
is units of government rather than simply people.

You had a good deal of comment in your hearings last October,
and in the written responses, which suggests that this type of repre-
sentation and voting arrangement makes it difficult to face the kind
of tough issues in the urban areas that need to be faced. And the
evaluation of the agencies that have existed suggest that they tend
not to be going about these kinds of gut questions.

Let me try to give three reasons as to why this representation/
effectiveness issue is important.
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First of all, having an agency that can make policy decisions is
important to the Federal Government’s own agencies.

Last fall I had a conversation with the Director of Planning for
the Bureau of Public Roads. And he asked me a very interesting
question. He asked, “When is your metropolitan council going to be-
come elected ¢”’

I got to reflecting about this, and I think what he was really con-
cerned about was the same thing that his predecessor was concerned
about way back in 1962. Let me just read you a little bit of what
Mr. Holmes said at that time, when the Federal highway program
was being pressed very hard by its critics to relate to urban plans.
He said:

Basic problems arise as to the extent to which transportation facilities will
merely serve or will help to shape the future community. * * * An example of
this can be seen in the recent year 2000 plan for the Washington metropolitan
area, which envisions radiating corridors within which will be found all cul-
tural development and between which will be sectors of open space. * * * The
" plan is advanced as a concept and widely published in the press. But there is
no way by which public approval or disapproval of such a plan can be ascer-
tained. * * * The question must arise whether the Highway Administrator can
rely on plans such as this one to indicate the demand or desire for highways,
and whether he should deliberately follow this plan in an effort to bring about
its intended results. The planners have given the Highway Administrator and
his many colleagues in public and private life little to tie to.

In other words, a mechanism for meaningful metropolitan discus-
sions is essential.

This leads to the second reason.

With a limited amount of money to distribute, and a general
charge to assist projects that help to carry out metropolitan plans
rather than projects that don’t, how does the Federal agency—how
can an administrator in Chicago, for instance—know how to do any-
thing more than simply to see whether the papers are in order; and,
second, to determine who got into line first ¢

I saw a wonderful case of this in the Twin Cities area not long
ago, when I saw a copy of a letter that a suburban mayor had sent
to his Congressman. He said basically three things: One, “A study
of the property tax burden in the metropolitan area shows my com-
munity very nearly the most heavily burdened, while ‘community «’
at the other side of the metropolitan area, is one of the least bur-
dened.” Second, “I enclose a copy of a letter from the federal re-
gional office rejecting our application for sewer and water grant.”
Third, “I enclose a clipping from yesterday’s paper announcing the
award of a comparable sewer and water grant to the other commu-
nity. My question simply is, what in hell goes on here #”

I think this indicates that we are not getting decisions made on
the basis of real priorities. Our Metropolitan Council, moreover,
is structured in such a way that it can set those kinds of priorities and
provide a checklist, if you want to call it that, to the Federal agen-
cies as to the kinds of things to which it is our desire to give prior-
ty.

The third reason is a little more complicated, but I think it is ter-
ribly important also. One thing that you notice from what Mr.
Hofstede said is that the State Legislature in Minnesota set up the



w2

council partly to serve its own purposes. It needs to have proposals
reflecting a really representative and politically meaningful consen-
sus within the metropolitan area as to what it ought to do.

The Minnesota Legislatue is not unresponsive to urban problems. -
It is very difficult, however, for the State legislature to act to change
tax laws and zoning laws and systems of local government organiza-
tion in the face of a great division within the area as to what the
area really wants.

After 8 years of struggle and frustration over the problem of a
sewage disposal system for the metropolitan area, the legislature fi-
nally understood that its basic problem was that there was no local
“council” in which a meaningful vote could be taken about what the
area wanted. So it created the metropolitan council precisely for
that purpose and gave it in addition a whole set of things to study
and come back with recommendations on.

What I am saying is getting the representation system in order—
getting the metropolitan agencies set up so that they can take a
really meaningful vote—is critical to opening up the institution
where most of the powers that we have to have to solve urban prob-
lems exist. These do not exist in local government. And they do not
exist in the Federal Government. It is only the State legislature that
can get at the landlord-tenant laws, the tax laws, the land laws, and
so forth.

It is time to raise this question about representation partly, also,
because it is being raised around the country in the courts.

As I was coming down on the plane yesterday I was looking at an
article by Professor Dixon here at George Washington University in
which he mentions the Hadley decision involving the junior college
district in the Kansas City area, where the court has introduced a
requirement for a reasonable population representation in a special
district. Professor Dixon concludes from this that the effort to solve
the problem of metropolitan representation by adding so-called re-
gional citizens to the existing councils of governments is not likely
to stand up. There is also a case in the federal court for the north-
ern District of Ohio brought by the city of Cleveland raising a fun-
damental challenge, on this point. So it may be that we will have,
before long a kind of Baker v. Carr decision that lays down a
whole new requirement about the organization of metropolitan agen-
cies. If so, we are going to have to have some other principle of
organization to put in place of what is there now.

Let me conclude, then, with a couple of recommendations that
might make some sense as you try to move toward a new policy
about Federal requirements for the organization of these State and
local institutions that are reaching out to meet the Federal structure.

First of all, I think you have to work gradually. It would make
some sense to try to encourage, little by little, the 204 agencies in the
metropolitan areas to begin broadening their representation to in-
clude ‘as board members others besides simply the elected officials of
municipal and county government. For example, there has always
been the question including school officials: They spend half the
tax dollars, in almost every metropolitan area. Why should not they
be part of the regional structure? You can go on through all kinds of
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regional agencies and private agencies that ought to have some rep-
resentation. There is also a trend toward weighted voting, to reflect
the one-man one-vote requirement. This should also be encouraged.
Second, it seems to us that the Federal Government ought to insist
that the 204 agencies do more than just review and comment on the
applications. It is something to have a review come in that says this
project is “not inconsistent” with a metropolitan plan. But the ques-
tion is: Is this the project that is top priority in terms of carrying out
the metropolitan plan? If not, what would be?

Third, we need an improved ability to make tough decisions be-
cause Congress seems to be on the eve of a considerably expanded
program of bloc-granting some of its categorical aid programs. And
every bloc-grant program creates a different new little piece of met-
ropolitan governmental structure. When the Partnership for Health
Act came through, there had to be at the local level—typically un-
defined—the same structure to make the regional health plan, and to
distribute the dollars in each year’s grant allocation. We would like
to see the responsibility for that job of planning and priority-setting
assigned routinely to the existing metropolitan review agency. What
this represents is a strategy of loading them up gradually with
meaningful decisions to make. This will obviously raise the question
of representation, and force some improvement.

Fourth, recognizing that the powers we all want to open up are
the powers of the State legislature, we would like to see the Federal
Government encourage or require these regional councils to make a
legislative program—to speak not only to the Federal Government
about the allocation of money, but to speak to the legislatures about
what needs to be done in the way of housing, programs, taxes,
changes in the system of local public finance, and so forth.

Finally, it would make sense if the Federal Government would
open up a substantial program of assistance to the State legislatures
to let them develop their own system for evaluating and analyzing
these programs as the proposals come up to them from the regional
councils.

I think there is probably much more to say about the relationship
between representation and decisionmaking, and we may have raised
more questions than we have answered. So I will stop and be glad to
respond to some questions.

Chairman Borrine. Thank you for a very interesting contribu-
tion. As the only living example, apparently, of this particular form
of regional approach, you are very valuable to us.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Kolderie follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TED KOLDERIE

I would like to underscore here today two things about Minnesota’s reorga-
nization of the Twin Cities metropolitan area, which we think are the keys to
its success and which we believe bear serious consideration by the federal gov-
ernment as it searches for ways to improve the governance of the great urban
areas of this county. .

The first thing to notice is that the agent for this change has been, and con-
tinues to be, the Minnesota State Legislature.

The second is that the system of representation within the Metropolitan
Council is set up on an equal-population distriet basis, as a result of a deliber-
ate decision to secure an ability to confront and to resolve difficult policy is-
sues.
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These two ideas are absolutely central. Let me brieflly discuss each of them
in turn, suggesting a few of the ways they affect the interests of the federal
government,

First, as to the State Legislatures.

These continue, by and large, to have, I suspect, the poorest reputation of
any major piece of the American federal system. Recent evidence—such as the
study by the Citizens Conference on State Legislatures—indicates these institu-
tions are, in fact, changing and modernizing quite rapidly, and are nowhere
near 80 unresponsive, incompetent or corrupt as much of the comment about
them would lead us to believe. Yet they do suffer from this image, and they
do, therefore, tend to be overlooked by almost everyone searching for an ap-
proach to the solution of our urban problems.

Yet the truth is that it is precisely the State Legislature that holds most of
the powers essential to everything we want to accomplish, this is an enormous
potential here that is virtually unexploited. It is almost impossible to overesti-
mate how much can be done, and how little has been tried, along this route.

Look at the experience in Minnesota, where we have found ways to activate
the State Legislature and to make it responsive. The results have been impres-
sive. The Metropolitan Council itself . . . the Metropolitan Airports Commis-
sion . .. an areawide sewerage program . .. in short, the whole evolving govern-
mental structure for this urban area has been achieved through the use of the
constitutional authority of the State Legislature over the organization, powers
and finances of local government.

And the establishment of this areawide structure is only a part of what the
Minnesota Legislature has done in the last decade. It has also totally rewrit-
ten the annexation and incorporation laws, providing a rational program for
the extension of municipal government. It is currently rebuilding the system of
state/local financial relationships . . . working in new measures of need and of
ability to pay, and expanding the share of local revenues provided by the
state. It is also, I might note, modernizing itself—staffing up, improving com-
pensation, remodeling facilities, reorganizing its committee structure, and de-
veloping an ability to work productively throughout the full biennjum for
which its members are elected.

The experience in the Twin Cities area suggests that a state legislature is
unresponsive partly, at least, because urban issues appear before it as a confu-
sion of voices—city officials and suburban officials and interest groups of all
kinds, with their special points of view. There is no voice speaking for the
areas a8 a whole, separate from the local governmental units. Yet the Legisla-
ture needs some indication of consensus, from a formal representative and re-
sponsible for body, so that it can treat these issues as, in a sense, local bills.
The existence of such a voice for the whole urban area would be no guarantee
the Legislature would act, but, clearly, the Legislature is unlikely to act with-
out it. Our experience has been, at any rate, that the Metropolitan Council
working out a program of proposals of the Twin Cities area has served as a
kind of “key” that is able to unlock the storehouse of powers represented by
the State Legislature.

This has, clearly, become one of its principal functions . . . along with the
preparation of the plan for the physical and economic development of the
Twin Cities area itself.

Such an areawide body, structued so as to be able to reach hard decisions, is
important, not only to the Legislature, but also to the federal government—as
it tries to implement its own programs in the urban areas.

The problem was perfectly stated by the then Director of Planning for the
U.8. Bureau of Public Roads, E. H. Holmes, in 1982, when the freeway pro-
gram was being pressed hard by its critics to relate more closely to urban plan-
ning.

“Basic problems arise,”” Holmes sald, “as to the extent to which transporta-
tion facilities will merely serve or will help to shape the future community . .
. An example of this very basic problem can be seen in the recent Year 2000
Plan for the Washington metropolitan area, which envisions radiating corri-
dors within which will be found all cultural development and between which
will be sectors of open space ... The plan is advanced no way by which pub-
lic approval or disapproval of such a plan can be ascertained ... The question
must arise whether the Highway Administrator can rely on plans such as this
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one to indicate the demand or desire for highways, and whether he should de-
liberately follow this plan in an effort to bring about its intended results. The
planners have given the Highway Administrator and his many colleagues in
public and private life little to tie to.”

The problem for the federal agency is the same as the problem for the Leg-

- islature: To know what, in some formal, official sense, the local area wants.

It is probably clear from what I have said so far how key—for all this—is
a proper structure of representation in the areawide organization. Currently,
this is not an actively debated issue, but it should be an issue and it will be
an issue, we are convinced, as soon as the areawide agencies established under
the Model Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 begin seriously
trying (as certainly they should) really to direct federal grant monies first to
those projects of highest areawide priority, and to those projects that best
serve to implement metropolitan plans.

When this happens, the weakness of the existing arrangements for represen-
tation in most of these “204” agencies will be exposed. Most such agencies—as
other witnesses before this subcommittee have pointed out—have been built on
the essential principle that what is to be represented in our areawide agency
is not people, but units of government. What we have, therefore, is a one unit,
one vote, system. As a consequence, hard votes on controversial issues are sel-
dom taken . .. or are taken only at risk of the survival of the organization it-
self. This is why the issue of representation in these agencies is not being
pressed. Federal officials are aware of the problem and are concerned about it.
But they are reluctant to raise the issue because they are hoping that, in time,
local units will learn to cooperate toward solutions of some areawide problems.
And they do fear that raising the question of representation would bring an
end to such voluntary cooperation.

Probably they are right: Voluntary organizations can easily fall apart when
a controversial issue is driven in. The question is, of course, whether the orga-
nizations ought to be set up on this basis at all.

This issue was extensively discussed in the Twin Cities area over the two
years preceding the creation of the Metropolitan Council in 1967. In this dis-
cussion we forced the question: Will our areawide agency be able to reach de-
cisions on issues where action is not in the interest of all concerned?

We had fresh in our mind an issue raised a year previously by the proposed
construction of a 550-megawatt generating plant in a village of about 400 peo-
ple in the St. Croix Valley—mnow a ‘scenic river’—east of St. Paul. Our then
existing Metropolitan Planning Commission, structured essentially like a coun-
cil of governments, agonized for some time over this issue . . . but, in the end,
pressures from the areas that stood to gain financially from the location of the
plant made it impossible for the MPC even to find that the question was a
matter of areawide concern.

In Minnesota the decision was, therefore, made early to establish a metro-
politan council in such a way as to avoid the conflicts that inevitably arise-
when members hold other, local office . . . and to establish the districts so each
member’s vote will be precisely equal to any other. Out of this came the pro-
posal to create the districts simply by combining the reapportioned state legis-
lative districts by twos—a principle that has been continued where possible in
the structuring of the operating agencies subordinate to the Metropolitan
Council.

The Twin Cities area has, at the same time, organized its local officials on
an areawide basis. There are separate areawide organizations for municipal of-
ficials, for county officials, and for the school districts. We are following, at
the metropolitan level, in other words, essentially the practice followed here at
the county level . . . where municipal officials are organized to express their
concern about decisions of the county board, but do not have themselves sit as
members of the county board. In the same way, the Metropolitan Council ex-
ists to represent the interests of the local governmental units.

This system looks to be working in the Twin Cities area. Hard votes have
been taken . . . over the location of the Metropolitan Council’s own offices;
over the location of the zoo; on the design of highway interchanges; on the
extension of sewers; and, most signilcantly, on the location of a huge new in-
ternational airport for the area. The most serious problem (not yet a fatal
one, but a real one) is that the members of the Metropolitan Council are not
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sufficiently responsive politically for their decisions on matters of this signifi-
cance to be accepted easily, by local officials and by the public, as legitimate.
For the moment, the prestige given them by their appointment by the Gover-
nor and their individual ability are serving to maintain their position. But
they will need, soon, the authority and legitimacy that comes only from elec-
tion.

All this is of importance for the federal government because there is, cur-
rently, we understand, some prospect that the system of representation encour-
aged and established in most areawide agencies will be declared invalid.

‘We are informmed there is in federal court in Cleveland a case brought by
Mayor Stokes challenging the approval by the area’s ‘“204” agency of a free-
way interchange objected to by the city. Mayor Stokes has simply asked the
obvious question: If this agency is going to be making decisions that signifi-
cantly affect the city’s interest, why is not the city given its proportionate rep-
resentation?

If the decision goes in favor of the city, a new approach to representation in
these areawide agencies may be required by the courts. And in this situation it
will be important to understand that there is another model available. The
Twin Cities Metropolitan Council, as William G. Colman, the former director
of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, said to the first
Council of Governments Conference, is “invulnerable on the one man, one vote
requirement.”

How, finally, might this general strategy be translated into specific actions

. by the federal government, as part of its attack on urban problems?

‘We suggest the following :

First, Congress and the Administration should encourage the gradual evolu-
tion of the “204” agencies from a system based on representing units of local
government to a system based on representing people. Even as organizations of
local officials, these areawide bodies have been inadequate. There has always
been, for example, the question: Why not include the schools? After all, they
spend, typically, half an area’s tax dollars. There is also a growing problem of
providing representation for racial and economic minorities . . . whose mem-
bers typically are not elected to city and suburban councils in proportion to
their numbers.

Any such trend will make the system for a while more cumbersome. Eventu-
ally, we suspect, the change will be made to a simple pattern of geographic
representation, with all the various interests competing for influence with the
district’s local representative . . . and competing in the struggle to elect the
district’s representative. How fast this evolution takes place, and how the dis-
tricts are arranged and the members selected, is something each area and each
state’s legislature will have to work out for itself.

Second, the federal government should encourage and assist these agencies,
beginning immediately, to move toward their own state legislatures with pro-
posals for action on key regional issues. The Department of Housing and
Urban Development’s “701” planning assistance funds should be available for
this work. And a report on such proposals, and on their success, should be a
required condition of future planning aid.

Third, financial assistance should be available from the federal government
to the state legislatures themselves, to encourage the development of staff and
the internal reorganization needed to handle proposals from the metropolitan
bodies. Such aid would also stimulate the Legislature to make its own studies
of urban issues. We are vaguely aware of a struggle here during the past sev-
eral years over this issue . .. of whether “701” assistance should be extended
only to the executive side of state government, or to the legislative side as
well. We believe it must be available to the legislatures. Governors’ proposals
are futile if the Legislature is literally unable to respond.

Fourth, Congress and the Administration should routinely use these desig-
nated areawide agencies as the body to develop the “local” element of any
plan required under a new block grant program. Failure to do this in the past
has terribly complicated implementation of these programs and has led in ef-
fect to the creation of additional special purpose districts in the metropolitan
structure.

For example, the Partnership for Health Act provided for the establishment
of a health planning mechanism at both the state and the “local” levels. In
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Minnesota, the Governor quickly designated the State Planning Agency. There
was in the law, however, neither a definition of “local” nor a designation of
any official whose job it would be to write such a definition. A struggle began,
therefore, among health-related agencies in the Twin Cities area, which occu-
pled the next eighteen months and which was resolved only when the Metro-
politan Council intervened and applied for the public healty service grant to
design the needed local mechanism,

This study proposed the Metropolitan Council be designated the ‘814b”
agency, covering the entire metropolitan area. It proposed also, in effect, that
the Council create a Metropolitan Health Board, subordinate to it, to explore
the issues in detail. The Board would have responsibility for planning, not
only hospitals, but also health facilities in general . . . and not only facllities,
but also programs. The Board was appointed by the Council with lay citizens
making up a majority and with health providers—doctors and hospital adminis-
trators—playing an important, but minority, role. Additional state legislation
this year will now enable this and other regional health planning agencies to
treat the hospital system as essentially a public utility, with facilities hence-
forth to be expanded or reconstructed only under what will amount to a “cer-
tificate of public convenience and necessity.”

Similar issues are raised, or will be raised, as similar programs develop for
criminal justice planning, for transportation planning, for parks and open
space . . . or for any other program area where categorical grants are gath-
ered together. Plans must be made, and year by year money must be given out,
in line with tough priorities set in the knowledge that limited dollars must be
used for first things first.

All this again simply underscores, of course, the critical importance of struc-
turing these areawide agencies so they can make controversial decisions . . .
and brings us back, in the end, to questions about representation with which
this whole discussion started. )

Urban areas are different. And certainly the Twin Cities area is unique in
many respects. Particularly it is different from New York or Chicago. But it is
not so very different from Seattle, the San Francisco Bay area, or Denver, or
Atlanta, or dozens of other medium-to-large metropolitan areas where the ac-
tion of a single state legislature could be effective in restructuring the basic
system of local government organization and finance.

The opening up of the tremendous powers available under state constitutions
to the state legislatures is the single biggest thing that has not yet really been
tried in our search for solutions to urban problems. It ought to have top prior-
ity attention over the next five years.

Mr. Kovperie. Thank you, sir.

Chairman Boruine. I wonder if you would care to comment on
the notion that in this particular area it might be the best service
that the Federal Government could provide, to clarify its own poli-
cies in some coherent fashion in a somewhat more organized way
than it has so far—would that be perhaps as important a contribu-
tion as we can make? It is absolutely fascinating to-sit here for 8
or 9 days and listen to witnesses. And there is just one particular
figure that keeps coming up, and that is the figure of how many cate-
éorical programs we have. And somebody said that the Federal

overnment has 200, and we get as high as a thousand. And it be-
comes to me a real mystery as to how many categorical programs we
do have. And I would be interested to know how many programs—
having probably voted for each one in the area of education, I
would be interested to know how many educational programs I
helped set up without really knowing that I was doing 1t. Would it
be really helpful to any reasonable group if they knew what the na-
tional priorities were ¢ Or is that an unfair question ?

Mr. Jorvie. Mr. Chairman, I think it certainly would be helpful
to regional agencies to have some idea of what the national priori-
ties were. I think in various legislation the Federal Government has
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been moving toward that. And one of the things you are talking
about is a national growth policy. And I think if some of these gen-
eral policies can be established by the Federal Government with
some 1deas of the Federal priorities, it will be very helpful.

On the other hand, I think the Federal Government should en-
‘courage the establishment of agencies like we have in Minnesota that
have some capability to program priorities on & regional basis that
the Federal Government can in effect depend on for using and dis-
tributing its funds in an effective way. I think it has to go both
ways. And we look forward to a whole range of things ranging from
the major regional programs to the things like urban renewal and
housing, where you really need to encourage communities and re-
gional agencies to develop long-range programs of how they are
going to deal with each one of these issues, and then be able to de-
pend on Federal program commitments to accomplish those. That
probably implies substantially increased Federal commitments to
these programs. But I think you need that kind of a program in the
apgroach if we are going to resolve critical urban problems.

hairman Borring. The thing that keeps occurring to me over the
years that we have been trying to look at this subject from a some-
what rational point of view, using the advice of the best people that
wa can discover, it seems to me, is that it is becoming more and more
clear that we are dealing with two problems which are inseparable.
One is the problem of how one should plan or how a society should
plan. And the other one is how you then relate good planning to
good small “d” democracy, and there seems to me to be no essential
conflict; that as our society develops, we have managed to get frac-
tionalized, so that neither the goal of good planning or good use of
the representative process on an equitable basis is made. And it
seems to me that they may be two different things. It may be that
you have to plan in large units first, and you have to execute in
small units. And it seems to me that we may have two intellectual
conceptions that need to be put together with an awareness of dif-
ference between planning on the one hand and execution on the
other. And too often, it seems to me, what has happened to us
around the country is that it has been virtually impossible to relate,
at least from a national level, a process that lends itself to incredible
variations that exist in States and localities in their political proc-
esses. I am not suggesting that one State is more democratic than
another State, I am just saying that the mystery of how that State
develops may make the kind of organization that it can create to-
tally different from any other. We have heard enough different peo-
ple from different areas to get a notion that perhaps totally different
systems of delivery under a regional plan of some sort or another
may work very well in one place and wouldn’t work at all in an-
other, because of the differences in the approach to the political
process.

I don’t know whether that is anything that is pertinent to this
particular hearing or not. But T am more and more convinced that
the fundamental dilemma that we all suffer from is that we don’t
really know how incredibly different we are from one State to the
other, from one city to the other, from one region to the other. And
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it is beginning to occur to me that this may be the most important
part of the problem, just to recognize that about all that the Na-
tional Government can do is come up with relatively broad general
priorities which are made quite specific when they get down to cer-
tain kinds of brick and mortar things, and then leave to local enti-
ties a very wide range of self-determination as to how they will
come up with their particular approach to the necessary broa ;ﬁlan,
and then how that is delivered and how the plan is made something
more than a set of papers.

I don’t know whether that makes any sense at all to you. If it
doesn’t, say so. But I think we have got this terrible problem of di-
v;rsity which we have been ignoring up here in some curious kind
of way.

Does any one of you want to comment on that, or is that so ob-
vious that you don’t want to comment?

Mr. Horstepe. No, it isn’t. I think I understand what you are
saying. And I think we touched on it very briefly in our discussion.
And I guess that the Federal Government has to lay down certain
broad criteria that States or regional areas or cities have to operate
under. And I think that one of the criteria should be the actual in-
volvement of the people themselves-in helping formulate the plan, so
that when the plans are presented, when they are ready to }l))e Te-
sented so that they can be put into operation, there isn’t that rebel-
lion that is going to take place in the general population. And I
think you are alluding to that, if I am not mistaken.

But I think that is a very important criteria. And maybe Bob
could comment.

Chairman Borrine. We have had so many disasters—the Federal
Government has been responsible for so many disasters—if you only
want to take one field, you can take housing. There has never been a
complete evaluation of the disasters that we have perpetrated at any
Federal level by the contribution of money in an unknowing way. It
doesn’t make any sense to build public housing for people who have
recently come from certain areas in Puerto Rico that is entirely suit-
able for people that have come from an entirely different culture.
And we have done a great deal of that kind of broad-brush damage.
And T think it has to be said specifically that the way in which we
set up policies made it inevitable that the programs wouldn’t work.
And don’t misunderstand me, I voted for every nickel of every public-
" housing program that has ever been around in 20-odd years. But we
were too inflexible. We set up a situation that was bound to be disas-
trous.

Mr. Kouperte. Could I comment for just a minute ?

We are talking about substantially programs of Federal assist-
ance. And I think everybody agrees that the Federal Government is
entitled to set a floor under it, that no State is entitled to sink below
a level of basic Federal policy. The problem is how you put that
floor in without having it become at the same time a ceiling for a
State or metropolitan area that wants to go beyond, or do better, or
just be different, where it doesn’t violate some essential—

Chairman Borrine. Let’s set some floors.
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Mr. Kowperie. That question has come up in Minnesota. For
example, last year, Murray Weidenbaum, the assistant secretary of
the treasury, who is in charge of the revenue-sharing program, came
out, and found himself in a serious argument with a number of peo-
ple, editorial writers, and others in Minnesota, about this approach
on revenue sharing.

Minnesota is faced with a couple of problems. Out on the western
side of the State we have got a very serious depopulation—a real
shift in the settlement pattern into fewer and larger urban centers,
and a net loss of population, so that the unit cost of delivering serv-
ices through the old governmental mechanism is getting very high.
Half the counties in Minnesota have a population of under 20,000—
this is close, it may not be exactly right. It just doesn’t make any
sense to carry on that old 19th century pattern of governmental or-
ganization. The Minnesota Legislature is close to a policy that
would begin to phase out the townships, for example, as deliverers
of services, and run services through the counties, and perhaps in
some cases consolidate counties. So the question arises, when a for-
mula is being written in Washington that provides for a distribu-
tion of funds to townships and counties, but particularly townships,
as a matter of right, why is it critical for the Federal Government
to do that? If Minnesota’s policy makes sense, why shouldn’t the
Federal policy conform to it, and assist it, rather than conflict with
it? I grant that the amount of dollars involved for townships isn’t
very large, but the principle is an important one.

In the lake country of Minnesota we have a very, very low-density
suburbanization appearing. I have a summer place on a lake that is
a very good one. The townships are never going to do anything
about preserving that lake. There may be eight or ten townships
that touch the lake. It is a good-sized one. And it is full of retired
farmers from Iowa who want to be left alone. The last thing they
want to do is recognize that they have any kind of problem. Many
do recognize lake pollution. But the townships are not equipped to
do anything about it. Cass County could do something. Why not
have a revenue-sharing program that would let Minnesota policy on
the responsibilities of local government prevail ¢ ,

We talked a little bit with Murray about the kind of approach
that was used just before the Federal Government went into the In-
terstate highway program. Before that was passed in 1956 the Gov-
ernment, said : “Send us a plan for the expressways that you need to
build.” And by and large the States were allowed to put them where
they wanted them so long as they didn’t violate certain basic stand-
gxrdg. Why not take this “State plan” approach with revenue shar-
ing?

The man who talks better about this than anyone I know is Dave
Walker, Assistant Director of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations.

Chairman Borring. The point is a very valid one. The only prob-
lem I have with this is that I happen to think that the interstate
highway program may be one of the disasters, because so many of
the State programs were disasters as far as certain cities were con-
cerned. And I wouldn’t want you to get the impression that I am
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trying to reach some kind of an ideal government. I often run into
the problem of having people think that I am a little too impracti-
cal in this kind of a thing. I do come from the kind of an area that,
if T were impractical, I wouldn’t be here. And it just seems to me
very clear that our dilemma is that there is such incredible diversity
in the 50 States and in the various metropolitan areas and so on,
that you can’t really come up with any kind of a generalization. It
would suit me fine if I could feel that we could leave it to the
States. But the difference in the States in terms of the quality of
government—I am not going to make any invidious comparisons in
detail—but it is so incredible as to be very nearly unbelieveable. It is
almost the range from a society that has no democratic government
to the most perfect kind of democratic government within the
United States itself. I sympathize with the view, but I am not sure
it fits my intellectual problem, nor my physical problem. I would
like to get into the politics a little bit later.

Mr. Horstepe. If I may comment, No. 1, you should set down
general criteria. And hasn’t the problem been that the Federal Gov-
ernment wanted to become so involved so that it could maintain con-
trol, in other words, become specialized, so that when you apply for
this grant they could have certain criteria so that they could main-
tain control over the money and over where it was going; in so
doing, you know, they became so specialized that they forgot the
overall picture.

Chairman Borrineg. I think that is correct. That is the problem of
the two refined categories, which comes back to our failure to orga-
nize ourselves in a more rational way. We have so many fractional-
ized subcommittees that deal with matters that ultimately become
law that inevitably there is too much detail involved. But excepting
—and I think I am probably one of the earliest critics of Congress in
terms of its failure to organize itself in any rational way from the
point of view of the policy product—I have done the outrageous
thing of writing books about 1t and have been critical over the way
the Congress works—but excepting that, and then going over into
another area, which I know doesn’t come up as any very significant
problem in Minnesota, civil rights. You have got to be incredibly de-
tailed about the use of money in this particular area, because there
are areas in the country where it is a great issue. And even the tini-
est loophole makes it impossible to go through with a clearly stated
policy, or maybe a policy that has been stated by the Congress, ac-
cepted by the Executive, and further implemented by the courts, but
unless you have this precise detail in this area, you are giving cer-
tain areas a great opportunity to do just the exact opposite of what
this policy that has been established is. You see, there is a difficulty
that we deal with. In some areas you have to have very great preci-
sion, and in other areas you should probably have very little, you
should allow for great diversity. And what I am trying to get at is,
how do we do that critically?

Mr. Horstepe. I understand your problem, and I wish you luck. I
would say that maybe you have to do it. But at the same time, then,
the Federal Government has to become flexible enough to adapt to
the changes if a particular State—we use States now—is trying to
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use the law to do the reverse of what you are trying to do; in that
case I guess my answer to that question would be that you would
have to do that. But at the same time, once they are in line, what-
ever that means, I think then the Federal Government and its agen-
cies have to become more adaptable, they can’t become rigid, and
they have to be willing to change. And that is a very general state-
ment.

Chairman BorLing. Yes, we all get to that.

Mr. HorsTepE. I guess that would be my only answer to that.

Chairman Borrine. When you work in the kind of area that you
are working in, where you are dealing with 2 million people,
roughly, in a region which is a great metropolitan area, a very com-
plex metropolitan area, do you find that there is any way that you
can differentiate between the matters of policy? Can you divide
them into two kinds? There is a difference in civil rights, in equality
of opportunity, one-man one-vote on the one hand, and some of these
other things. You could have a great diversity, for example, in what
kind of housing was built, or what kind of—I suppose there could
be diversity in highways. I have looked at highways in other coun-
tries that were designed in such a way that the primary criteria was
to see to it that you didn’t kill people, either by cars hitting people
or by cars hitting each other or by cars hitting other things. And
they are much better designed than any of our highways. And when
they get near a town, and so on, they are much better designed from
a human point of view. That type of criteria you would have and
otherwise say, go ahead and build your highways where you want
to, but keep the safety level up. Is there a way that you can catego-
rize different kinds of problems? Civil rights and one-man one-vote
are something that aren’t physical. Does 1t fall into any such divi-
sion, or am I looking for something that doesn’t exist ?

Mr. Jorvic. It seems to me that you can get wider variations in
some programs than in others. But the Federal Government has
tried to get into great detail on some of these that are more compli-
cated, like civil rights.

But I think in your earlier comments you are asking the guestion
really as to whether the Federal Government should have more gen-
eralized standards, and then leave those up to local prerogatives,
subject to setting out certain areas in which the communities should
come up with specific programs. That seems to me the way we
should go. And then to get at some of the problems about loopholes,
and so forth, if there is some kind of annual programing, whether
they are fiscal programs or what have you, there can be an evalua-
tion process—for instance, a community or a regional agency which
doesn’t follow the general guidelines and gets into some real trouble
in some of these areas may not be treated so well in the next fund-
ing process, but leave it up to them to come up with a program and
then have an evaluation process if they aren’t doing what they said
they were going to do. It seems to me that there is a real need to get
substantial funding into regions for community development. And
this has to be done on more this general kind of approach, or you
are not going to get the job done.



78

Chairman Boruine. The President has come up with a specific set
of programs in connection with revenue sharing, some general and
some specific. And it is much criticized, and for a variety of reasons;
it is much criticized by certain people on the ground that there is
some great futility in the multiplicity of categories. What is your
experience in this setup, what kind of luck have you had in Henne-

in County, compared to other areas, on the conventional tax prob-
em? We hear a great deal about taxpayer revolts around the coun-
try. And we just%ost, for example, in my county, my school district,
we just lost another school levy; we had a majority, but our State
law requires more than a majority to pass a school levy. How much
responsibility could a regional entity such as yourself, as it develops,
take for the underlying political problem of people in 20 kinds of
regional areas taking more specific responsibility for providing the
money for the things that they want? This is not a far cry from
revenue sharing, it is right back to the guts of it.

Mr. Jorvie. In the metropolitan council we have been trying to
get at one piece of this problem on the question that we call physical
disparity, and have made that a major point of issue in our program
for the last couple of years in working with Ted Kolderie and his
people on this question as well. And if you are going to make ra-
tional development decisions in a region you need to relieve the
property tax as a basis for a major support of urban programs. And
what we have tried to do is come up with our own formula of reve-
nue sharing, whereby we would share future commercial and in-
dustrial space among the communities in the region, at least a major
proportion of that. So you take some of the incentives—you would
put positive incentives on good development decisions rather than
negative ones to achieve a tax base in a particular community.

‘We have legislation on this matter pending in the Minnesota Leg-
islature at the present time. And we are hopeful that in the special
session it will be given consideration, so that you begin to equalize
ghela tax resources 1n the community. And I tﬁink that is a major

elp.

Also there are measures to relieve the property tax and get non-
property tax revenues to support schools and municipal expendi-
tures. And the combination of these two things, we think, will be
more helpful in making decisions in the area.

Ted may want to comment further.

Mr. Korperie. That is right on your point. The metropolitan
council developed locally, and I think the State legislature will
enact, a revenue-sharing formula for dividing among the municipal-
ities of the Twin Cities area any amounts of money that happen to
be put into it, whether they come from State sources or from a State-
authorized metropolitan property tax or as a lump from the Federal
Government. I haven’t run these out as an economist. But my guess
would be that this formula is going to be better tailored to the needs
and ability to pay to the municipalities in the Twin Cities area than
any formula that is written in Washington. So the question that
comes before you is, why not use this? You could have somebody
look it over, here, and if it does come through, as I suspect it will,
as a really progressive kind of formula, why shouldn’t that become
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the funnel through which filter down any dollars provided to the
metropolitan area as a part of the required pass through in a Fed-
eral revenue-sharing program?

We used to have the reverse kind of formula, that took the money
and moved it out to the richer communities more than to poor ones. And
would be entitled to call that off and say no. And at that point the
Federal Government formula would kick in, because it at least passes
the money out on a per capita basis or something else. But where a
formula goes beyond per capita to recognize measures of the need and
ability to pay, why not use 1t ¢

Chairman Borvring. It makes sense.

Mr. Korperie. One of the things I really have to comment on is
that in my own experience the Federal people don’t really know,
they don’t really understand much about our community. I don’t
know who the Federal people are. They come and they go to city
hall, and to the metropolitan council and to the State government.
But there is nobody who lives there. I don’t see any intelligence
function at all being run by the agencies, really to provide a feel of
what this area is and basically what is going on. They are just oper-
ating in the dark.

Chairman Borrine. It is a problem. That problem of communica-
tion is a fascinating one. I happen to know a little bit about your
area. I guess the first or second thing that I did politically after
World War II was to come up for a volunteer agency and work in a
campaign in those areas in 1947, even before I got very heavily in-
volved In my own area. So that I have a slight awareness of the fact
that it can be said that you have a more progressive approach to
government than some other States and some other communities. I
am well aware of that. My own experience—and I have been quite
blunt about it in my own district, so I don’t mind doing it on the re-
cord here—is that I struggled—I have been in Congress more than
20 years, and I struggled for more than half of that time to get the
mayor and the city council of my city and the government of the
county in which my city is located to recognize that there were a lot
of things going on in Washington that might affect the city and the
county. That may seem incredible to you, but it is literally a fact
that 10 years ago the city of Kansas City, Mo., and the county of
Jackson in Missouri didn’t have any awareness in any detail at all of
what was going on in Washington, despite the best efforts of a rea-
sonably, I hope, effective representative.

So you have got all kinds of problems—this is the reason that I
am so aware of the diversity—and you have a greater awareness
than most people who represent congressional districts of the diver-
sity of the United States and the diversity of the problem. But you
can have that kind of unbelievable unawareness.

My city has a budget which—and this is a little bit unfair—which
is roughly the equivalent of the expenditure of a major Federal pro-
gram in that area, the Social Security Administration. And those fig-
ures are a little out of date. And my county has a budget which is
somewhat less, as is the city’s, than that of the Social Sgecurity Ad-
ministration and the expenditure of the Veterans’ Administration in
the area. And yet for years and years the leaders of the community
were unaware of events at the national level.
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Now that, I am sure, would seem incredible to you who have been
suffering from the reverse experience. And this is despite the fact
that in Kansas City and in Jackson County we have always had the
great benefit of having regional offices of the various agencies in
large numbers. And you somehow have to devise, if we need im-
provement—and I think we do at the Federal level, and all the other
levels—you have to devise an approach somehow which will take
into account the diversity from your situation to the broader different
approach in the bay area of California and the different approach
taken in the giant cities. And I don’t mean for you to think that I
am trying to make it too complicated, but it does not seem to me that
it can be beyond the capacity of man to come up with program ap-
proaches that will, to use the word that is being used today, relate to
a1l the different problems of all the different areas. And that is what
T am sort of playing with, but with purpose. I wouldn’t want you to
think that this was just some kind of a thumb-sucking operation.
- 'We have so much of it.

Mr. HorsteDE. Mr. Chairman, one comment, I am a product of a
city government. The relationship or the knowledge gap that devel-
oped between your city council and the Federal Government is prob-
ably as big as between the council members like myself and the peo-
ple” that we represent. There is a real knowledge gap. People
apparently today are moving so fast that the officials have to make
judgments and decisions and have to spend the money at a very
rapid rate to solve a problem, so therefore they forget the one thing,
and that is, they assume that people are more knowledgeable than
they are, or they assume that they read the paper, or they travel in
the same circles that people in government do, and they do not. And
because of what is taking place in that sense the people just aren’t
sure what they are doing. And the faster we move, it seems to me,
the greater the gap becomes between government and the people
themselves. And I guess to provide those people with knowledge, to
make them more knowledgeable, is a very expensive and time-con-
suming thing. And we decisionmakers have to make a decision again
as to whether or not there is time to inform the public so that they
are informed and they can respond and they can participate, so that
when the crisis is such that you have to move and you make deci-
sions, then you do not have to do it without the consent of the peo-
ple and without the knowledge of the people as to what is going on.
If you do it without the knowledge and consent of the people I think
you run the risk of trouble. And I have a firm belief that a knowl-
edgeable constituency is the best, but the trick is that it is a very ex-
pensive and time-consuming project. And maybe one of our prob-
lems happens to be that we think we have to make decisions right
away, and we are constantly running and running, and maybe we
should just slow up or just plain slow down.

Chairman Borrine. I think that is a very valid point, and I think
that is what I was trying to say earlier. I think you have got a
problem of somehow or other bringing the opportunity to get the
decisionmaking back to the people. And I think at one time it really
was closer to the people. At least one of our witnesses has proposed—
and he is a very practical fellow, he was at one time the head of
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Tammany Hall in New York, so nobody is going to accuse him of
being wholly impractical—he has suggested in a very interesting ar-
ticle in the Saturday Review—he was a witness last week—he sug-
gested that what we need to do is to find some way to get an effec-
tive impact on government back into the hands of the citizen as
existed in the days of the bad old machine. He understands that the
Democratic and Republican machines of the great cities of the past
were thrown out by the good clean county-city-manager type of
government and they should have been thrown out, because they
were corrupt. But they performed an enormously important service,
because in those days, as recently as the thirties—and I come from a
machine town where I have had to survive the fact that I am not a
part of the machine—the effectiveness of the machine was based on
the fact that the block worker or the precinct worker had some real
access to the administrative agencies of the city. If there was trouble
on a block or in a precinct, he went and tried to solve it himself,
that precinct worker. If he had to go to his district leader, he did.
And because that was a political patronage system, there was a rela-
tionship between the administrator, the district leader, the precinct
worker, and the citizen.

Now, I am not yearning for the past. My first activities were
trying to defeat machines. But it seems to me that this is a valid:
point in terms of the organization and the history of it. So that we
have got to devise some kind of technique to get some political en-
tity, some political individual who is close enough to people so that
he feels that he has an impact on government.

Now, the quick answer there 1s, of course, the city councilman is
closer to the people than a Congressman, that is correct, or could be,
whether or not he always is in the political balance, because I think
it is safe to say that there are a few people in my area who are city
councilmen who might like to be Congressmen. So that is a balance-
out political job. It seems to me we have got that fundamental prob-
lem of how to get back to where the citizen feels that he has some ex-
change with government. And I am not talking about any particular
one, I am talking about all of them. I think the disaffection of the
citizen is with all, not some.

Is that reasonable? Does that make any sense, that we have that
problem ? :

Mr. HorsTepE. Yes, we do, Mr. Chairman. I guess if I had the an-
swer to that question and to that problem I could become a multi-
millionaire.

Chairman Borrine. I think you might get poor.

Mr. HorsTepE. But a part of the problem 1s, the way I see it—and
again I can relate more back to a regional government—but part of
the problem that the governments have or have had in the 1920’s
and 1930’s, so many years ago, or maybe prior to that, is that the
governments were designed for the problems of those particular
times. And what has happened is that they have become so confined
that they can no longer respond to the needs of 1971. Because it
takes a major charter change of some sort or other, which becomes
unpopular, because people are automatically against change, and be-
cause they are against change the people do not get the accountabil-
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ity which they in turn want. So probably that is part of the prob-
lem. I guess that is where some of the answers lie, but that is not
the total answer. I would say the inability of the Government itself,
local governments and county governments and maybe some of the
State governments, all of them, their inability to deal with the
change, and to rapidly change to meet the things that are happening
at the present day, I would say that that is the thing that you have
to worry about, and that the coming up regional government, or re-
gional councils, don’t become that inflexible, that they don’t get
themselves in a position where they can’t change 10 years from now,
where it takes 45 years of debate among political scientists to ac-
tually change the system. And I guess that 1s a fear that bothers me
even in ours, though we are so new, that we are setting some rules
and regulations, but those rules and regulations are not cast in stone,
and that someday when the need comes to change them, that the
people may not be willing to change them.

Of course, when you start changing governments, whether it be
State, local or county, or what have you, Federal, you are talking
about a change in the power structure of that State or what have
you, and that is where the resistance comes, because those that have
1t do not want to give it up.

Chairman Borring. Of course, Congress is a classic example of
that. It is an almost perfect example of those who do not want to
give it up. We have a system of selecting our leaders, not all of our
leaders but many of our leaders, the committee and subcommittee
chairmen, that is just absolutely mindless. We have just come to rec-
ognize that.

Mr. HorsTepE. But that is going to have to take place. There is
going to have to be a reduction of power, and to do that is what the
students are trying to do.

Chairman Borring. Of course, they don’t really want to accept
power.

Mr. HorstepE. Yes.

Mr. Kouperiz. I think the conditions you describe result partly
from the fact that through the forties and fifties and early part of
the sixties the States acting to try to solve problems, and the Fed-
eral Government acting to try to solve problems, very nearly de-
stroyed the whole concept of the control by policy officials of general
government. We just ripped general government into shreds. And
this is what—at the regional level in the Twin Cities area—this is
what the metropolitan council represents, a return to a concept of
general government.

To come back to your objections about the highway program, you
know the kind of problems that arose in your area and our area
might have been avoided if the policy decisions in that program had
been in the hands, not of engineers responsible to engineers in
Washington, but in the hands of policy people. And this is what we
are trying to build our way back to. You have to have a government
of broad territorial jurisdiction with responsibility over the major
areawide functions, whose policymaking people are representative
and responsible.

Now, take our area, for example. We have 14 members of the met-
ropolitan council, and this means that they represent on the average
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a little over 100,000 people apiece. We have got some municipalities
that are quite small, maybe 500 to 1,000 people. If we had gone the
route of representing local units and having the members of the
council selected from the units it would be perfectly conceivable that
you would have a man serving as a regional representative who
would be representing 100,000 people, but really owing political alle-
giance to only 1,000. You would at the same time, I think, make
him an ineffectual regional spokesman, and would put him person-
ally in a terrible conflict-of-interest position.

We do have councils of government in the Twin Cities area—three
of them, in fact. We have an areawide association of municipalities
which represents the interests of municipal governments on regional
questions. We have an areawide policy association of county gov-
ernments for the same purpose. And we have a metropolitan organi-
zation of school districts. But we distinguish between those kings of
things, on the one hand, and a representative regional decisionmak-
ing agency representing people, on the other.

Chairman Boruine. Gentlemen, unless you have something to add,
I am very grateful to you for taking your time to prepare your
statements and come and be with us.

I am sure that our product will be a very interesting compendium
of testimony, and so on, and I think it will be of some use. And I
hope that our product will ultimately make you feel that it was
more than worthwhile to come. We thank you. And with that the
subcommittee will stand adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to
reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.)

(The following information was subsequently supplied for the
record by Chairman Bolling in the context of today’s hearing:)

[Telegram]

MINNEAPOLYIS, MINN., May 27, 1971.
Representative RiceArp BoLLING,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
In regards to the congressional view of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council,
I wish to inform you that at the present time there are ten state-wide taxpay-
er’s associations who have formed into one unit, speaking with one voice, up-
holding constitutional representative government. We also stand united and to-
tally opposed to the metro regionalization concept of government by appointed
officials. We are now proceeding to analyze the voting record. Also bills spon-
sored that would promote the metro regional program and will most vigorously
oppose those legislators and other politicians who would usurp our constitu-
tional right of selecting our political leaders. We would advise at this time
that you contact the leaders of these taxpayers associations organized in 87
counties of this state and come to some agreement that would be more recep-
tive to the grass roots voting block.
Yours truly,
JorN R. BERGIN, Sr.,
President of the Minnesota Leadership Conference.

(Mr. Robert E. Merriam, Chairman, Advisory Commission on In-
tergovernmental Relations, was invited to participate in the hearing
of May 27, 1971, but was unable to do so. He subsequently submitted
the following statement for the record:)
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. MERRIAM, CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY
COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Mr. MerriaM. The decade of the 1960’s will be remembered as a
period of severe stress for the federal system. Those years witnessed
the growth of the so-called “metropolitan problem,” and varied ef-
forts on the part of Federal, State, and local officials to grapple
with this phenomenon. Yet, in many cases the approaches that were
attempted exacerbated rather than solved our problems. Hence, we
entered the 1970’s having some doubts as to the capacity of our in-
stitutions to effectively respond to the needs of an urbanized Nation.
The search for successful solutions to the “metropolitan problem,”
then, still poses a major challenge to the viability of our Federal
system.

THE DYNAMICS OF DISPARTTIES

Most of today’s most pressing domestic difficulties are rooted in
the disparate, if not desperate, dynamics of the urbanization process.
Certain facts concerning this process underscore this broad generali-
zation and highlight the complexities of the “metropolitan problem.”

First, since the end of World War II, nearly three-quarters of the
Nation’s population has concentrated in urban areas and over half
of these citizens now reside in suburbs. Moreover, while nearly 80
percent of our taxable wealth and business activities are now pro-
duced in these same urban areas, the dynamics of recent urbaniza-
tion have produced central cities with an increasing proportion of
nonwhites, low-income, underprivileged, undereducated, and alien-
ated citizens; with deteriorating community facilities and industrial
plants; with a host of physical and environmental problems; with a
largely “mined out” property tax; along with a gradual flight of
mlll)ch of the community’s leadership and financial base to the sub-
urbs.

Second, this same urbanization process has produced some old sub-
urbs with many of the problems of their core city neighbors as well
as a meandering maze of newer jurisdictions exercising local auton-
omy and separate spending, taxing, and planning authority. It has
produced then metropolitan areas where few units have areawide de-
cisionmaking procedures and programs that affect the region as a
whole, and where none but the handful of consolidated city-county
governments can effect a fair distribution of the cost of public serv-
ices among their citizenry or constituent localities. ~

Third, our rural population is about what it was in 1960, but the
farming population declined by 35 percent between 1960 and 1969.
In terms of income levels, population growth, education, health fa-
cilities, and housing, rural America is on the deficit side of any
urban-rural comparison. This crisis in our countryside is juxtaposed
against the flight of much of its potential leadership and skilled
working force to the cities, the erosion of its revenue base, and the
desperate need to revitalize rural county government.

Fourth, in the States there are major legal, program, administra-
tive, and fiscal powers to alleviate central city agonies to reduce core
city-suburban disparities, to strengthen rural governments, to re-
draw the meandering urban government map; in short, to cope
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effectively with one of the most critical yet less publicized weak-
nesses in contemporary intergovernmental relations: that is, the debili-
tating conflict between States and their own localities. In all too many
instances State legislation works directly against central cities, en-
courages the jurisdictional jungle at the local level, impedes the de-
velopment of fair and effective local revenue systems, and makes it
difficult to attack areawide problems on a multijurisdictional basis.
State tax collections did increase by more than 165 percent between
1959 and 1969, and State aid to localities—nine-tenths of it via con-
ditional grants—nearly tripled during the same period, but central
cities generally received a disproportionately smaller share of this
aid than did suburbs and rural areas.

Moreover, a majority of States have not involved themselves si%-
nificantly in either an administrative or financial way in Federa.
local development programs—urban renewal, mass transportation,
water and sewage facilities, hospital construction, model cities, and
the like. Witness the fact that in 1969, 34 States provided only $230
million in matching money for 12 Federal-local urban grant pro-

ams.

Fifth, the Federal response to these public service and finance
pressures at the State and local levels has triggered an extraordi-

" nary, almost explosive, expansion of the grant-in-aid system. Fed-
eral aid to State and local governments experienced over a fourfold
increase between 1960 and 1970. These grants now amount to more
than 530 separate authorizations, an estimated $30.3 billion for fiscal
year 1971, and approximately 20 percent of State and local revenue.
More than 340 of these programs were enacted since 1963.

Sixth, while this expansion in Federal aid has provided much
needed fiscal assistance to State and local governments and while the
258-percent hike in the program funds going to urban areas between
1961-69 constitutes a noteworthy national response to the ecrisis,
other trends accompanying this rapid growth have had an adverse
effect on the overall system. The extraordinary number and variety
of these programs have created problems of overlapping, duplica-
tion, and fragmentation at all levels. The increase in the number of
eligible recipients, while frequently necessary to meet pressing prob-
lems at hand, has generated battle after battle over “bypassing” and
program coordination problems among the affected jurisdictions.
The highly technical nature of many of the newer programs—espe-
cially those relating to education, economic development, physical
and mental health, law enforcement, poverty, and urban rehabilita-
tion—have highlighted the need for additional and highly special-
ized manpower at the disbursing, intermediate, and receiving levels.
The rapid expansion in the number of project grants—now over the
400 mark—while providing a means of targeting in on specific urban
problems has also given rise to the “game of grantsmanship,” a
game that smaller and poorer local jurisdictions play poorly.

Seventh, the Federal Government has been a prime mover in de-
veloping a metropolitanwide problem solving focus. It has given
strong financial and procedural support for councils of government
and representative planning commissions through the 701 planning
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program, section 204 of the Metropolitan Development Act of 1966,
and title IV of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968. It
has encouraged areawide functional planning efforts by means of
specific requirements in at least 19 grant programs but, at the same
time, these requirements fre%uently work at cross-purposes. More-
over, the highway program, FHA and VA mortgage loans, and ag-
ricultural subsidies, in differing ways, have produced a series of de-
velopments that have not been beneficial from the standpoint of
orderly overall metropolitan growth.

Finally, the heavy reliance on conditional grants by both the Fed-
eral Government and the States has tended to expand the influence
of line agencies, middle management, and program specialists at all
levels as well as encourage the proliferation of special districts and
other single function areawide agencies. Neither the administrative
position of top management and political executives, nor the over-
sight capacity of legislative bodies, has been strengthened commen-
surately, although various attempts have been made in this direction
in the past few years. Moreover, at the metropolitan level, with its
lack of a general unit of government in nearly all instances and only
councils of government to represent locally elected officials, the func-
tional folk with their separate districts, commissions, boards, and
authorities are gaining a dominant position.

Well over 25,000 substate regional bodies now exist in this coun-
try, including approximately: 580 councils of government (230 in
metropolitan areas) ; 375 State planning and development districts;
834 substate clearinghouses responsible for the A-95 review and
comment function (202 serving as metropolitan “clearinghouses”) ;
21,000 nonschool special districts (over 7,000 of which are in
SMSA’s); 452 law enforcement and criminal justice planning re-
gions; 879 single and multicounty Community Action agencies; 458
substate Camps committees; 122 regional comprehensive health
planning agencies; 196 economic development districts; and 57 local
development districts.

Effective interagency and interprogram cooperation and coordina-
tion, however, generally have not been achieved in comprehensive
and functional planning efforts, in processing grant applications, or
in administering action programs. The virtual isolation of top poli-
cymakers and generalists from the program planners and specialists,
especially at the metropolitan level, has hindered the translation of
plans into public policies. Consequently, more and more citizens view
these areawide mechanisms established under Federal, State, or local
auspices as being largely irrelevant to the everyday problems they
face.

These are some of the ironies of the recent urbanization process
and of our intergovernmental responses to it. These are some of the
basic developments in our metropolitan areas that highlight the dis-
parities which must be surmounted—disparities between services and
resources, between most central cities and most surburbs, between
areawide needs and responsible areawide mechanisms, between the
governors and the governed.
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SOMP PROMISING TRENDS

At the same time, however, some significant breakthroughs that
occurred during the past decade should not be overlooked :

Major city-county consolidation proposals were approved in Nash-
ville-})avidson County, Tenn.; Jacksonville-Duval County, Fla.; and
Indianagolis-Marion County, Ind.

Procedures were established under OMB Circular A-95 (imple-
menting the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 and section
204 of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act
of 1966) for State and areawide bodies to review local grant appli-
cations for about 50 (now almost 100) programs to determine their
intergovernmental impact. The intent of this approach was to im-
prove the oversight capability of elected officials and to strengthen
State-regional-local program and planning coordination.

At least six States—Alaska, California, Michigan, Minnesota, Ore-
gon, and Washington—established bouncfary commissions to control
the formation and reformation of local government units.

Several States gave their localities authority to enter into interlo-
cal contracts :smcflb7 service agreements; by the end of the decade,
about four-fifths of the States had enacted such permissive measures
for dealing with areawide problems.

The Twin Cities, Minnesota, Metropolitan Council was created, the
foremost example of a regional entity operating in a two-tier con-
text that not only plans and coordinates, but also carries out line re-
sponsibilities. It also constitutes our chief example of a federated
approach to urban reorganization.

More than 570 councils of government were established, with 230
located in urban areas.

A METROPOLITAN ACTION AGENDA

In light of the inadequacies of our response to the metropolitan
challenge, what can and should be done in the 1970’s to foster re-
sponsive and responsible regionalism? Remedial action obviously
must occur at the Federal, State, and local levels. No one level has
the power, the purse, or the personnel to do the job alone. Reform
clearly must involve more than merely fiscal adjustments, given the
urgent need for institutional and jurisdictional overhaul. Moreover,
changes must take place in the citizen attitudes toward elected polit-
ical Jeaders, the bureaucracy, and new governmental forms. After
all, no enduring reforms can be achieved if public opinion is apa-
thetic, antagonistic, or alienated.

Since 1959, the advisory commission on intergovernmental rela-
tions has grappled with most of the tension-ridden topics that
impede effective Federal-State-local relations in urban areas. As an
independent, bipartisan commission composed of 26 members from
the public-at-large and all levels of government, ACIR is a national
body representing the various points of view found in our pluralis-
tic political system. _ ’

With respect to the Federal Government’s response to metropoli-
tan problems, the commission has suggested a multifaceted urban ac-
tion agenda for the seventies, including:

Consolidating Federal grant-in-aid planning requirements into a
single set of standards covering both functional and comprehensive
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planning; the latter was proposed in S. 3228 and HL.R. 13217 (91st
Congress) ;

Increasing Federal interagency coordination in urban development
through, for example, better integration of the planning, review and
comment, and grant administration activities of areawide instrumen-
talities that have been set up by at least 12 Federal agencies for
manpower, poverty, law enforcement, health, and other purposes,
and through greater reliance on existing machinery—such as the
A-95 clearinghouses—for the planning administration of functions
on a substate regional basis;

Beefing up the powers, personnel, and funding of Federal regional
councils, and assigning OMB a greater leadership and coordinating
role in terms of interagency relationships on such councils; peers
after all do not coordinate peers and functional fragmentation
within the Federal field offices is still pretty much the rule of their
regional life;

Decentralizing signoff authority to regional offices of Federal
agencies and streamlining the processing of grant applications;

Giving preference to general units of local government, and per-
haps to combinations of such units, instead of to special districts in
awarding Federal aid; this was called for in the Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-577), but it needs vigorous im-
plementation;

Sharing Federal revenue with States and major units of general
local government; and

Developing a national urban growth policy—initiated under title
VII of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970—but with
certain additional components, including provision for financial in-
centives for industrial location in large-city poverty areas and rural
growth centers, migration allowances to facilitate population move-
ment from labor surplus to labor shortage areas, preference in the
award of Federal contracts and the location of public buildings and
other facilities to areas designated for population growth, expansion
of governmental assistance for family planning information to low-
income families, and initiation of new types of Federal support for
large-scale urban development and new communities.

TURNING TO POSSIBLE LINES OF STATE ACTION

More States should unshackle their local governments and, in par-
ticular, remove taxation and debt limits that tend to encourage the
use of special districts. _

More of the 35 States that have set up planning and development
districts should take steps to coordinate effectively their activities
with those of various Federal-State areawide instrumentalities and
locally established councils of government and regional planning
commissions.

Most States should move to promulgate statutory standards of
economic, social, and political viability applicable to their political
subdivisions; insure that State financial ald does not serve to prop-
up nonviable localities. A State or areawide body should be empow-
ered to dissolve or consolidate jurisdictions failing to meet such cri-
teria.
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More States should follow the six that have exercised tighter con-
trol over new incorporations and special district creations and
emulate the few that have eased restrictions on annexation of unin-
corporated territory.

More should join the 28 States that have set up offices for local or
community affairs to provide financial aid and technical assistance
to metropolitan and other areas.

More States should be aggressive in settling disputes among local
governments in SMSA’s stemming from the administration of inter-
Iocal contracts and agreements and other impasses that arise in in-
terlocal relationships.

More States should join the handful that authorize and facilitate
the creation of areawide multifunctional agencies to deliver certain
services—mass transportation, antipoverty, school facilities, housing,
water and sewer lines and waste treatment works, vocational educa-
tion, and so forth—and permit such agencies to use taxing powers to
carry on functions not wholly financed by user charges.

More States should provide procedures designed to insure prompt
official action—in the form of referendums or other appropriate
actions—on recommendations to restructure local government devel-
oped by duly constituted metropolitan study commissions.

More States should buy into Federal-local grant programs having
an areawide impact—including mass transportation, airports, hous-
ing and urban renewal, and waste treatment—as a means of gaining
greater leverage over metropolitan planning and programing.

More States should assume substantially all local costs of elemen-
tary and secondary education in order to remove disparities in edu-
cational opportunity, reduce the local property tax burden.

More States should act, as New Jersey, Maine, Colorado, and Vir-
ginia did last year, to begin work on the State components of urban
growth policies.

All of these State actions are necessary because, as the ACIR has
repeatedly stressed, the States occupy a pivotal role in the federal
system. If in the seventies they continue to largely ignore and in ef-
fect sign off responsibility for the metropolitan problem to the Fed-
eral Government, then serious doubts will be raised as to their viabil-
ity as instruments of government. Should the States fail to meet the
metropolitan challenge and to reassert their keystone position in the
partnership arch, then they may fatally erode federalism’s founda-
tions.

Finally, where State permissive authority has been given, it is im-
perative for local governments to overcome their traditional fear of
certain regional mechanisms and to take the initiative in establishing
effective areawide machinery to deal with problems transcending the
boundaries of individual jurisdictions. Many local units, of course,
have been involved in the formation of COG’s, regional planning
commissions, and metropolitan area study groups, as well as in the
execution of interlocal contracts and joint service agreements. Yet,
several have been reluctant to move beyond these ecumenical-, con-
tractual-type devices and to adopt such approaches as:
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City-county consolidation;

County performance of urban functions, and establishment of sub-
ordinate taxing areas;

Extraterritorial planning, zoning, and subdivision control;

Multifunctional metropolitan service corporations; and

Voluntary transfer of functions. :

Moreover, many local governments have been hesitant to assume a
bolder role in monitoring the activities of special districts, such as
through reviewing and commenting on their proposals for land ac-
quisition and capital improvements. Counties, cities, and towns in
most of the Nation’s urban areas, as well as their citizens, no longer
face the issue of whether there will be forms of metropolitan gover-
nance, since they already have them, too many of them. The overrid-
ing question now is: Will these forms be fragmented, functionally
unsound, and basically unaccountable, or representative and respon-
sible? The sooner we recognize that these are the real options, the
sooner we will move to make metropolitan areas more manageable.

CONCLUSION

Four and a half years ago, ACIR concluded “* * * the tremendous
task of financing, servicing, and governing metropolitan America
clearly poses the greatest challenge to federalism since the Civil
War.” Although some progress has been achieved since then, for the
most part the members of the intergovernmental partnership have
been unwilling or unable to successfully come to grips with the mul-
tiple dimensions of the metropolitan challenge. This challenge, then,
still threatens the very survival of our federal system.

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has de-
veloped a strategy for reallocating the roles and resources of the
Federal, State, and local governments in dealing with the critical
problems and great potential of the metropolis in the seventies. The
time for action is late.
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