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PREFACE 
The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmen- 

tal Relations was established by Public Law 380, 
passed by the first session of the 86th Congress and 
approved by the President September 24, 1959. 
Section 2 of the act sets forth the following declara- 
tion of purpose and specific responsibilities for the 
commission: 

"Sec. 2. Because of the complexity of modern 
life intensifies the need in a federal form of gov- 
ernment for the fullest cooperation and coordina- 
tion of activities between the levels of government, 
and because population growth and scientific de- 
velopments portend an increasingly complex so- 
ciety in future years, it is essential that an ap- 
propriate agency be established to give continu- 
ing attention to intergovernmental problems. 

"It is intended that the commission, in the per- 
formance of its duties, will - 

"(1) bring together representatives of the Fed- 
eral, State, and local governments for the consid- 
eration of common problems; 

"(2) provide a forum for discussing the adminis- 
tration and coordination of Federal grant and 
other programs requiring intergovernmental co- 
operation; 

"(3) give critical attention to the conditions and 
controls involved in the administration of Federal 
grant programs; 

"(4) make available technical assistance to the 
executive and legislative branches of the Federal 
Government in the review of proposed legislation 
to determine its overall effect on the Federal sys- 
tem; 

"(5) encourage discussion and study at an early 
stage of emerging public problems that are likely 
to require intergovernmental cooperation; 

"(6) recommend, within the framework of the 
Constitution, the most desirable allocation of gov- 
ernmental functions, responsibilities, and reve- 
nues among the several levels of government; and 

"(7) recommend methods of coordinating and 

simplifying tax laws and administrative practices 
to achieve a more orderly and less competitive 
fiscal relationship between the levels of govern- 
ment and to reduce the burden of compliance for 
taxpayers." 
Pursuant to its statutory responsibilities, the Com- 

mission from time to time singles out for study and 
recommendation particular problems impeding the 
effectiveness of the federal system. In keeping with 
this responsibility, in 197 1 the Commission identi- 
fied regionalism as an important intergovernmental 
development and resolved "to assess the record to 
date, including the use and accomplishments of re- 
gional intergovernmental bodies." 

The first phase of the Commission's work dealt 
with multistate regional instrumentalities, and a re- 
port on multistate regionalism was approved at a 
meeting of the Commission on December 17, 1971. 
The second phase involves substate regionalism. This 
is the third of a six-volume report on that subject. 

The first volume in this series focused on recent 
substate districting actions taken by the Federal, 
State, and local governments in response to jurisdic- 
tional fragmentation in both urban and rural areas 
and to the need for areawide solutions to certain pub- 
lic service problems. The second provided a range of 
case studies covering all major dimensions of recent 
substate regional developments. In this volume, the 
Commission examines various traditional methods 
of regional cooperation and of local and areawide 
governmental reorganization. In the remaining vol- 
umes of this study the Commission will deal with the 
assignment of public service responsibilities and the 
effectiveness of certain regional approaches in Can- 
ada. 

This volume was approved at a meeting of the 
Commission on February 14, 1974. 

Robert E. Merriam 
Chairman 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 



The first volume of this report examined the 
various substate districting approaches taken by the 
Federal, State, and local governments since the . 

~ r l y  1960's to meet the need for effective areawide 
solutions to the problems resulting from rapid popu- 
lation growth and technological change. The Fed- 
eral government assumed a leadership role in re- 
organizing local government structure through its 
financial and administrative support for regional 
councils, A-95 clearinghouses, and areawide func- 
tional planning agencies. This support was largely 
a response to the failure of most State and local 
efforts to fill the institutional vacuum existing at the 
regional level. Yet these Federally encouraged bodies 
were not governments; their major functional re- 
sponsibilities were planning, communications, co- 
ordination, and grant-in-aid administration. 

As indicated in the introductory chapter of Volume 
I, these recent districting activities have been char- 
acterized by fragmentation, ambivalence, and in- 
crementalism. In the absence of a clear and con- 
sistent substate regionalism policy to guide districting 
under Federal and State auspices, the polycentric 
political system found in most metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan areas was further fractionalized by 
the proliferation of single and multi-purpose area- 
wide bodies. As a result, the typical metropolitan 
area now contains a regional council or A-95 clear- 
inghouse and three or four functional substate dis- 
tricts, in addition to nearly 90 general and special 
purpose local governmental units. 

These trends have been viewed with growing con- 
cern by city and county elected officials and govern- 
mental reformers. Some feel that districts are well 
insulated and unresponsive areawide bureaucracies 
which divert needed financial resources away from 
local governments and dilute the influence of cities 
and counties in regional, State, and Federal pro- 
grams. Others consider them a new breed of special 
district which, while representing an economically 
feasible way to perform certain services, could well 
impede progress toward major local governmental 
restructuring. 

Some observers have a more positive assessment 

of these trends. To them districting is a critical 
transitional stage leading ultimately to more effective 
regional governance structures. Umbrella regional 
councils in particular are thought to have the poten- 
tial to become major institutional catalysts. At the 
same time, they recognize that in light of the meager 
accomplishments to date in some places, districting 
may well be the only politically viable way to meet 
areawide needs. 

The mushrooming of districts and the accompany- 
ing debate over the proper nature and direction of 
local relationships and responsibilities in substate 
regionalism has detracted .attention from the tradi- 
tional methods of dealing cooperatively with inter- 
jurisdictional problems. The principal local options 
include intergovernmental service agreements, 
functional transfers, the urban county, areawide 
special districts, annexation, city-county consolida- 
tion, and federation. Also often overlooked is the 
States' role in coming to grips with local fragmenta- 
tion through boundary adjustment agencies; manda- 
tory performance of functions; assessment of local 
political, economic, and social viability; and other 
actions. And, of course, the Federal government's 
financial incentives and requirements have had sig- 
nificant implications in terms of the structure and 
operations of local governments. 

The above approaches vary widely in the degree of 
their jurisdictional coverage, functional scope, appli- 
cation to urban and rural areas, and institutional 
restructuring potential. Moreover, they have not 
been uniformly or consistently applied on an agency 
or statewide basis. Yet this "patchwork" arrange- 
ment has been successful in preventing the collapse 
of the fragmented local governmental system. 

The purpose of this volume is to examine the vari- 
ous traditional methods of regional cooperation and 
local and areawide governmental reorganization and 
to assess their desirability and practicality in metro- 
politan and nonmetropolitan areas. The relationship 
between districting and reorganization will be ana- 
lyzed, and recommendations will be made to guide 
Federal, State, and local policymakers in establish- 
ing a more effective regional governance process. 



Chapter 11 

ASSIGNMENT OF 
SUBSTATE FUNCTIONS: 
LOCAL AND AREAWIDE 



The assignment of governmental responsibility 
for urban functions is presently an unsystematic if 
not haphazard process. These patterns of functional 
assignment have resulted from national program 
initiatives; State decisions about whether to perform 
a service directly, indirectly by mandating it to a 
lower. governmental tier, or through the workings of 
its intergovernmental aid system; fiscal pressures on 
State and local governments to assume or transfer 
services; and the historical and legal status of dif- 
ferent types of local governments within a particular 
State. Since these factors have had different impacts 
in different States, the American Federal system is 
composed of 50 patterns of State-local functional 
assignment and at least as many systems of inter- 
local allocation of service responsibility. 

PRESENT PATTERNS OF ASSIGNMENT: 
AN OVERVIEW 

There are two distinct dimensions of functional 
assignment in the federal system: a division of re- 
sponsibility among national, State, and local levels 
of .government; and assignment among different 
kinds of local governments - counties, municipalities, 
townships, special districts, and school districts. 

With respect to levels of government, the national 
government is the foremost direct provider of natural 
resource development and air and water transporta- 
tion services. State governments are the major pro- 
viders of higher education, highway, welfare, and 
correctional services. Local governments remain the 
dominant actors in providing education, police, fire, 
sewerage, refuse collection, parks and recreation, 
and library services. The hospital function is evenly 
shared between State and local levels of government. 

However, these data do not adequately reflect the 
true assignment of functions since they do not take 
into account the impact of intergovernmental aid on 
these functions. When this factor is considered, the 
Federal government replaces the States as the major 
financier of welfare services and supplants local 
governments as the chief source of funds for housing 
and urban renewal, while State government becomes 
a more prominent financier of educational services. 

At the local level, the functional assignment pat- 
tern is even more complex. As Table 11-3 notes, 
counties are the predominant local providers of 
welfare, natural resources, and correctional services; 
school districts predominate in the education func- 
tion; special districts are most significant in the water 
transport function. Municipalities and townships 
play the major role in providing basic police, fire, 
sewerage, refuse collection, parks and recreation, 
housing and renewal, parking, libraries, water 
supply, and electric power services. The health, 
hospitals, and general .public buildings function is 
roughly apportioned evenly between counties and 

municipalities, while the mass transit function is 
generally divided between municipalities and city- 
wide or regional special districts. 

These generalizations from national data do not 
reflect regional variations. In general terms, counties 
are unimportant in the New England States, in con- 
trast to their major roles in California, Maryland, 
North Carolina, New York, Nevada, and Virginia. 
Similarly, townships have major functional respon- 
sibilities in 1 1 strong township States, have only 
minor ones in another 10,3 and are non-existent in 
another 29 States. Special districts assume major 
functional responsibilities in Florida, Georgia, Illi- 
nois, and Washington, but are of only minor import 
in Alaska, Hawaii, Iowa, Montana, Oklahoma, 
Rhode Island, Vermont, and Virginia. 

Given these variations, however, a general pattern ' 

of functional assignment still can be noted. As Table 
11-4 suggests, there are several distinct patterns of 
service assignment in the Nation's State-local sys- 
tems of government. The State, as already noted, 
generally takes direct functional responsibility for 
highways, natural resources, and corrections. Public 
welfare, hospitals, and health exhibit a State or 
State-county division of functional responsibility. 
At the local level the responsibility for general con- 
trol and general public buildings is usually shared 
between county and municipal governments, with 
the county being the more dominant service pro- 
vider. Airports and libraries are similarly divided, 
with municipal governments being the major service 
providers. Funding for the water transport function 
is shared between municipalities and regional special 
districts. Education, housing and urban renewal, 
police, fire, sewage, refuse collection, parks and 
recreation, parking, and water supply are predomi- 
nantly performed by municipal governments. 

Intergovernmental aid programs also play. a major 
part in fixing patterns of assignment within States. 
Thus, 19 States channel all their welfare aid solely 
to county governments as do seven States in the 
hospital function, 12 States in the health function, 
and five States in the highways function.4 Other 
patterns of exclusive State aid policy also occur. 
New Hampshire, North Carolina, and Rhode Island 
disburse all their highway aid to municipalities or 
townships. State welfare aid is disbursed solely to 
townships in Vermont; hospital aid goes solely to 
special districts in Georgia, and exclusively to mu- 
nicipalities in Nebraska and West Virginia. State 
health aid is confined to municipalities in Kansas 
and New Hampshire. 

The following generalizations emerge from this 
overview of the broad functional assignment pattern: 

. . . Federal, State and different types of 
local governments have both direct and 
indirect roles in the assignment of func- 



tions. Indeed, natural resources, public 
welfare, correctional, health and hospital, 
and highway services in a large number .of 
cases are provided directly by State and 
Federal governments. 

. . . Municipal governments are the domi- 
nant service providers in a variety of phy- 
sical services, namely police, fire protec- 
tion, sewerage, parks and recreation, and 
water supply. Larger local governments 
such as counties tend to be more predomi- 
nant in the provision of human resource 
services - welfare, health, and hospital 
functions. Physical development functions 
have tended to resist centralization while 
human resource ones generally have be- 
come more centralized. 

. . . The allocation of functions among dif- 
ferent levels and types of government occurs 
in at least two distinct fashions. In one case, 
the government assumes direct functional 

Table 11-I 
Direct Expenditure Responsibility by Level of 

Government and Specific Function: 1970-1 971 

Function 
Percent of 

Direct Expenditure at: 
Federal State Local 
Level Level Level 

Local Education 0% 1% 99% 
Higher Education 
Other Education 
Highways 
Welfare 
Hospitals 
Health 
Police . 
Fire 
Sewerage 
Refuse Collection 
Parks and Recreation 
HousinglUrban Renewal 
Air Transportation 
Water Transport 
Parking 
Corrections 
Natural Resources 
Libraries 
Other & Nonallocable 

TOTAL Dl RECT 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Governmental 
Finances in 1970- 1971 (Washington: Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1972), Table 7. 

Table 11-2 

Direct and Intergovernmental Expenditure Responsi- 
bility by Level of Government and Type of Function: 

1970-1971 

Function 

Percent of Direct (D) or 
Direct & l ntergovernmental 

(D,I) Expenditure 
Disbursed At: 

Federal State Local 
Level Level Level 

Education (D) 
Education (D,I) 
Highways (D) 
Highways (D,I) 
Welfare (D) 
Welfare (D, I) 
HealthIHospitals (D) 
HealthIHospitals (D,I) 
HousingIRenewal (D) 
HousinglRenewal (D, I ) 
Air ~ ran i~or ta t ion  (D) 
Air Transportation (D, I) 
Natural Resources (D) 
Natural Resources (D, I) 
Other & Combined (D) 
Other & Combined (D, I) 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE (D) 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE (D,I) 

Source: Computed from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
Governmental Finances in 1970- 1971 (Wash- 
ington: Government Printing Office, l972), 
Table 6. 

responsibility. In another it delegates func- 
tional responsibility but maintains some 
measure of policy control indirectly through 
regulations and/or its intergovernmental 
aid system. It may even use its aid systems 
to solidify a pattern of functional assign- 
ment. Thus, the Federal government pro- 
motes State performance of welfare func- 
tion, local performance of the housing and 
urban renewal function, and, to some de- 
gree, special district performance of the 
sewerage function by its aid policies and 
administrative regulations. 

RECENT AND 
CONTINUING DEVELOPMENTS 

This brief statistical outline does not fully portray 
the complexity of substate public service assignment. 
As Chapters 11, 111, VI, and VII of Volume I note, 
a number of both new-style and more traditional 
metropolitan institutions now exercise new or ex- 



panded substate functional responsibilities. A func- 
tional assignment policy must take their activities 
into account. 

New-style Federal and State substate districts 
play a secondary though significant role in perform- 
ing urban functions. All have planning responsi- 
bilities, some have project and grant review powers, 
and still others perform auxiliary technical assist- 
ance that aids the planning and fund raising activi- 
'ties of established units of government. Only a few 
of these mechanisms directly deliver services or 
exercise regulatory controls over the programs of 
established substate jurisdictions. However, the suc- 
cess that various regional councils and State and 
Federal substate districts have had in their planning 
and grant-management activities has led some States 
to consider the eventual transformation of these 
instrumentalities into full-scale regional govern- 
mental units. 

Another recent development in the assignment of 
functions is the continued popularity of the regional 
special district. In the 72 largest metropolitan areas, 

the number of these bodies has increased from 39 in 
1957 to over 94 by 1970. Their significance in func- 
tional matters is illustrated by Table 11-5, which 
indicates that in at least half of all surveyed cases, 
regional special districts account for more than 40 
percent of total outlays for certain functions in their 
metropolitan areas. These units are most important 
in health and hospitals, sewerage, and utility func- 
tions. 

The popularity of these specialized regional mech- 
anisms attests to the functional limitations .of more 
established units of local government. Most of these 
newer substate bodies have been established by 
Federal and State governments to promote regional 
comprehensive planning and to assist in the manage- 
ment of the Federal grant process. Their coordi- 
native, planning, and technical assistance capa- 
bilities are intended both to supplement the function- 
al activities of traditional local governments and to 
insure that aided local programs do not conflict at 
the regional level. Use of the more traditional region- 
al special district, on the other hand, underscores the 

Table 11-3 

Distribution of Direct General Expenditure in'Metropolitan Areas, by Type of Local Government: 1087 

Function 

Percent of Direct General Expenditure Made By: 
Municipalities/ 

Counties Townships School Districts Special Districts 

Local Schools 5% 17% 78% 1% 
Higher Education 8 26 66 0 
Highways 32 65 0 3 
Welfare 60 40 0 0 
Hospitals 39 47 0 14 
Health 45 53 0 2 
Police 15 85 0 0 
Fire 4 92 0 4 
Sewerage 8 69 0 23 
Refuse Collection 4 9 5 0 1 
Parks & Recreation 16 73 0 10 
Housing/Renewal 0 61 0 39 
Air Transportation 23 5 1 0 27 
Water Transport 0 34 0 66 
Parking 0 93 0 7 
Corrections 6 5 35 0 0 
Natural Resources 56 0 0 44 
Libraries 18 74 0 8 
Public Buildings 45' 55 0 0 
Water Supply 5 7 5 0 20 
Power 0 82 0 18 
Transit 1 59 0 40 

Total Direct 17 4 1 36 5 
Total Direct 28 61 2 9 

Noneducation 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Local Government in Metropolitan Areas, V ,  1967 Census of Governments 
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, l969), Table 9. 



Table 11-4 

Dominant Direct Service Provider* by Type of Government and Selected Function, the 50 States: 1967 

Type of Dominant Service Provider 

Municipality/ Sc hod Special 
Function . State County Township District District 
Education 1 3 4 40 0 
Highways 46 0 0 0 0 
Public Welfare 35 11 3 0 0 
Hospitals 28 10 2 0 4 
Health 29 2 4 0 0 
Police 1 0 47 0 0 
Fire 0 0 50 0 0 
Sewerage 0 0 4 1 0 3 
Ref use Col tection 0 0 49 0 0 
Parks & Recreation 0 2 44 0 2 
Natural Resources 48 1 0 0 0 
HousingIRenewal 2 0 22 0 22 
Airports 5 8 29 0 6 
Water Transport 12 0 2 1 0 11 
Parking 0 0 48 0 1 
Corrections 46 1 1 0 0 
Libraries 1 14 . 30 0 3 
General Control 5 28 6 0 0 
General Public Buildings 3 29 16 0 0 
Water Supply 0 0 45 0 2 

*A  dominant service provider is one that accounts for more than 55 percent of the direct general 
a particular function. 

More than One 
Main Provider 

2 
4 
1 
6 

15 
2 
0 
6 
1 
2 
1 
4 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 

11 
12 
3 

expenditure in 

**Only 45 State-local systems exhibit this function; consequently dominant producers only total 45 whereas in all 
other functions they total 50 for the 50 State-local systems under consideration. 

Source: Derived from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Compendium of Government Finances, V ,  of the 1967 Census of 
Governments (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969) Table 46, 48. 

limited geographic reach of traditional counties and 
municipalities and the need to have certain physical 
development and human resource services provided 
on a uniform basis throughout a metropolitan area. 
Finally, the few substate bodies that exercise regu- 
latory-style responsibilities provide a system of 
regulation in which special districts and local govern- 
ments do not act as their own judges in all cases. 

Two other developments concerning substate allo- 
cation of functions should be noted. The first involves 
intergovernmental service agreements and transfers 
and consolidations of functions that occur among 
and between local governments in metropolitan 
areas. As other chapters in this volume and Volume 
IV note, almost 60 percent of all local governments 
surveyed have been involved in a formal or informal 
intergovernmental service agreement, especially in 
the areas of public health services, planning, police, 
jails and detention homes, refuse collection, sewage 
disposal, solid waste disposal, water supply, and 
libraries (see Table 11-6). As Chapter 111 notes, 
more governments than are actually involved in 
intergovernmental service agreements favor .shifting 
of selected functions to larger units of government. 
Intergovernmental service agreements, then, are a 

primary mechanism for reallocating functions in the 
absence of wholesale structural change. 

Finally, major institutional change has occurred 
in a few metropolitan areas, chiefly Miami, Jackson- 
ville, In'dianapolis, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and Nash- 
ville-Davidson. In these areas, unified or two-tier . 
governments have 'been created, with resultant re- 
assignment of functional responsibilities. The scope 
of some of these specific functional reassignments is 
illustrated in Tables 11-7 to 11-10. 

All these developments are clear evidence that 
functions are continually being assigned and re- 
assigned in an urban federal system. Frequently, 
however, these same developments also indicate that 
such allocations or reallocations are only of a partial 
character. Wholesale functional reassignment is the 
exception rather than the rule on the substate region- 
al scene. Instead, parts of individual functions and 
activities (i.e., funding, training, regulation, standard- 
setting, etc.) are frequently assigned to a wide variety 
of institutions in many substate regions. How the 
various institutional actors interact in the perform- 
ance of a function, then, is of the utmost importance. 
Indeed, the predominant concern of substate inter- 
governmental relations appears to revolve around 



Table 11-5 

Regional Special District Share of Selected Metropolitan Functional Expenditures 

in the 72 Largest SMSA's: 1970 

Function 
Education 
Highways 
HealthIHospital 
Sewerage . 
Parks/Recreation 
Natural Resources 
Housinglurban 

Renewal 
Water Transport . 

Library 
Utility 

TOTAL 
% of Distribution 

Source: ACl R Tabulation 

Percent of Metropolitan Functional Expenditure 
21 -40% 41 -60% 61 -80% 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 
1 1 4 
1 7 1 
1 0 0 
1 2 0 

Total No. 
of Cases 

1 
3 
8 

15 
9 
8 

8 
7 
2 

17 

efforts to promote more functional cooperation and 
to reduce the servicing conflict that may be produced 
by widely varying patterns of functional assignment. 

SUBSTATE FUNCT.IONAL ASSIGNMENT 
CRITERIA, THEORIES AND PROCEDURES, 

STRUCTURE, AND FUNCTIONS 

The previous analysis suggests in national terms a 
fairly clear functional assignment among the Fed- 
eral, State, local, and interlocal levels. At the same 
time, this pattern is flexible and dynamic, since it is 
subject to a variety of intergovernmental forces: 
fiscal transfers, fiscal pressures, structural modifica- 
tions, procedural adaptations, and program develop- 
ments. Any attempt to clarify and to rationalize 
these diverse and frequently conflicting conditions 
of the substate regional governance system must 
come to grips with the basic components of a con- 
scious assignment of functions policy. 

Volume IV of this report points out there are three 
main components of a performance of functions 
policy: formulating criteria by which urban functions 
can be assigned, assessing the capabilities of the 
various institutional and procedural means of deliver- 
ing assigned services, and determining what aspects 
of a function should be assigned to different types 
and levels of substate government. How these com- 
ponents are handled in a substate regional context 
will be the focus of the remainder of this chapter. 

Assignment Criteria 

Assignment criteria are useful both for classifying 
functions and for evaluating institutional candidates 
for delivering a particular service. 

The ACIR report Performance o f  Urban Func- 
tions: Local and Areawide constituted the first real 
effort to develop guides to political judgments about 
whether to allocate functions to an areawide or local 
unit of government. The study specified seven cri- 
teria for the assignment of urban functions,s arguing 
that the application of these criteria would permit 
more effective provision of urban services. The cri- 
teria were applied to 15 selected urban functions 
which then were classified as local, areawide, or 
intermediate. The report further differentiated 
among the tasks involved in a given function and 
suggested a parcelling out of subfunctions or com- 
ponents of a single function among levels of metro- 
politan government. It noted that certain activities 
could be performed equally well at one or another 
level of government. Speaking of the need for ade- 
quate capacity to finance a given function, the report 
stated: 

. . . Because of the great diversity of eco- 
nomic characteristics among the jurisdic- 
tions within a metropolitan area, efficient 
allocation of responsibilities does not neces- 
sarily coincide with distribution of eco- 
nomic resources needed to sustain the 
appropriate package of public services. . . . 
In any case, application of the economic 
criteria for allocation of functional respon- 
sibilities must be modified to take account 
of the large intercommunity variations in 
tax bases and qualitative and quantitative 
demands for public services.6 

While technically a particular function could be 
defined as generally areawide or local in nature, the 



Table 11-6 

Function of Activity Ranked by Prevalence of Cooperation: 1972 

No. of Service 
Agreements ACTlVlTl ES FUNCTIONS 

Data Legal Fiscal Personnel Areawide Shared Local 
- 

Sup- 
portive 

Crime Lab 

Police 
Comm. 

Planning 
Engineering 

Service 
Crime 

Identifi- 
cation 

Fire Comm. 

Civil 
Defense 

Comm. 
Microfilm 
Services . 
Public 

Relations 
Record 

Mainten- 
ance 

Police 
Training 

Legal 
Services 

Assessing 

Tax Fire 
Collection Training 

Utility 
Billing 

Payroll 

Licensing Treasury Civil 
Defense 

Training 
Personnel 
Services 
Transpor- 

tation 
Manage- 
Services 

Sewage Jails Street 
Disposal Libraries Lighting 

Solid Waste Refuse 
Collec- 
tion 

Animal 
Control 

Water Ambulance Schools 
Supply Public 

Electric Health 
Supply 

Civil 
Defense 

Air Pollu- Police 
tion Mental 
Abate- Health 
ment Housing 

Health Juvenile 
Hospitals Delinquent 
Mosquito Welfare 

Cont. Proba- 
Flood tion 

Control 
Water 

Pollution 
Abate- 
ment 

Nursing 
Services 

Soil Con- 
servation Zoning 

Service Urban 

Fire 
Services 

Street 
Construct. 

Water 
District 

Parks 
Mapping 
Plumbing 
Sewer Lines 
Alcohol 

Rehab. 
Traffic 

Control 

Cemeteries . 

School 
Trans. Renewal Guards 

Museums Noise Police 
l rrigation Pollut. Patrol 

General Building 
Develop. l nspect 

Work Snow 
Release Removal 

Source: 1972 ACI R-I CMA Survey of I ntergovernrnental' Service Agreements, responded to be 2,375 of the over 
5,900 municipalities having more than 5,000 population. 



report was careful to point out that the balancing of 
the assignment standards was ultimately a matter 
of local political determination. Some areas might 
wish to provide minimum levels of public service to 
all communities under the fiscal or operational aegis 
of an areawide unit while others might permit serv- 
ice levels to be exclusively determined at the local 
level.7 In either case, however, ". . . political choice 
will affect the application of economic criteria for 
allocation of functions in any given metropolitan 
area."* In short, political values would weight the 
various assignment criteria and ultimately determine 
the allocation of functions. 9 

Table 11-7 

The Functional Organization 
of Metropolitan Dade County 

Function 
Education 
Health 
Hospitals 
Welfare 
Police 
Fire 
Highways , 

Mass 
Transit 

Airports 
Planning 
Zoning 
Housing 
Urban 

Renewal 
Sanitary 

Sewerage 
Drainage 
Refuse 

Collection 
Refuse 

Disposal 
Water 

Supply 
Parks and 

Recreation 
Libraries 
Courts 
Jails 
Personnel 
Purchasing 
Records 
Assessment 
Taxation 
Borrowing 

Municipalities 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Dade 
County 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X ' 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Other 
Governments 

X 

X 
X 

Source: William H. Wilken, Metropolitan Service Cen- 
tralization: Its Impact and Future (Washing- 
ton, D.C.: National Academy of Public Ad- 
ministration, 1973). p. 11. 

The Commission report provided a detailed set 
of economic, political, and administrative criteria on 
which public service assignments could be based. i t  
applied these criteria to selected functions to suggest 
how they might be allocated among local and area- 
wide bodies. The Commission, however, did not 
judge the relative importance of these criteria nor 
recommend a particular governance system to em- 
body them. Such matters were to be subject to local 
determination. At the same time, these criteria pro- 
vided a technical yardstick by which to evaluate 
the functional assignments of whatever metropolitan 
governance system an area chose to institute. 

Although the Commission's original criteria have 
stood up rather well, they can now be restated to 
guide contemporary functional assignment decisions. 
More specifically, four main standards might guide 
functional assignment policy: economic efficiency, 
equity, political accountability, and administrative 
effectiveness. 

Economic Efficiency. In specific terms, functional 
efficiency can occur with conditions of economies of 
scale, public sector competition, and public service 
pricing. 

Economies of scale are realized in a function 
when jurisdictional size is increased or reduced and 
the resulting unit cost of a function is lowered. For 
instance, highly technical but standardized functions 
such as water supply, sewerage disposal, or highways 
can be performed at a lower unit cost in larger juris- 
dictions. The same can be said for supportive serv- 
ices such as communications. Such economies of 
scale result from (1) employment of technological 
advances, (2) greater specialization and division of 
labor, (3) more ability to adjust for public service 
certainties, and (4) more ability to take advantage 
of pecuniary savings involved in large-scale pur- 
chasing. 

On the other hand, the unit cost increases when 
coordination costs are high, when a service requires 
more labor than capital inputs, or when it is not 
susceptible to standardization. Most often, human 
resource services fall into these categories when 
performed in larger jurisdictions. They are probably 
best provided at lower tiers of government. 

Another aspect of the efficiency criterion involves 
public sector competition. With this some seek to 
provide some public services by approximating pri- 
vate market techniques so that the individual tax- 
payer can consume just those services that he desires 
and at the lowest possible cost. While provision of 
all public goods in this manner is impossible, there 
are several ways of developing some public sector 
competition. Numerous local governments can be 
established to provide different "baskets" of public 
goods which taxpayers then consume by simply 
moving into the locality that best reflects their pref- 



Table 11-8 

The Functional Organization of Nashville-Davidson County 

Function 
Education 
Health 
Hospitals 
Welfare 
Police 
Fire 
Highways 
Mass Transit 
Airports 
Planning 
Zoning 
Housing 
Urban Renewal 
Sanitary Sewerage 
Drainage 
Refuse Collection 
Refuse Disposal 
Water Supply 
Parks and Recreation 
Libraries 
Courts 
Jails 
Personnel 
Purchasing 
Records 
Assessment 
Taxation 
Borrowing 

Urban Services General Services Excluded 
District District Local 

(Nashville) (Davidson County) Governments 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Private 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
Private 

Private 
X 

Private 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Private 

Private 

Source: William H. Wilken, Metropolitan Service Centralization: Its Impact and Future (Washington, D.C.: National 
Academy of Public Administration, 1973), p. 1 1. 
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erences. Incentives can be set for both local govern- 
ments and private parties to act as contract service 
providers for other units of local government, or 
cash transfers can be made to individuals so that 
they can directly consume only those goods that they 
most desire. 

A final aspect of public sector efficiency deals 
.with pricing policies for public goods. The pricing 
technique permits more efficient production and dis- 
tribution of public goods, since consumers will only 
purchase as much of the particular public good as 
they need or desire at the specified price. Conse- 
quently, pricing will cut down on unnecessary pro- 
duction of a good as well as curtail consumption 
patterns that may be socially undesirable. 

In sum, the economic efficiency standard may call 
for taking advantage of economies of scale in a func- 
tion, for promoting public service competition by 
different types and levels of local government, and 
for using market-type pricing policies in the delivery 
of public services when feasible. These components 

may be used separately or in combination, although 
conflict may occur when economies of scale and 
public sector competition are applied simultaneously. 

Equity. Another important assignment criterion 
is public service equity. Specifically, the equity 
.standard is met when economic externalities or spill- 
overs in a function are reduced and when inter- 
personal and interjurisdictional equalization occur 
in the financing of a function. 

Avoidance of economic externalities was a criterion 
in the first Commission report. Then as now, inter- 
jurisdictional spillovers produce uncompensated 
costs or benefits for parties that do not directly 
produce or consume a public good. In concrete 
terms, residents of rural areas do not benefit from 
the educational investment they provide to children 
who subsequently migrate. Central city taxpayers 
have economic costs imposed by concentrations of 
poor populations with high-cost service needs. Simi- 
larly, a downstream community incurs the costs of 
upstream population. 



Externalities hinder the production or consump- 
tion of a public good. Thus, when a community loses 
benefits from the production of a good, it will pro- 
duce less of the good. When it does not bear the full 
costs of the good, it may overproduce the good due 
to its artificially low price. Conversely, when a 
community receives the benefit of a good that an- 
other community produces, it is receiving an eco- 
nomic windfall; when it incurs a cost spillover, it is 
being taxed, in effect, for benefits enjoyed by others. 
Interjurisdictional fiscal inequities then arise from 
spillovers. Thus, it is a matter of basic fairness that 
a jurisdiction be compensated for the service bene- 
fits it provides others and be liable for the costs it 
imposes on others. 

The equity principle also deals with the distri- 
bution of economic or fiscal capacity among indi- 
viduals and political jurisdictions. Put simply, poor 
individuals or jurisdictions cannot always provide 
the essential goods that they require. Consequently, 

fiscal equalization policies are required to insure that 
a jurisdiction or individual can buy a level of public 
service at a price that is not more burdensome than 
the price that most other jurisdictions or individuals 
would pay for that service. 

As the research of ACIR attests, fiscal capacity 
is unequally distributed-among both individuals and 
jurisdictions. In the absence of compensatory ad- 
justments, this distribution of economic resources 
means that some individuals and jurisdictions can 
purchase only minimal levels of essential public serv- 
ices, such as education, under an exorbitantly high 
burden. Equalization of fiscal capacity among indi- 
viduals or jurisdictions, therefore, remains a key 
problem in functional assignment. 

Political Accountability. Another criterion for 
functional assignment deals with accountability in 
public gooas provision. This criterion emphasizes 
both giving the individual citizen a choice in con- 

Table 11-9 

The Functional Organization of Jacksonville-Duval County 

Function 
Education 
Health 
Hospitals 
Welfare 
Police 
Fire 
Highways 
Mass Transit 
Airports 
Planning 
Zoning 
Housing 
Urban Renewal 
Sanitary Sewerage 
Drainage 
Refuse Collection 
Refuse Disposal 
Water Supply 
Parks and Recreation 
Libraries 
Courts 
Jails 
Personnel 
Purchasing 
Records 
Assessment 
Taxation 
Borrowing 

Urban Services General Services 
District District 

(Jacksonville) (Duval County) 

Excluded 
Local 

Governments 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Private 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Private 
X 
X 
X 

Other 
X 

Source: William H. Wilken, Metropolitan Service Centralization: Its Impact and Future (Washington, D.C.: National 
Academy of Public Administration, 1973), p. 1 1. 



Table II-I 0 

The Functional Organization of I ndianapolis-Marion County 

Special District, City of Excluded 
I ndepe ndent I ndianapdis Local 
Authority, or (Marion County) Governments 

FUNCTION Board 

Education X 
Health X 
Hospitals X 
Welfare X 
Police X 
Fire X 
Highways X 
Mass Transit X 
Airports X 
Planning X 
Zoning X 
Public Housing X X 
Urban Renewal X 
Sanitary Sewarage X 
Drainage X 
Refuse Collection X X 
Refuse Disposal X 
Water Supply Private Private 
Parks and Recreation X X 
Libraries X 
Courts X 
Jails X 
Legal Services X 
Personnel X X 
Purchasing X X 
Records X X 
Assessment X 
Taxation X X 
Borrowing X X 

Source: William H. Wilken, Metropolitan Service Centralization: Its Impact and Future (Washington, D.C.: National 
Academy of Public Administration, 1973), p. 1 1. 

Private 

suming only those goods that he desires and holding 
governments directly responsible for the quality of 
the services rendered. 

More specifically, there are two distinct aspects 
to this standard. The first is the need for citizen 
access and periodic control. The .second is direct 
citizen participation in the delivery of a service. 

Electoral, judicial, and other governmental proc- 
esses allow citizen access and control over the work- 
ings of a governmental system. In this respect, such 
processes are useful in indicating to public officials 
the nature of services that citizens desire as well as 
the methods by which services are to be produced 
and delivered. 

Patterns of political access and control differ from 
community to community. In some areas, there is 
heavy emphasis on direct access and control through 
referenda. In others different types of governing 
bodies and political party structures affect citizen 

control. Electoral processes and judicial systems also 
determine the character and scope of access and 
control. 

The importance of this standard is that it affects 
the governing process generally and also particular 
functions. Access and control can be especially im- 
portant in functions affecting individual lifestyle or 
human resources such as education, housing, welfare, 
and health. To be performed effectively, these func- 
tions should be assigned to governments that provide 
easy citizen access and ready political accountability 
in a function. 

Accountability may also require direct citizen 
participation in a function. Many regard citizen 
participation as a key factor in a constructive rela- 
tionship between an individual and his government, 
Many also feel that it contributes to a heightened 
sense of community, better relationships with bureau- 
cracies, and a better understanding of the service 



delivery process. Moreover, citizen participation can 
give the citizen a direct hand in designating the 
services that he or his community most desires. 

Citizen participation experiments have met with 
mixed success. On the positive side, participation 
has prompted individuals and community groups to 
develop new service programs or to voice grievances 
regarding the functioning of existing governmental 
systems. It also has created more public understand- 
ing of the difficulties often involved in public service 
delivery. On a less constructive note, however, par- 
ticipation has sometimes produced factionalism 
among different citizen groups, as well as program 
demands that were conflicting, ill-considered, or 
narrowly defined. Thus, citizen participation is a 
workable though delicate and cumbersome process. 

The accountability criterion, then, means that 
there must be continuous citizen feedbaik as to the 
propriety of the functional assignment. Access, con- 
trol, and participation should guarantee that the 
assignment of functions meets the wishes of the indi- 
vidual citizen and his immediate community. 

Administrative Effectiveness. A final criterion for 
assignment is the effectiveness of functional perform- 
ance. This criterion has several distinct components, 
including considerations of legal and geographic 
adequacy, management capability, and the need 
for general purpose government and intergovern- 
mental flexibility in the performance of a function. 

To perform a function effectively, a government 
must have the requisite legal authority to perform 
the tasks inherent in that service. Without such 
authority, a function cannot be expeditiously per- 
formed and other less effective means of service 
delivery may develop. Indeed, the lack of legal ade- 
quacy is probably a main factor in the proliferation 
of special purpose governments, which has hindered 
local flexibility in dealing with areawide service 
problems. 

In the simplest terms, legal adequacy means that 
local governments should be free of fiscal, functional, 
structural, and personnel constraints that prevent 
them from effectively administering public service 
assignments in an innovative and expeditious man- 
ner. It is a factor to be considered in the assignment 
of new functions to traditional governments or to 
new-style units that may be only -quasigovernmental 
in nature. 

General purpose governments should also have a 
high priority in a functional assignment policy. A 
citizen is served by his governments in a variety of 
ways and expects them to balance competing public 
service demands. This balancing occurs most promi- 
nently in general purpose governmental units which 
have a wide variety of functional responsibilities. 
Granting functions to general purpose governments 
also promotes greater citizen interest in the workings 

of government and, therefore, closer popular scrutiny . 

of governmental policies. General purpose govern- 
ments also can reconcile the divergent functional 
interests of their respective policies and set better ' 

service priorities. 
Another traditional component of the effectiveness 

criterion concerns geographic adequacy. This con- 
cept, never easy to define, calls for a government to 
have a service area large enough to encompass the 
service problems that it has to deal with-river 
basins, commuter areas, air sheds, etc.-within 
which the respective public service will be performed. 

. While this criterion is difficult to put into practice, 
it argues for governmental structure to be organized 
around the solution of real functional problems 
rather than the maintenance of jurisdictional prerog- 
atives. Certainly it is a major factor underpinning 
the recent areawide developments explored in this 
report. 

Another basic component of this standard is ' 

management capability. To be functionally effective, 
local governments should successfully identify func- 
tional problems, set service goals, design and .effec- 
tively operate service delivery systems, and openly 
evaluate their functional performance. These proc- 
esses may help a government to understand better 
the resource requirements for service delivery, ap- 
praise the value of alternative methods of service 
delivery, and determine when functional perform- 
ance has been successful. With management capa- 
bility governments and their constituencies will be- 
come increasingly concerned with the effectiveness 
of service delivery. 

Finally, constructive intergovernmental relations 
are essential. All levels of government play some 
part in almost every substate function. To coordi- 
nate their functional responsibilities, different levels 
of government would be aided by an intergovern- 
mental relations policy that promotes functional 
cooperation and ameliorates functional conflict. 
Different levels and types of government, after all, 
must be brought into play to meet areawide, com- 
munity, and individual service needs without any 
of them being hamstrung by the jurisdictional isola- 
tionism of other units. This component guarantees 
that local and areawide governments, singly or joint- 
ly, will have appropriate intergovernmental pro- 
cedures and mechanisms at their disposal by which 
to facilitate the provision of public services to their 
citizens. 

To sum up, a standard of administrative effective- 
ness calls for assigning local governments a variety 
of functions, vesting them with legal authority to 
perform their assignments, establishing adequate 
boundaries within which to perform their services, 
and providing for the management capability and . 
the intergovernmental flexibility to meet their func- 
tional assignments effectively. 



Some Suggested ,Criteria. In specific terms, these 
four basic assignment criteria might be summarized 
in this fashion: 

1. Economic Efficiency: Functions should be 
assigned (a) to jurisdictions large enough to 
realize economies of scale and small enough not 
to incur diseconomies of scale, (b) to jurisdic- 
tions willing to provide alternative service offer- 
ings to their citizens and to provide these public 
services within a price range and level of effec- 
tiveness acceptable to local citizenry, and (c) to 
jurisdictions that adopt pricing policies for ap- 
propriate functions whenever possible. 

2. Equity: Functions should be assigned (a) to 
jurisdictions large enough to encompass the cost 
and benefits of a function or willing to com- 
pensate other jurisdictions for the service costs 
imposed or benefits received by them, and (b) to 
jurisdictions that have adequate fiscal capacity 
to finance their public service responsibilities 
and that are willing to implement measures that 
insure interpersonal and interjurisdictional 
equity in the performance of a function. 

3. Political Accountability: Functions should be 
assigned (a) to jurisdictions controllable by, 
accessible to, and accountable to their residents 
in the performance of their public service re- 
sponsibilities, and (b) to jurisdictions that maxi- 
mize the conditions and opportunities for. active 
and productive citizen participation in the per- 
formance of a function. 

4. Administrative Effectiveness: Functions 
should be assigned (a) to jurisdictions that are 
responsible for a wide variety of functions and 
so can balance competing functional interests, 
(b) to jurisdictions that encompass a geographic 
area adequate for effective performance of a 
function, (c) to jurisdictions that explicitly de- 
termine the goals and means of discharging 
public service responsibilities and that periodi- 
cally reassess program goals in light of perform- 
ance standards, (d) to jurisdictions willing to 
pursue intergovernmental means of promoting 
interlocal functional cooperation and reducing 
interlocal functional conflict, and (e) to juris- 
dictions with adequate legal authority to per- 
form a function and to rely on this authority in 
administering the function. 

Theories and Procedures 
Assigned functions are performed by various types 

and levels of substate institutions. Effective use of 
the foregoing criteria requires an understanding of 

the different systems and functional capabilities of 
substate mechanisms and governments. 

Chapter I1 of Volume IV of this report describes 
three distinct approaches to schemes for substate 
assignment of functions. One school favors a decen- 
tralized and ad hoc or polycentric approach to func- 
tional assignment; another argues for federation with 
a clear-cut division of responsibilities between area- 
wide and local units of government; a third would 
vest all functional assignments within one consoli-. 
dated metropolitan government. All three approaches 
have their theoretical bases and have been models 
for functional assignment in many metropolitan 
areas. 

Polycentricity. Polycentrists favor an ad hoc, 
bargained approach to assigning urban services. 
They agree that any areawide tier of government 
should have few preordained or formally defined 
functional responsibilities, allowing most functions 
to be performed by lower-tier governments directly 
or by contract with other, larger units of govern- 
ment. In this manner, citizens will receive only those 
services they desire from lower- and upper-tier gov- 
ernments, including special districts. 

Accordingly, polycentrists generally favor a frag- 
mented metropolitan governance set-up with large- 
scale, upper-tier governments performing only those 
services that are bid for by local governments and 
with lower-tier governments providing all other serv-. 
ices. When regulation of local government is desired, 
bargaining among affected local governments or 
intervention by State government or the courts is 
relied on. The polycentric approach is basically a 
market model for allocating functions to different 
levels of government. Functions - local and areawide 
-are provided only by the governments that citizens 
choose to perform them. 

Most metropolitan areas exhibit a polycentric 
form of metropolitan functional allocation. Govern- 
ments frequently perform services at the behest of 
other units or directly perform those services re- 
quired of them by their constituents. Functional co- 
operation between service providers and contractors 
is common in most metropolitan areas and special 
purpose districts which provide individual services 
to particular areas abound. 

Yet, there are constraints in polycen tric function- . 

al assignment. Citizens can not always freely move 
to communities where they would like to live. Co- 
operation tends to occur most frequently among 
homogenous jurisdictions and only in selected, non- 
controversial functions. Moreover, special district 
accountability is not always direct or apparent. Thus, 
polycentrism does little to ease interlocal functional 
conflict; indeed it permits it to become institution- 
alized and puts pressure on external agents-the 
State and Federal government - to resolve such con- 



flict. And it does not always heighten citizen choice 
or provide accountability. 

Federation. A number of observers argue for a 
formal, two-tier system of functional assignment. 
They favor the creation of a general purpose area- 
wide government which performs functions solely 
for and in conjunction with lower-tier governments. 
Federationists contend that unsystematic assignment 

. of functional responsibilities will frequently produce 
too little centralization of areawide functions, some- 
times overcentralization of local ones, and too little 
coordination of both. They approve of the establish- 
ment of an areawide government that determines 
priorities among regional functions, mediates inter- 
local functional conflict, and coordinates local de- 
cision making. 

Limited experience with two-tier government in 
Miami-Dade County and Minneapolis-St. Paul 
shows that areawide governments have assumed a 
number of areawide functions and raised and stand- 
ardized the scope of other public services. However, 
areawide governments have not always mediated 
interlocal functional conflict. Indeed, their reluctance 
to mediate conflict has led overlying governments, 
particularly States, to assume directly or rely on 
other regional bodies for the performance of area- 
wide functions. Also, two-tier arrangements do not 
always result in the establishment of a general pur- 
pose areawide unit but sometimes one which has 

merely budgetary and regulatory controls over other 
areawide bodies. 

Consolidation. Another theory of functional as- 
signment states that all substate functions are best 
performed by a single unit of government. Unified 
government, proponents argue, will produce econo- 
my, greater service integration and coordination, 
better public control over service delivery, more 
efficient administration, and more equitable financ- 
ing of public services. Consolidationists contend that 
governmental fragmentation is at the heart of metro- 
politan service problems since local governments will 
not always cooperate and since fragmentation cre- 
ates excessive variations in local capabilities to meet 
complex service problems. 

Where g.overnmenta1 consolidation has occurred, 
the quantity and quality of some public services has 
improved and services have been expanded into 
fringe areas. Elimination of service duplication and 
somewhat greater fiscal equity in financing also has 
occurred. On the other hand, consolidations are still 
beset with vexing political problems. Political repre- 
sentation remains a source of conflict, pressures for 
service decentralization persist, and minority groups 
-on the fringe and at the center-feel that their 
political and functional interests have suffered. 

While all these general assignment 'models offer 
a systematic guide to designing functional assign- 
ment systems, most frequently assignment decisions 

Table 11-11 . 

A-95 Referral Activities: 1972 High Low 
Coordinated Coordinated 

A-95 Activity All Clearinghouses Clearinghouses Clearinghouses 
(N = 1 63) (N = 24) (N=13)** 

Percent Affirmative 
Distribute A-95 Notifications 
to Affected Jurisdictions 90% 95% 92% 
Distribute A-95 Notifications 
to Nongovernmental Agencies 42% 54% 23% 
Transmit A-95 Comments to 
Grant Applicants 46% 34% 54% 
Incorporate Outside A-95 
Comments into Clearinghouse Review 76 % 92% 91 % 
Refer Environmental I mpact 
Statements to State and Local 
Environmental Agencies 61 % 65% 57% 
Distribute Environmental l mpact 
Statements For Review 53% 48% 38% 
Refer Human Resource A-95 Reviews 
to Human Resource Agencies 53% 57% 31 % 

"Clearinghouses with responsibility for A-95 review and administration of six or more Federal substate programs. 
""Clearinghouses with responsibility for A-95 review only or A-95 review and administration of only one other 

Federal substate program. 

Source: OM6 supplement to NARC-ACI R regional questionnaire. 



Table 11-12 

Grant Management Impacts of A-95 Review Activities as Perceived by Regional Councils and Local Governments: 
1972 

I dentHied Prouided C a d  Grant 
Identified Idenmkd New Increased Provided Ordedy . Application WAh- 
Conllkts Weak?$ O p p o r t u ~ ~  Coordination Uselullnto Development Changes ConsolMation drawak 

in Grant Applications 

A-95 Clearinghouses 
(N =238) 89% 87% 54% 93% 99% 84% 54% 36.1 % 43.1% 

Lo Piggyback 
Clearinghouse* 

(N =23) 78 78 52 78 96 74 48 22 39 

Hi Piggyback 
Clearinghouse" 
(N = 28) 96 96 75 100 100 96 50 45 39 

Cities (N ~267-281)  39 30 25 67 59 56 N A N A N A 

Counties (N =70-83) 74 59 45 92 81 79 N A N A N A 

Cities and Counties 
(N =337-364) 47 36 29 73 64 6 1 N A NA N A 

'Regional councils with responsibility for (1) A-95 review alone or (2) A-95 review and one other Federal-substate program. 
"Regional councils with responsibility for A-95 review and six or more other Federal substate programs. 
Source: NARC-ACIR Regional Council Survey; ICMA, Areawide Review of Federal Grant Applications(Washington, 1972) Urban Data Service 
Report. 

are not made on this basis. Instead, less drastic pro- 
cedural and structural adaptations are adopted. 
Three general types of substate 'procedures affect the 
assignment of a function: intergovernmental service 
agreements, transfer and consolidation of functions, 
and the A-95 process. 

The A-95 Process. This procedure has made a dis- 
tinct impact on substate functional assignment. It 
has expanded the level of interlocal information 
about local government activities and made State 
and Federal governments more aware of the impact 
of their grant-in-aid policies. Indeed, A-95 clearing- 
houses now serve as important regional devices for 
disseminating grant information to a wide variety 
of State, regional, and local bodies (see Table 11-1 1). 
These referral activities in turn have made a modest 
impact on grant application activity: 30 to .50 percent 
of surveyed local government officials indicated that 
A-95 activities had resulted in identification of func- 
tional conflicts, weaknesses, or new opportunities 
in project grant applications (see Table 11-12). In 
short, the process has raised the level of information 
in the grant-in-aid process and permitted, to some 
degree, better project priorities by grantor govern- 
ments. At the same time, the advisory nature of the 
process and the lack of effective comprehensive plan- 
ning by Federal, State, and local governments have 
limited the functional impact of the A-95'process. 

Intergovernmental Service Agreements. Data from 
Chapter I11 of this volume attest to the importance 

of the intergovernmental service agreement. Survey 
data indicate that 61 percent or 1,343 local govern- 
ments were involved in service agreements, an aver- 
age of 8.6 agreements per participating local govern- 
ment. Physical development services and auxiliary 
support activities in data and personnel matters were 
the areas of most frequent cooperation, although co- 
operation was more apt to occur in areawide rather 
than local functions. 

Intergovernmental service agreements are made 
with a variety of providers. Areawide and local serv- 
ices are more apt to be provided by municipal gov- 
ernments and private firms, and "shared" functions 
by counties and municipalities. Support activities, 
particularly those of a personnel nature, are most 
often provided by State governments. The large- 
scale public and private producers, including special 
districts and councils of government which are in- 
volved in intergovernmental service agreements, 
afford a means of changing functional assignments 
without modifying local governmental structure (see 
Table 11- 13). 

Intergovernmental service agreements generate 
some problems in the allocation of functions. Since 
different service providers are often involved in an 
interrelated function, coordination problems can 
result. Thus, hospital services are frequently the 
responsibility of a private producer while mental 
health services are usually the responsibility of State 
and local agencies. In similar fashion, water supply 
often is provided by a special district while water 



distribution may involve a private contractor. Simi- 
lar situations occur in refuse collection and solid 
waste disposal and in particular subcomponents of 
the police and fire functions. 

Another problem is the lack of cooperation in 
certain urban jurisdictions. Localities below 25,000 
population, for example, many of which are in 
metropolitan areas, tend not to enter into service 
agreements, particularly in areawide services. These 
jurisdictions may not have sufficient personnel or 
support services to monitor agreements even though 
they' could benefit by them. In a similar fashion, 
many central cities do not enter into service agree- 
ments, possibly because of their unwillingness to 
serve suburban communities or because of suburban 
reluctance to cooperate with cities on other issues. 
In either case, many central cities which could be 
major service providers are not fully engaged in the 
cooperation process. 

Transfer and Consolidation of Functions. Transfers 
and consolid;.tions of functions are another way of 
changing functional assignments. However, they are 
generally less widely practiced than intergovern- 
mental service agreements. Data from Chapter I1 
of Volume IV indicate that they generally comprise 
only about 10 percent of the total of the 11,585 inter- 
governmental service agreements identified in the 
ACIR-ICMA survey. 

Data derived from the ACIR-ICMA-NACO sur- 
vey of county government indicates that while func- 
tional transfers and consolidations are not frequently 
used, both enjoy equal popularity when employed. 
Occasional misuse of the transfer and consolidation 
procedure is suggested by the data, i.e., sometimes 
essentially local functions are centralized, areawide 
ones are decentralized or operated on a shared basis, 
and "shared" functions with an areawide and local 
dimension are transferred completely upwards to 
county government (see 'Table 11- 14). 

To sum up, these three types of procedural adapta- 
tions have changed functional assignments on a 
voluntary basis, but they have not involved all func- 
tions or all jurisdictions. 

Structural Approach 
As Volumes I and I11 of this report note, the key 

structural means of changing functional assignments 
include Federally and State-encouraged substate 
districts, councils of government, regional special 
districts, the metropolitan county, and city-county . 

consolidation or federation. 
Substate Districts and Regional Councils. These 

regional planning bodies are generally responsible 
for areawide comprehensive planning though the 
functional components of such planning may differ 
among States and regions. As communication agents, 

-- -- - 

Table 11-13 

Servlce Agreements Classified by Provider: 1972 

Function 
And/or 
Activitya 
Data 

Supportive 
Legal 

Supportive 
Fiscal 

Supportive 
Personnel 

Supportive 

All 
Activities 

Areawide 
Functions 

Shared 
Functions 

Local 
Functions 

All 
Functions 

Total 

Local Gov't 
TOTAL Other Than 
Agreements County 

1939 (100.0) 481 (24.8) 

238 (100.0) . 53 (19.9) 

813 (100.0) 259 (31.8) 

855 (100.0) 190 (22.2) 

3888 (100.0) 983 (25.3) 

2741 (100.0) 726 (26.5) 

2580 (100.0) 754 (29.2) 

3425 (1 00.0) 1201 (35.1) 

8746 (1 00.0) 2681 (30.7) 

12634 (100.0) 3664 (29.0) 

COG, Regional 
Unit Or 
Special District 

State/Fed 
Gov't 

378 (19.5) 

1 6 (5.7) 

25 (3.1) 

382 (44.7) 

801 (20.6) 

337 (12.3) 

362 (14.0) 

259 (7.6) 

958 (1 1 .O) 

1759 (1 3.9) 

Private 
Firm 

453 (23.3) 

191 (68.0) 

238 (29.2) 

29 (3.4) 

911 (23.4) 

687 (25.0) 

261 (10.1) 

1111 (32.4) 

2059 (23.5) 

2970 (23.5) 

Other 

111 (5.7) 

6 (2.1) 

12 (1.5) 

48 (5.6) 

177 (4.6) 

72 (2.6) 

80 (3.1) 

43 (1.3) 

195 (-02) 

372 (2.9) 

a See Table 1 1-6 for an enumeration of functions and activities. 

Source: ACl R Compilation. 



Table 11-14 

Metropolltan County* l nvolvement in Transfer and Consolidation of Functions: 1 971 

Functional . Functional 
Trqnsters Consolidations 

To To With Local With 
Function county Municipality Government Other County Total 

Local (30) (4) (31) . ( 5) ( 7 0 )  
Police 10 1 10 3 24 
Fire 6 1 3 0 10 
Education 5 1 4 0 10 
Refuse 

Collection 6 0 7 2 15 
Parks 3 1 7 0 11 

Shared (74) (8) (46) (20) (148) 
Welfare 7 0 4 0 11 
Libraries 19 3 19 3 44 
Health 22 0 6 9 37 
Housing 4 0 2 1 7 
Correction 16 1 10 5 32 
Roads 6 4 5 2 17 

Areawide (42) (4) (36) (31) (113) 
Sewers 12 2 10 2 26 
Hospitals 8 0 6 3 17 
Natural 

Resources 0 0 0 1 1 
Transportation 3 0 1 3 7 
Power Supply 0 0 2 0 0 
Water Supply 4 0 5 1 10 
Planning 15 2 12 11 40 

Other 29 1 7 2 3 1 
Total 175 17 122 48 362 

(48.3%) (4.7%) (33.7%) (13.3%) (1 00.0%) 

'21 3 metropolitan counties. 

Source: AClR compilation from questionnaires in the 1971 ACIR-ICMA-NACO survey of county governments 

they increase the level of awareness among localities 
of substate functional matters. They also provide 
substantial technical assistance to local governments 
in developing programs to implement regbnal poli- 
cies. Other responsibilities include establishment of 
nonprofit institutions to deliver regional services, 
mobilizing funds for regional services through the 
Federal grant-in-aid process, and, in some cases and 
where the law allows, directly providing substate 
services. 

Substate districts and regional councils are rela- 
tively new actors on the local scene; most have been 
created since 1965 to satisfy State or local desire to 
participate in, to better control, and to meet the 
legal requirements of certain Federal substate pro- 
grams. Once created, these bodies have served a 
useful, if sometimes limited, purpose in substate 
regional administration. They have increased the 
quantity and quality of technical resources in sub- 
state areas, provided a forum for local governments 
to influence State policy and meet certain State/ 

regional purposes as well, raised grant monies for 
regional programs, and improved the quality and 
scope of the information base on which local govern- 
ments make policy decisions. 

More recently, these bodies have been proposed 
for other, more authoritative purposes: mediating 
interlocal conflict, supervising subordinate regional 
agencies, and even performing regional services 
when no other entities are available. Thus, while 
these bodies are now basically auxiliary actors in the 
assignment of urban functions, they may become 
more important in the future. 

Federal Substate Districts. These districts play a 
distinct role in substate functional matters through 
their funding, planning, and, in some cases, imple- 
mentation and service delivery activities. 

Federal substate districts generally engage in 
several types of funding activities, namely receipt 
and disbursement of Federal aid, mobilization of 
fiscal resources, and setting priorities for Federal 
aid. In fiscal year 1972 the 14 main Federal substate 



programs received $221 million in planning funds 
and had some direct or indirect influence over the 
disbursement of over $8.4 billion in related Federal 
construction and operating project grants. Com- 
munity action agencies (CAA's) and economic de- 
velopment districts (EDD's) have been successful 
in mobilizing other fiscal resources in their respective 
functional areas: In 1972-73, 84 percent of EDD 
budgets were derived from non-EDD sources while . 
from 1965-72 591 CAA's mobilized over $1.3 billion 
in fiscal resources from non-Federal sources for anti- 
poverty efforts. 

Federal districts have not made much progress 
in setting funding priorities to guide Federal area- 

.wide programs slated for their regions for numerous 
reasons: rising Federal agency concern with their 
own program priorities, district unwillingness or 
inability to ration funds for projects within a district, 
and lack of greater Federal funding for district plan- 
ning efforts. They also have an uneven record in 
functional planning, which is impeded by its narrow 
gauge, its lack of relationship to implementation, 
poorly managed or ill-considered citizen participa- 
tion, contradictory or vague legal requirements, and 
planning conflicts among various types of Federal 
and State encouraged districts. At the same time, 
some of these districts, notably comprehensive health 
planning agencies (CHP's), and economic develop- 
ment districts (EDD's), have made progress in co- 
ordinating the various functional activities of estab- 
lished local governments. 

Some Federal substate districts directly condition 
the performance of a function or deliver services 
themselves. Thus, in 10 States CHP's play a central 
role in certifying need for hospital construction or 
renovation. Local development districts (LDD's) 
deliver economic development services throughout 
Appalachia, and CAA's directly deliver anti-poverty 
services in sonie poorer communities. More impor- 
tantly, however, some Federal districts, notably 
CAA's and EDD's, have insistently pressured local 
governments to adopt new services for their con- 
stituents. Generally, Federal substate districts have 
been helpful in suggesting new, more coordinated 
services for established areawide and local govern- 
ments to deliver. 

Regional Special Districts. These mechanisms exist 
in almost every region in the country, with-more than 
1,000 countywide or multicounty special districts in 
metropolitan areas alone as of 1972. As Table 11-5 
notes, regional .special districts frequently account 
for a major share of metropolitan expenditures in' 
their particular functions and are most prominent 
in the public health and hospital, sewage, and utility 
functions. 

Special districts continue to be favored for eco- 

nomic and some political reasons and opposed for 
other political ones. In economic terms, they take 
advantage of economies of scale, attract better 
trained personnel, and adopt more advanced man- 
agement practices than smaller units of government. 
In political terms, they can isolate a sensitive pro- 
gram, provide the means of appearing 'to keep local 
budgets down, and avoid the issue of regional gov- 
ernment while performing a regional function. 

Nevertheless, the isolation of most of these mecha- 
nisms from general purpose governments has some- 
times limited their effectiveness. They forfeit cen- 
tralized purchasing, budgeting, and personnel man- 
agement services offered by larger general purpose 
units. They do not always account for or understand 
their impact on related services. They tend to pay 
higher capital costs, fail to coordinate their work 
with general local governments, and are frequently 
inaccessible and unaccountable to the metropolitan 
political process. 

The desire to retain the operational advantages of 
regional districts yet constrain their political and 
administrative defects has led some States to treat 
their operations more stringently, Recent studies in 
California, Massachusetts, and Michigan have called 
for the abolition of these bodies or their continuance 
as State administrative arms. Other States have set 
up boundary commissions, strengthened regional 
councils, or multifunctional service districts to over- 
see the formation of or to regulate the operations of 
special districts within their jurisdiction. 

Regional special districts apparently will continue 
to be utilized for the performance of areawide func- 
tions because of the economic advantages ascribed 
to their operations. However, their administrative 
and political deficiencies are leading to different 
patterns of political control. 

The Metropolitan County. The metrop~litan county 
is another traditional structural alternative for 
changing functional assignments. Here the emphasis 
has .been on creating an areawide general purpose 
government that can perform selected regional and 
urban functions. 

The functional performance of the metropolitan 
county, as detailed in Chapter IV, has been of rather 
mixed quality. The bulk of metropolitan counties 
still concentrate on performing traditionally State- 
assigned functions, though reorganized counties tend 
to provide more urban and regional services (see 
Table 11- 15). 

County emphasis on traditional functions stems 
from a variety of reasons. Among them are-the lack 
of county functional home rule provisions in most 
States; the counties may be legally prohibited from 
assuming new urban or regional services. Counties 
also frequently cannot use nonproperty tax sources, 
essential to broadening their fiscal capacity. 



Table 11-15 

Hypothetical Assignment for Selected Functional Acthities 

Activity 
Component 
PLANNING 
l ntelligence 
Forecasting 
Plan Formulation 
Operations Review 
Liaison/Coordination 
FINANCING 
Revenue Raising 
Revenue Distribution 
Fiscal Control 
Budgeting 
STAFFING 
Selection 
Recruitment 
Training 
Appointment/Removal 
ADMINISTRATION 
Supervision 
Management Analysis 
Productivity Analysis 
Technical Assistance 
STANDARD SETTING 
Formulation of Rules 
Rule l nterpretation 
Rule Adjudication 
Rule Evaluation 
Rule Amendment 
Rule Enforcement 
ENFORCEMENT 
l nvestigation 
l nspection 
Licensing 
Certification 
SERVICE DELIVERY 
Operations 
Construction 
INFORMATION 
Record-Keepi ng 
Communication 
Data Collection 
Reporting 
Public Relations 
EVALUATION 
Fact-Finding 
Public Hearings 
Testing/Analysis 
Consultation 

Source: ACl R Tabulation 

Shared Local 

Municipal-county functional conflict also prevents 
counties from assuming more functional responsi- 
bilities in metropolitan areas. Some State municipal 
home rule statutes (such as Ohio's) give exclusive 
jurisdiction to municipal governments in selected 
functions. In other cases, municipalities encourage 
the county to confine its services to unincorporated 
areas where it acts as the first tier of government. In 
still other cases, counties perform considerable mu- 
nicipal service contracting rather than assuming 
a function on a c.ountywide basis, although transfers 
to counties sometimes occur, as Table 11-14 notes. 

If counties are sometimes unable or unwilling to 
perform more urban and regional .functions, they 
also usually do not act as an authoritative voice vis-a- 
vis other regional units. As Chapter IV indicates, 
they frequently do not or cannot exercise strong 
controls over constituent special districts. Even in 
the 20 States that give counties the legal authority to 
create subordinate service districts special districts 
still abound. Moreover, few counties are empowered 
or desire to supervise the functional performance of 
lower levels of government. Only one - Miami-Dade 
-can set performance standards for municipal func- 
tions; other counties that have proposed such charter 
amendments have seen them defeated at the polls. 

In short, counties have been unwilling or unable 
to act as dominant urban-regional service providers 
or to supervise performance of local functions, though * 

strong urban counties in a few selected States- 
California, Florida, Maryland, New York, and 
Virginia-have assumed a number of urban and r e  
gional functions. 

City-County Consolidations and Federations. lo  

Chapters I11 of Volume IV and V of this volume 
assess the functional experience with full-scale Amer- 
ican metropolitan governmental reorganization. As 
with partial functional reallocation policies, the 
record is mixed. In general, reorganizations have 
tended to improve the quality and raise the level of 
some public services, contribute to some measure of 
fiscal equity, and provide for greater administrative 
coordination of services. However, political access to 
the governmental systems has not always been im- 
proved, nor have the service needs of distinct minori- 
ties always been satisfied. Moreover, most consoli- 
dations continue to face the problem of developing 
a lower tier of administration for the delivery of 
certain services. 

In all three recent major consolidations and in the 
single federated county case, a number of previously 
localized functions have been centralized. In the 
consolidations, almost all functions are centralized 
and only a few, like refuse collection and street 
cleaning, are decentralized through the operations 
of urban services districts, as in Nashville and Jack- 
sonville, At the same time, proposals have been 



FIGURE 11-1 
Functional Subcomponents of 

the Family Assistance Function 

SUBSTITUTE ENVIRONMENT 
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Labor legislation School system 
Min~mum wages Youth programs 

Home-maker 

Source: Joint Legislative Committee to Revise the 

Social Services Law ot New Ybrk State, Public Welfare 
in Transition (Albany. 1969). p. 183. 



made to reinvigorate the local tier of government, as 
evidenced by the passage of "mini-gov" legislation 
in Indianapolis and the Dade County proposal to 
incorporate all unincorporated areas so that the 
county could provide only regional services and not 
serve as the first tier of government for these areas. 

With centralized administration has come better 
financing procedures by the areawide governments. 
They have expanded grants-in-aid for their juris- 
dictions, utilized greater amounts of nonproperty 
taxation, and reduced past financing policies that 
were inequitable to central cities. However, they 
have not totally changed the functional emphasis of 
previous city administrations nor provided substan- 
tially greater amounts of redistributive services. In- 
deed, voters in some cases and legal restrictions in 
others have sometimes prevented consolidated or 
federated governments from expanding their func- 
tional mix of services or enlarging the territory of 
their urban service districts. Some examples of these 
constraints are the decision not to merge education 
in the Indianapolis consolidation and voter reluc-. 
tance in Miami-Dade to allow greater county hous- 
ing production of low- and moderate-income units. 

Federated county and city-county consolidation 
reforms have not always resulted in a fully authorita- 
tive and areawide organization. Areawide and re- 
gional special districts still exist in some of these 
jurisdictions, as do smaller municipalities that were 
exempted from consolidation. Some of these new 
general purpose governments, moreover, have not 
gained full control over all Federal and State sub- 
state districts operating within their jurisdiction. 

Functions In An Assignment Policy 
The third component of a functional assignment 

policy concerns the function itself. Here considera- 
tion must be given to ( 1 )  analyzing the nature of the 
function and its discrete components and (2) speci- 
fying the criteria most important in the performance 
of the function. With such analyses, a judgment can 
be made whether to perform the urban function on 
a local or areawide basis. 

Assignment policies not only involve functions, 
but subfunctions and activities that comprise a func- 
tion as well. These components of a function need 
not be assigned exclusively to a local or an areawide 
jurisdiction. Police services, land-use controls, and 
family assistance services provide examples of the 
complexity inherent in given functions. While some 
aspects of these functions may be provided best at 
the local level, others may be better performed at 
another level. 

Some components of a function appear to be 
logical responsibilities of higher levels of government. 
Assignment of funding to larger governments, for 
example, may produce fiscal equity and reduce 

economic externalties in the performance of a func- 
tion. On the other hand, funding sometimes can and 
should be wholly local- especially when indMdual 
benefits from a function are readily identifiable and 
when the interlocal effects of service provision are 
minimal. 

Activities common to a function that are per- 
formed at different levels also are good coordinates 
for reassignment to a single provider. The training 
activity in the police function, for example, is com- 
mon to State, county, and city agencies. Yet the 
present structure of police training is characterized 
by a substantial amount of jurisdictional duplication. 
Assigning this activity to a single areawide or State 
authority would not only produce cost savings, but 
also result in more training standards. This aspect of 
the police function, then, could be separated from 
that of basic police protection. 

Family assistance provides another illustration of 
the many components of a function. Within the gen- 
eral function, whose subfunctional components are 
illustrated in Figure 11-1, there are a variety of pro- 
gram planning efforts. Yet, since the target popula- 
tion is the same- the family in need of assistance- 
planning activities might be assigned to a single 
areawide or local government. Consolidated plan- 
ning might promote better interprogram coordina- 
tion and permit more sophisticated budgeting within 
a particular functional component. This, in turn, 
would permit local governments to take maximum 
advantage of Federal and State grant-in-aid systems 
and to forecast the fiscal requirements of the com- 
plete family assistance function. 

While a number of activities and subfunctions 
might be candidates for assignment to areawide 
units, others might be more logically performed by 
lower-tier units (see Table 11-15). Program execu- 
tion, for example, is a logical local activity. For 
example, a State might set standards for waste treat- 
ment and also train waste treatment operators, but 
leave waste treatment operations in local hands. 

A function, then, may have a variety of activities 
and subfunctional components relating to its delivery. 
All are essential to final delivery of the service, but 
individual components may have greater or lesser 
extralocal impact, depending on the intrinsic nature 
of the subfunction or activity and on the way that 
it is administered. Figure 11-2 indicates over 80 
distinct steps in the community development process. 
All these steps, however minor, are essential, but 
some components, such as land acquisition and site 
preparation, may be of only local importance, while 
others are of interest to the larger community. The 
zoning, public works, and utility supply aspects of 
the community development process will concern 
surrounding governments whose land-use and public 
facility needs may be affected by these actions. 



Pre-Development 

The 
Community 

Development 
Process 

FIGURE 1 1  -2 

Project l nitiation 
1. New Community Concept 

2. Statement of Goals 

1 
3. Preliminary Program 

Re: population 

housing 

business and industry 

land use 

community arithmetic 

concepts in social systems 

institutional development 

Preliminary Site Selection 
Alternatives considered 

Development Evaluation 
1. Market Analysis 

2. Site Analysis 

3 
(Design & Engineering) 

3. Preliminary Development 

Programs 

4. Feasibility Land Use Plan 

5.  Preliminary Economic Model, 

' Land & Improvement Costs 

(utilities, roads, community 

facilities, etc.), Land Sale Prices, 
Financing Requirements 

6. Qualifying Items, i.e.. zoning, 

utilities, access, test borings 

7. Land Acquisition, ownership 
patterns, land values, 
acquisition terms 

8.  Political/Governmental Factors, 

i.e., zoning, subdivision process, 

building codes 

Negotiations for 
Land Acquisition 4 
1. Arrangements with real estate 

brokers 

2. Price and terms for acquisition 

3. Land Acquisition financing 

4. Title search 

5. Legal Agreements (purchase, 

lease, joint venture, etc.) 

6. Project incorporation 

7. Land management program 

Community Development 
Planning 5 
1. Community facilities and 

services proposals 

2. Social system development 

plan 

3. Evaluation of existing cornmunit) 

facilities on site 

4. Land development plan, land 

uses (location, densities,) 

circulation, utilities, community 

facilities 

5. Staging plan-sociallphysical 

6. Community arithmeticlEconomic 
, Model 
7. Proposed public works 

agreements, i.e., roads, water, 
sewer, lighting, schools, electric 

8. Proposed zoning (new 
ordinance if required) 

9. Other changes in public 
procedures, i.e., building codes, 
subdivision process 

10. Preliminary marketing strategy 
11. Community presentations 

& discussions 

Initial Local Approvals 
1. Land use plan 

2. Zoning changes 

6 
3. Subdivision and building code 

changes 

4. School sites 

5. Utility plans, agreements 

6. Road improvement plan, 

agreements 

7. Other public works plans, 

agreements 

8. Negotiations re: social systems 

proposals 

Source: American City Corporation, The Greater Hartford Process (Columbia, Md., 19721, pp. 24-25 



Development 

D e t a M  Land Development Programs 
1. Detailed program of uses, including 

community facilities and insti- 

7 
tutional uses 

2. Area to be developed 
3. Site development specifications 
4. Land development schedules 
5. Land development budgets 
6. Land disposition prices and 

schedules 
7. Financing requirements, program 
8. Detailed marketing program 
9. Program building and operating of 

community facilities 

Detailed Site Analysis 
(Final Determination of Site 
Conditions) 
1. Detailed topographic studies 
2. Drainage 
3. Bearing capacity studies 

4. Site values, i.e., wooded 
areas, stream valleys, views, 
north-south exposure 

5. Legal constraints, i.e., final . 
title search 

6. Negotiations re: community 
facilities, requirements & 

responsibilities 

Site Planning & Engineering 
(May include steps, i.e., "Sketch", 
"preliminary", "final".) 
1. Land use plans 
2. Other plans for landscaping, 

lighting, signing, etc. ' 

3. Site engineering, i.e., roads, 
water, sewer, grading, electric, 
telephone 

4. Final cost estimates and schedules 
5. Street names, post office boxes, 

etc. 
6. Legal maps for subdivision, 

redecoration, etc. 

7. Public approvals, i.e., subdivision 
approval 

Dkposition 
of Land 
1. Finalize marketing strategy 
2. Select method for land 

disposition, i.e., in-house sales 

force and/or brokers 
3. Prepare sales agreements, 

including liens and covenants 

4. Dispose of land 
a., sales to outside builders 
Q. deed to entity for community 

facility and open space 

c. dedicate to local government 
d. sale or contribute to institutions 

5. Community facilities agreements 

Site Improvements- 
Construction 11 
1. Final construction specifications, 

bid packages 
2. Detailed construction schedule, 

i.e., CPM 
3. Select contractors and 

negotiate cofitracts 
4. Obtain final public approvals, 

i.e., building permits 
5. Supervise and coordinate 

construction, roads, water, sewer, 
gaslelectric, telephone, CATV, 
major site clearing and grading 

6. Quality control 
7. Cost control and final accounting 
8. Establishment of Social systems 

operating processes 

Evaluation of Programs, 
Plans 
Evaluation of: 

12 
1. Land development costs 
2. Land sale pace and prices 
3. Home sales by individual builders 
4. Commercial and residential rents 

5. Employment and shopping 

patterns 

6. Population profile 
7. Community facilities and services 

8. Net contribution to local 
government 

9. Etc. 

Continuing Development 
Repeat and refinement of 13 
activities 7 through 11 detailed 

phase by phase through 
completion 



Functions are really packages of subfunctions and 
activities, many of which need not be performed by 
the government that delivers the end service. Activi- 
ties that might be centralized include financing, 
standard-setting, training, planning, and coordina- 
tion. On the other hand, administration, budgeting, 
personnel section, and local supplementation of 
financing, standard-setting, and planning policies 
may still occur at  the local level. 

SUMMARY 

There are myriad patterns of substate functional 
assignment, most of which are ad hoe and unsys- 

- tematic in nature. Consequently, a major task in 
substate regionalism is the development of more 
comprehensive and systematic policies for assign- 
ment of functions among areawide and local govern- 
ments. This task requires (a) consideration of criteria 
or rules for functional assignment; (b) appraisal of 
the procedural and structural means of allocating 
or reallocating functional responsibilities; and (c) an 
understanding of the exact nature of the functions, 
subfunctions, and activities which must be assigned. 
To understand how functions are or might be allo- 
cated in a substate regional framework, the following 
should be noted: 

-Functions are allocated among the three 
basic levels of government, Federal, State, 
and local, as well as among different types 
of local government. In general, human 
resource services such as health and hos- 
pitals, welfare, and higher education are 
centralized at the county or State levels 
while the bulk of physical development and 
public safety services such as police, fire, 
sewerage, and parks and recreation are 
provided at a local level. 

- Policies which have a significant impact 
on the allocation of functional responsi- 
bilities include intergovernmental aid chan- 
neled to preferred jurisdictions; the devel- 
opment of new-style Federal and State 
districting mechanisms that have assumed 
components of certain functions; and the 
availability of different structural and pro- 
cedural means for changing or conditioning 
functional assignments. 

-Four main guides to functional assign- 
ment emerge ' as pivotal considerations: 
fiscal equity, economic efficiency, admin- 
istrative effectiveness, and political ac- 
countability. The specific components of 
economic efficiency include the conditions 

of economies of scale, public sector com- 
petition, and public service pricing. Fiscal 
equity is concerned with reduction of eco- 
nomic spillovers and implementation of 
interpersonal and interjurisdictional fiscal 
equalization policies. The main facets of 
political accountability subsume citizen 
access to, control of, and sometimes par- 
ticipation in the performance of a function. 
Administrative effectiveness centers on the 
legal authority, management capability, 
geographic reach, and intergovernmental 
cooperation a government exhibits in meet- 
ing its functional responsibilities. 

- A functional assignment policy frequent- 
ly hinges on the procedural and structural 
means of allocating functions. Procedural 
mechanisms include the A-95 process, the 
intergovernmental service contract, and 
transfer and consolidation of functions. 
All these measures have permitted volun- 
tary and ad hoe changes in functional as- 
signments. Structural means of changing 
functional assignments include Federally 
and State encouraged substate districts, 
regional councils, regional special districts, 
and metropolitan counties. New-style dis- 
tricting mechanisms usually perform activi- 
ties instrumental to the delivery of a serv- 
ice, while traditional districts actually 
deliver the service itself. Both new and 
traditional structures have met with only 
limited success. New-style mechanisms 
often must be more closely coordinated 
with local government, while the legal base 
and functional responsibilities of regional 
special districts and metropolitan counties 
must be broadened if  they are to make a 
more significant impact on substate func- 
tional assignments. 

- Full-scale metropolitan governmental re- 
organizations have been the most systemat- 
ic and sweeping approaches to changing 
substate functional assignment. They gen- 
erally have resulted in centralization of 
both areawide and local services, raised the 
level and scope of a number of services, and 
introduced more administrative effective- 
ness and somewhat more fiscal equity into 
a.  function. Yet most reorganizations face 
the problem of structuring a lower tier of 
government for the delivery of local serv- 
ices. Also, most still must better coordinate, 
control, and supervise the functional oper- 
ations of other regional and lower-tier units 
of governments. 



-Analysis of individual functions is im- 
portant to a functional assignment policy. 
Functions are composed of numerous sub- 
functions and activities, all or part of which 
may be assigned to one or another level of 
government. While it is difficult to describe 
fully the characteristics of a local or area- 
wide function, local services tend to focus 
on the individual or his immediate neigh- 

borhood, or to have minor impact on sur- 
rounding communities or the performance 
of other functions. Areawide functions have 
the opposite characteristics. In more gen- 
eral terms, areawide functions generally 
have a redistributive or regulatory dimen- 
sion, while local ones are those where social 
control and program choice are more sig- 
nificant. 

Footnotes 
' ~ h i s  chapter is a summary of Volume IV of the Substate 

Regionalism report, Governmental Functions and Processes: 
. Local and Areawide. 

2 ~ h e  six New England States and Michigan, New Jersey, 
New York, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. 

3~llinois, Indiana, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Washington. 

4 ~ . ~ .  Bureau of the Census, State Payments to Local Goyern- 
ments. 1967 Census of Governments, VI, No. 4 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, l969), Table 6. 

5 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Performance of Urban Functions: Local and Area- 
' wide, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1963), 

p. 41. 

6 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Performance of Urban Functions, p. 47. ' ACIR, Performance of Urban Functions, p. 48. 

8 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Performance of Urban Functions, p. 270-27 1. 

9 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Performance of Urban Functions, p. 49. 

* O ~ h e  analysis here is confined to the consolidations of Nash- 
ville-Davidson, Jacksonville-Duval, and Indianapolis-Marion 
County and the county federated reorganization in Miami-Dade. 
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For many years local governments have entered 
into formal and informal agreements for the pro- 
vision of services on a regular or standby basis to 
their citizens by other local governments and private 
firms, and by the joint provision of services with 
other governmental units. Since they facilitate the 
solution of problems, including ones transcending 
local political boundaries, without structurally re- 
organizing the governmental system of the area, we 
may view service agreements as an adaptive pro- 
cedural response to problems, particularly those 
associated with urbanization. 

Although it is impossible to trace the origin of the 
first informal agreement under which one local gov- 
ernmental unit provided a service to another unit, 
it is reasonable to assume that such agreement 
existed in the colonial period. Statutory authoriza- 
tion for interlocal service agreements is at least 121 
years old. In a study of interlocal cooperation in 
five States - Alabama, Indiana, Nebraska, Penn- 
sylvania, and Wisconsin - Professor John E. Stoner 
of Indiana University found an 1852 Indiana statute 
authorizing "any jail to be used to house a fugitive 
from justice, and entitled the jailor to collect reason- 
able compensation from the officer having the pris- 
oner in custody."' The oldest written intergovern- 
mental service agreement turned up by our survey 
dates from 1889 (Ludlow, Massachusetts). Older 
unwritten agreements were reported by Ogden, Utah 
(1855), Manitou Springs, Colorado (1876), and 
Modesto, California (1 884). 

Intergovernmental service agreements are popular 
for several reasons. The agreements in some cases 
allow a local government to obtain a service, such 
as sewage disposal, or a product, water for example, 
which the locality cannot produce itself or could 
produce only at a prohibitively high cost. In other 
cases, a municipality is able to lower the cost and 
improve the quality of a service or a product by 
obtaining it from another unit or private firm. Serv- 
ice agreements also can allow a local government 
providing a specific service to lower the cost of pro- 
viding that service to its citizens by taking advan- 
tage of economies of scale. 

Political feasibility is another reason for the popu- 
larity of service agreements. A problem affecting 
several local governments can be solved by inter- 
local agreements without changing the basic struc- 
ture of the local government system. Agreements 
do not significantly restrict the freedom of action, 
or autonomy, of the recipient governments, and 
do not require voter approval in most cases. They 
usually can be terminated on relatively short notice, 
and the municipality can either provide the service 
itself, contract with another governmental unit or 
private firm for the service, or join a service district. 
Consequently, service agreements can be a flexible 

method of obtaining services as needed, and the 
supplier can provide the services in an area with 
flexible boundaries. 

Of course, not all local governments have the 
option of producing a service or obtaining it from 
another producer. In certain areas one municipality 
may have a monopoly on a basic resource such as 
water, and the isolated location of some communities 
(particularly in Alaska) makes it impossible for 
them to obtain services from another unit. Further- 
more, the extensive use of annexation by the central 
city in certain areas has resulted in a situation where 
there are few units of local government in an area 
other than the central city and the county. Lincoln, 
Nebraska, for example, has annexed five other mu- 
nicipalities, arid increased its area from 20 square 
miles in 1950 to 51 square miles in 1972. 

An earlier Advisory Commission on Intergovern- 
mental 'Relations (ACIR) study identified two pat- 
terns of contracts and agreements2 A "vertical" 
system involves agreements between upper- and 
lower-tier governments such as the States and cities. 
A "horizontal" system involves agreements between 
units of the same tier, i.e., agreements entered into 
by cities, towns, and villages, or agreements entered 
into by counties. 

While most service agreements are voluntary, 
some local governments have been ordered by the 
State to provide a service to a neighboring munici- 
pality. Milford, Connecticut, for example, has "been 
ordered by the State to provide waste water treat- 
ment for an adjoining community that presently has 
no sewer facilities." In a few States, Texas as an 
example, counties are required by statute to provide 
certain services as requested to do so by a city. And 
the county in several States is required by statute to 
provide certain services - assessing, tax collection, 
election administration - which are the responsi- 
bilities of cities, towns, and villages in other States. 

Intergovernmental service agreements are some- 
times confused with the transfer of functions, such 
as from the city to the county levels. In theory, how- 
ever, there are two major differences between these 
approaches: (1) the transfer arrangement is usually 
permanent, while an intergovernmental contract or 
agreement is normally in effect for only a limited 
period of time; and (2) unlike the contract or agree- 
ment, a functional transfer involves a shift of policy 
control and fiscal responsibility as well as operation- 
al authority.3 A better understanding of the differ- 
ences between these two approaches may be ob- 
tained by examining the pertinent State legislation. 

COOPERATI.ON LEGISLATION 

The Committee of State Officials on Suggested 
State Legislation of the Council of State Govern- 

\ 



ments in 1957 drafted a model interlocal contracting 
act, and the Advisory Commission on Intergovern- 
mental Relations endorsed the act in 1961: Forty- 
two States currently have enacted all or part of this 
act or their own general statute (see Table 111-1). 
Thirty States authorize local governments to co- 
operate with local governments in other States, and 
Michigan permits its local governments to cooperate 
with Canadian governments. 

One of the broadest grants of power to local 
governments to cooperate with other governments is 
found in the New York State constitution. 

Local governments shall have the power to 
agree, as authorized by act of the legis- 
lature, with the Federal government, a 
State or one or more other governments 
within or without the State, to provide 
cooperatively, jointly, or by contract any 
facilities, services, activity, or undertaking 
which each participating local government 
has the power to provide separately.5 

Most States have granted blanket authorization 
to their local units to provide services to other units 
or jointly provide services. However, a number of 
States still have specific statutory provisions author- 
izing such agreements. Minnesota currently has 
approximately 110.6 

Although the State of Rhode Island lacks a joint 
exercise of powers act, the General Assembly on 
April 28, 1972, followed the lead of a few other 
States by enacting a general law specifically author- 
izing cities and towns to establish regional councils 
of governments. The law contains an unusual pro- 
vision: A "council may, by appropriate action of the 
governing bodies of the member governments, exer- 
cise such other powers as are exercised by the mem- 
ber governments and necessary or desirable for 
dealing with problems of mutual concern."7 

Statutory l mpediments and l ncentives 
General interlocal cooperation acts often contain 

two provisions impeding the ability of local govern- 
ments to cooperate with each other. First, in 31 
States a power can be exercised jointly by two local 
governments only if each possesses the power. In 
other words, a city and a town may be interested in 
jointly exercising a power, but they would not be 
allowed to do so if only the city was legally author- 
ized to exercise the power. While a State may feel it 
desirable to prevent a municipality from exercising 
a power it does not possess, this stipulation is often 
overly restrictive. For example, 

. . . in Missouri, first class cities are em- 
powered LO acquire land outside the city 
limits for the establishment of a city park 
and to operate and maintain such a park. 
Second class cities do not have such a 

power, but may operate parks within the 
city limits. The first and second class cities 
could jointly exercise only a power that was 
exactly equally possessed by both, they 
could not jointly acquire the land, build 
and operate a park outside the city limits 
of the second class city. . . .8 

A second type of impediment, found in the general 
interlocal cooperation statute in 13 States, stipulates 
that it does not supersede individual statutes author- 
izing interlocal cooperation in a specific functional 
area. Several States have a large number of specific 
statutes still on the books, and in many instances 
these statutes contain detailed procedural require- 
ments which limit the opportunity to employ the 
more flexible general interlocal cooperation statute. 
The New Jersey County and Municipal Government 
Study Commission in 1970, for example, reported 
the existence of 200 such statutes. 9 

Not to be overlooked when considering State 
legislation in this area is whether there is an active 
State policy of encouraging the use of a general 
cooperation statute rather than a specific one. In 
response to a question put by the ACIR to the attor- 
neys general of the 42 States having a general law 
authorizing such cooperation, four stated that they 
had no policy of encouraging local governments to 
use either general or specific cooperation statutes. 
One (Tennessee) indicated it encouraged cooper- 
ation under the general law and one (Wisconsin) 
replied that from a review of past formal opinions, 
it would seem that its general law "has been con- 
sistently interpreted in a way that could be con- 
sidered restrictive. The opinions have expressed 
doubt as to whether the language of sec. 66.30 is . 
sufficient to be a general grant of power for all pur- 
poses." 

These findings, coupled with the fact that the 
general laws of several States have clauses attached 
making the general law supplemental or subordinate 
to the specific laws, indicates that the mere existence 
of a broadly phrased law is no guarantee of legal 
ease in setting up a joint operation. 

Transfer of Functions 

In contrast with interlocal contracting, as of 1971 
only ten States had general constitutional or legis- 
lative authorizations for the transfer of functions.10 
Four had solely constitutional authority, one had 
only statutory authority, and five had a combination 
(see Table 111-2). 

Constitutional and statutory provisions dealing 
with the transfer of functions fall into two main 
groups, those requiring voter approval - Florida, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Vermont - and 
those that do not - Alaska, California, Illinois, 
Michigan, and Virginia. Alaska, California, Michi- 



Table 111-1 

General Intergovernmental Cooperation Authorization 

Gen. Law 
Citation or 
Code Refer. 

United States 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of 

Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
l ndiana 
l owa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New 

Hampshire 
New Jersey 

C.X. Sec. 13 
Sec. 11 -951 
Sec. 14-901 
Gov. 6500 
88-2-1 
Sec. 7-339a 

Sec. 163.01 
Sec. 2-5901 

67-231 9 
24 Sec. 1-1 -5 
Sec. 53-1 104 
Sec. 28E.1 
12-290 1 
65.21 0 
33 Sec. 1321 
30 Sec. 1951 

Ch. 40 Sec. 4a 
5.4088 
Sec. 471 5 9  

Sec. 70.210 
16-4904 
Sec. 23-2201 
277.080 



Gen. Law 
Citation or 
Code Refer. 

New Mexico 
New York 

4-22-1 
Gen.Munic.Law 
Art. 56 

North 
Carolina 

North 
Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South 

Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West 

Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Sec. 160A-460 

74 Sec. 1001 
Sec. 190.003 
53 Sec. 481 

Sec. 1-75 
1 -24-1 
12-801 
Art.4413 (32c) 
Sec. 11-13-1 
24 Sec. 34901 
Sec. 15.1-21 
39.34.01 0 

Sec. 8-23-3 
66.30 
Ch.239 S.L. 1971 

"Power to undertake joint or cooperative provision of services. 
* Power of one unit to provide services for another. 

'The functions are limited-seems to include everything but general government. 
*Cities and counties only. 
30nly for contracting. 
4May be provided for, but is not mandated. 
=May be perpetual 
60ne year renewable-if more, it must be approved by concurrent voter .maiorities. 
7Binding for specified time. 
*Requires concurrent voter majorities. 
gRequires approval of governor when State money is used. When State, U.S., another State or subdivision, Canada . 
or subdivision are party to the agreement. 

'ORequires approval of local government commission if agreement is with any unit except Pennsylvania munici- 
pality. 



gan, New York, and Ohio provide for revocation 
while Pennsylvania requires the transfer action to 
cite its duration. In none of the constitutions or 
statutes examined was there a stipulation making 
transfers permanent. 

Three States - Alaska, California, and Michigan 
-do not require voter approval of a transfer and 
provide for revocation of the transfer, also without 
voter approval. Alaska simply states that the munici- 
pality may revoke a transfer, and California and 
Michigan both provide for revocation by joint action 
of the involved units or by separate action of either 
with one year's notice. Thus, it would seem to be 
relatively easy in these States to effect a transfer 

of function and also to retract it-. New York and 
Ohio have more lengthy and difficult procedures for 
the revocation of a transfer. New York requires voter 
approval of the revocation while Ohio permits a 
referendum on the question. 

Contract vs. Transfer. 

What, then, is the essential difference between 
a service contract and a voluntary transfer of func- 
tions? It is not the permanence of the situation, since 
five of the States considered provide for revocation, 
three by a'very simple process. 

Another criterion is fiscal responsibility. Unlike 
functional transfers, when a government buys' a serv- - 

Table 111-2 

Constitutional and Statutory Authority for Transfer of Functions: 
1971 -1 972 

Citation 

Art. X, Sec. 13 

Art. XI, Sec. 8(a) 

Art. VIII, Sec. 4 
Art. VII, Sec. 10 
Art. VII, Sec. 28 
Art. IX, Sec. 1 (h) 

Art. X, Sec. 1 

Art. IX, Sec. 5 
Art. VII, Sec. 3 . 

Gov. Sec. 25204 
Gov. Sec. 51330 
Sec. 5.4087 
Municipal Home Rule 
Law Sec. 33-a 
53 Sec. 481 
24 Sec. 4902(b) 

Approval of . Approval of Concurrent 
Governing Body ' Governing Body Voter 
of Transferor of Transferee Majorities Revocation 

Alaska1 
(city) 
California1 
(municipality) 
Florida 
I llinoisl 
Michigan 

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS 

Ohio1 
(municipality 
or township) 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia1 

California1 
(municipality) 
Michigan 

Pennsylvania 
Vermont2 

California1 
(county) 
Florida 
Illinois1 
Michigan 
New York2 
(County) 
Ohio 
(county) 

Pennsylvania 
Virginia1 
(regional 
government) 

STATUTORY PROVlSlONS 

Alaska 

Florida 

New York 

Ohio 
(referendum) 

Pennsylvania 

Alaska 
(borough) 
California 
(county) 
Michigan 
New York2 New York 
(county) 
Pennsylvania1 
Vermont1 Vermont3 

Ohio 

California 

Michigan 
New York 

'The necessity of the consent of the governing body is implied, not explicitly stated. 
2The county begins the act of transfer by local law or ordinance, but is not necessarily the body the function is 
transferred to-it may transfer functions between and among the political subdivisions within it. 
3The transfer must also be recommended by a joint survey committee from the municipalities and approved by the 
attorney general. 



ice from another in a contract situation, it pays for 
the service-in money or other services. This dis- 
tinction is blurred, however, in California, Michigan, 
and Pennsylvania. These States require that reim- 
bursement be made for a transfer. 

The third criterion -policy control - is not useful 
when dealing with the legislation since it is not 
mentioned at all. Yet it is interesting to note that 
the cooperation statutes of 19 States contain clauses 
stating that the responsibility for a particular func- 
tion remains with the original government. Pre- 
sumably, this responsibility would be shifted in a 
functional transfer." 

l NTERGOVERNMENTAL SERVICE 
AGREEMENT ACTIVITY 

Data on the scope and nature of agreements for 
76 services were obtained by means of a 20-page 
questionnaire sent to 5,900 incorporated munici- 
palities - cities, villages, boroughs, incorporated 
towns - over 2,500 population. Returns from 40 
percent of these units were received in time for' in- 
clusion in this chapter. The returns have been classi- 
fied by population categories, geographic region, 
form of government, and central city, suburban, and 
non-metropolitan types. 

This chapter also draws upon a 1971 survey of 
3,047 county governments conducted jointly by 
ACIR, the International City Management Associ- 
ation (ICMA), and the National Association of 
Counties (NACO). Responses were received from 
24.2 percent of the counties (848). These returns 
have been classified by population group, services 
provided by counties on contract basis to other local 
governments within the county, and services jointly 
provided with other counties. 

The collection of data on service agreements by 
means of a mail questionnaire, particularly a long 
one, results in an under-reporting of the number of 
agreements for two major reasons.12 First, most local 
governments do not maintain accurate records of 
service agreements, especially unwritten ones. A 
Massachusetts city clerk reported that his city has 
"intergovernmental working agreements," but most 
are informal and "generally worked out through the 
departments involved." An administrative assistant 
in a Minnesota city responded that "there is a real 
lack of records on the services performed by or for 
the city. . . . Verbal information or personal recol- 
lection is a most unreliable source for answering a 
survey of this nature." 

A second reason why this report understates the 
number of agreements stems from the fact that 
several respondents indicated they did not have time 
to complete the questionnaire and returned it blank. 
It is reasonable to assume that some of these munici- 

palities, as well as some which did not return the 
questionnaire, are parties to service agreements. 

Services Received 
Of the 2,375 responding municipalities, 1,49 1 or 

63 percent have entered into formal and informal 
agreements for the provision of services to their 
citizens by other governmental units or private firms. 
Formal and informal agreements can involve. any 
service. However, formal agreements tend to relate 
more to the supply of water, sewage treatment, and 
joint facilities. Informal agreements, based on a 
verbal understanding, relate chiefly to mutual aid 
and maintenance of highways and bridges. The mu- 
tual'aid pacts, of course, are standby agreements and 
do not call for the provision of a service on a regular 
basis. It must be pointed out that a local government 
may enter into an agreement to receive a partial 
service. For example, one government may handle 
tax billing for another government which performs 
the tax collection itself. 

The tendency to enter into agreements is related 
directly to population size. Table 111-3 reveals that 
larger units of government generally have a greater 
propensity to enter into service agreements than 
smaller units. However, units in the 50,000 to 100,000 
population category enter into agreements somewhat 
more commonly than larger units, and units in the 
25,000 to 50,000 .population category enter into 
agreements more frequently than units in the 
100,000 to 250,000 category. Eighty percent of the 
reporting cities in each of the over-500,000 popula- 
tion class and the 250,000 to 500,000 population 
class are parties to agreements for services. In con- 
trast, 58 percent of the local governments in the 
5,000 to 10,000 category and 55 percent of the units 
in the 2,500 to 5,000 category receive services under 
agreements with another unit. 

Central cities and suburban communities enter 
into agreements with other governments for the 
receipt of services with about the same degree of 
frequency - 75 percent and 72 percent respectively. 
Non-metropolitan municipalities have a lesser tend- 
ency to enter into service agreements (53 percent). 
This finding was to be expected in view of the fact 
that urban governmental problems tend to be more 
acute and there are more suppliers in metropolitan 
areas. 

Service agreements are most common in the West 
(79 percent) and least common in the South (54 per- 
cent). Only 14 respondents report agreements with 
a local government in an adjoining State for the pro- 
vision of services. However, we know that 16 Rhode 
Island cities and towns have joined with two Massa- 
chusetts local governments - Attleboro and Seekonk 
-in a police communication network.I3 

Classification of the units by form of government 



Toble 111-3 

Municipalities with Agreements for Receipt of Services 

TOTAL', ALL CITIES 

POPULATION GROUP 

Over 500,000 
250,000-500,000 

100,000-250,000 

50,000-1 00,000 

25,000-50,000 

10,000-25.000 

5,000-1 0,000 

2,500-5,000 

Under 2,500 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
.West 

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting . 
Representative Town 

Meeting 

M ETRO/CI TY TYPE 
Central 
Suburban 
Non-Metropolitan 

Number of 
Reporting 

Cities 

2375 

10 
10 

50 

110 

236 

532 
61 8 

812 

17 

502 
791 
706 

398 

1148 

1098 
78 

57 

14 

155 
1076 
1164 

Have Agree- 
ment for 
Services 

With 
Munici- 

pality 

With 
With 'Other With With 

With School Special Public With Other 
County District Districts Authority State Units 

reveals that at least one-half of the units in each 
class receive services by means of agreements with 
other units. Not surprisingly, a higher percentage of 
council-manager governments (69 percent) have 
entered into agreements for the receipt of services. 
One would anticipate that a professional manager 
would be more likely than any other chief executive 
to explore the possibility of lowering the cost of 
services by obtaining them by means of an agree- 
ment with another unit of government or private 
firm. This finding agrees with Vincent L. Marando's 
Ending in the Detroit area "that council-manager 
municipalities participate in joint cooperative agree- 
ments to a markedly greater degree than do mayor- 
council municipalities.14 

Local governments most commonly enter into 
service agreements with counties (62 percent) and 
other municipalities (40 percent). Agreements with 
counties as vendors of services are related to popu- 
lation size. Eighty-eight percent of the cities in the 
250,000 to 500,000 population class report they are 

receiving services from county governments, in con- 
trast.to 56 percent of the municipalities in the 2,500 
to 5,000 class. 

Twenty-nine percent of the respondents receive 
services from the State and 17 percent receive serv- 
ices from public authorities. State governments most 
commonly provide police training, criminal identifi- 
cation, police patrol, fireman training, traffic con- 
trol, and water pollution abatement services. 

Package of Services. Data.contained in Table I1 1-4 
make clear that few intergovernmental service agree- 
ments involve a package of services. The vast major- 
ity of the agreements relate to only one service and 
only two governments - the provider and the recipi- 
ent of the service. Furthermore, most binary agree- 
ments deal with relatively non-controversial functions 
such as jails, water supply, civil defense, fire, and 
police mutual aid. 

Only 13 percent of the reporting municipalities 
over 2,500 population have entered into agreements 



Table 111-4 

Municipalities Receiving and P.roviding a Package of Services 

TOTAL, ALL CI TI ES 
POPULATION GROUP 

Over 500,000 
250,000-500,000 
1 00,000-250,000 
50,000-1 00,000 
25,000-50,000 

.10,000-25,000 
5,000-1 0,000 
2,500-5,000 

Under 2,500 
GEOGRAPHIC REGION 

Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative Town 

Meeting 
METROICITY TYPE 

Central . 
Suburban 
Non-Metropolitan 

Number of 
Cities 

Reporting 

1394 

4 
8 

3 1 
8 2 

I67 
34 1 
338 
41 8 

5 

256 
492 
352 
294 

599 
721 
40 
27 

7 

100 
724 
570 

Receive 
Package 

of Services 
# % 

Number of 
Cities 

Reporting 

21 35 

6 
10 
43 
97 

21 6 
482 
542 
726 

13 

45 1 
699 
61 9 
366 

997 
101 4 
. 64 

47 

13 

133 
977 

1025 

to have another governmental unit provide a package 
of services to their citizens. In other words, 87 per- 
cent of the reporting units enter into individual 
service agreements. Many units, of course, enter into 
several individual agreements. On a percentage basis, 
non-metropolitan municipalities receive the fewest 
packages of services. In part, this finding results 
from the fact that there is less likely to be a govern- 
mental unit in a non-metropolitan area capable of 
providing a package of services to otherxnits. 

With one exception - the 2,500 to 5,000 category - 
the number of agreements for a package of services 
decreases with a drop in population. The West, 
home 0.f the Lakewood Plan, is the region where 
agreements for a package of services are most com- 
mon. 

Not to be overlooked here is the fact that 239 out 
of the 2,135 reporting units provide a package of 
services to other local governments. The largest cities 
and council-manager cities, as indicated by Table 
111-4, provide more packaging arrangements to other 

Package of 
Services to 
Other U nits 

units than smaller cities and mayor-council or com- 
mission cities. 

Although a number of local governments had 
received more than one service from another local 
government on a contract basis prior to 1954, the 
concept of a contract providing for a package of 
services did not originate until 1954 when the newly 
incorporated City of Lakewood contracted to have 
all municipal-type services provided by Los Angeles 
County.15 All 32 cities incorporated in the county 
since 1954 followed Lakewood's lead by being chiefly 
consumers rather than producers of services. In other 
words, Lakewood Plan cities contract to have all or 
most services provided by the county. 

A typical service package includes animal regula- 
tion, election services, emergency ambulance services, 
enforcement of city health ordinances, engineering 
services, fire and police protection, library, planning 
and zoning, street construction and maintenance, 
and street lighting. Some of the services, such as 
animal regulation, are financed by fees, including 



license fees. A second group of services - fire. pro- 
tection, library, sewer maintenance, street lighting- 
are provided by means of special districts.adminis- 
tered by the county. All other services provided by 
the county are financed by direct reimbursement of 
costs by the recipient cities. 

Prior to the incorporation of Lakewood in 1954, 
Los Angeles County had entered into over 400 agree- 
ments with the existing 45 cities. In 1972, 77 cities 
in the county were parties to contracts with the 
county for the receipt of services. Most agreements 
are for a five-year term. Lakewood currently receives 
41 services from the county. All 77 cities receive 
election services under contracts, and all cities except 
Vernon contract with' the county for State health 
law enforcement: In addition, all cities but Santa 
Monica have contracted for the maintenance of city 
prisoners in the county jail. 

Some Lakewood Plan cities, however, have dis- 
continued their contracts with the county. The City 
of Laverne, according to its manager, terminated 

the contract with the county for recreation services 
"because of public pressure to have our own pro- 
gram." He added that "citizens felt local personnel 
would have a better 'feel' for community, etc." Also 
in California, the City of Tiburon upon incorporation 
in 1964 contracted with Marin County for police 
services. The contract terminated on June 30, 1972, 
and the city organized its own police department. 

Our finding that only a small number of agree- 
ments involve a package of services was to be ex- 
pected because few local governments have the 
capacity and the desire to provide a package of 
services. Also, most recipients of services are inter- 
ested only in a service which they cannot provide 
economically themselves or in a commodity, such as 
water, which they cannot produce themselves. 

Why ~ k e  Agreements? The survey questionnaire 
requested each respondent to "check the reason that 
best explains your decision to use an intergovern- 
mental service agreement for the provision 
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service." In addition to "other," seven reasons were 
listed - (1) take advantage of economies of scale, 
(2) lack of facilities, (3) lack of qualified personnel, 
(4). meet an urgent problem, ( 5 )  citizen demand for 
service agreement, (6) take the service out of politics, 
and (7) civil service avoidance. 

With near unanimity, the reason checked for 
entering into an agreement was to take advantage 
of economies of scale. All 241 local governments 
with agreements for the provision of financial serv- 
ices - assessing, payroll, tax collection, treasury 
functions, utility billing- report that they entered 
into agreements to take advantage of economies 
of scale. All 138 units with agreements for general 

' government services -legal, microfilm, record main- 
tenance, etc. - were motivated by the same reason, 
as were 345 units with agreements for health and 
welfare services. The same reason was checked for 
all 304 police agreements, all 162 corrections agree- 
ments, all 106 civil defense agreements, all 454 
public works and utilities agreements, and all 187 
library, museum, and school agreements. 

Other 

With the exception of one unit motivated by the 
lack of qualified personnel, all 106 reporting units 
indicated that economy of scale was the chief reason 
for entering into parks and recreation services agree- 
ments. Only three out of 40 units with agreements 
for transportation services checked a reason other 
than economies of scale-in this case, civil service 
avoidance. 

Negotiation and Evaluation of Agreements. Thirty- 
six percent of the municipalities, according to Table 
111-5, report that agreements are negotiated by the 
mayor and council, and 34 percent report that the 
manager or administrator enters into the agreements. 
Twenty-six percent of the agreements are negotiated 
by the manager and council. 

In cities over 250,000, the mayor and council most 
commonly negotiate the agreements whereas the 
manager or administrator negotiates the agreements 
in cities in the 25,000 to 100,000 population category. 
This finding is in general accord with the prevalence 
of these two forms of administration for municipali- 



ties in these population categories. 
Sixty-three percent of the mayor-council cities 

report that the mayor and council negotiates the 
agreements and 55 percent of the manager cities 
report that the manager is the negotiator. In 40 
percent of the other council-manager municipalities, 
the manager and the council assume this role. 

In 93 percent of the reporting units, agreements 
must be approved by the local governing body. 
Formal agreements seldom require voter approval 
except in parts of New England where the open 
town meeting is the local governing body. 

The performance of the supplier of services is 
evaluated in 56 percent of the local governments by 
performance measures established in the agreements 
(see Table 111-6). Six of the seven cities over 500,000 
use this method of evaluation; it is least used (50 
percent) by c,ities in the 5,000 to 10,000 category. 
This method is used most often in the West (60 
percent) and in mayor-council (60 percent) units, 
and least often in the South (52 percent). 

Central cities (65 percent) rely more heavily upon 
periodic inspection by their personnel than suburban 

communities (52 percent) or non-metropolitan com- 
munities (40 percent) in assessment of the quality of 
service provided. Levels of citizen satisfaction, as 
measured by the number of citizen complaints, also 
are used by 61 percent of the central cities, 58 per- 
cent of the suburban communities, and 48 percent 
of the non-metropolitan communities to evaluate the 
performance of the suppliers of services. 

Satisfaction With Agreements. Table I 11-7 clearly 
indicates that most recipients of services are satisfied 
with the service agreements since only 137, or 6 per- 
cent, of the 2,367 responding local governments 
have discontinued agreements. Classifying discon- 
tinuances by region, we find that 13 percent of the 
responding units in the West compared to only 3 
percent in the Northeast have discontinued agree- 
ments. Nine percent of the council-manager munici- 
palities and 3 percent of the mayor-council cities 
have ended agreements. These data may suggest 
that professional managers evaluate the performance 
of the providers of services more critically and 
terminate more readily the agreements with pro- 
viders failing to live up to their respective terms. 
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Central cities ( 12 percent) terminated agreements 
with greater frequency than suburban governments 
(5 percent) or municipalities in non-metropolitan 
areas (3 percent). The small percentage in the latter 
type of municipality undoubtedly is due to the fact 
that these units have few if any alternative methods 
of providing or obtaining the services. 

Joint Agreements 

Agreements for joint provision of services and 
joint construction and operation of facilities are 
relatively common. Joint agreements differ from 
standard service agreements in that two or more 
governmental units join forces to provide the service 
or to construct the facility. Moreover, a joint body 
usually is established to.administer the program, and 
each participant typically is a co-equal partner. In 
the opinion of the Advisory Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations, "joint agreements seem 
to be better adapted to providing services that re- 
quire program development and policy decision,. 
e.g., recreation, planning, and urban renewal."l6 
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Joint Service Provision. Thirty-five percent, or 
726, of the 2,061 reporting municipalities have en- 
tered into agreements to provide services jointly (see 
Table 111-8). The services most commonly listed were 
sewage disposal (96), fire service (89), recreation 
(81), libraries (72), solid waste disposal (66), plan- 
ning (57), public health (50), ambulance (48), police 
(47), and water supply (43). 

In general, larger units enter into these agreements , 

most often-80 percent of the units in the 250,000 
to 500,000 population category compared to only 27 
percent of the units in the 2,500 to 5,000 category. 
Agreements for the joint provision of services'are 
most common in the West (49 percent) and least 
common in the South (28 percent). Council-manager 
governments participate in joint agreements most 
frequently -43 percent of these units compared to 
31 percent of the commission cities and 29 percent 
of the mayor-council cities. Not unexpectedly, cen- 
tral cities (62 percent) enter into such agreements 
with greater frequency than suburban communities 
(39 percent) or non-metropolitan municipalities (3 1 
percent). In part, this finding is a reflection of the 
fact that the central city generally has more oppor- 
tunities to enter into joint agreements, particularly 
with the county. 

Agreements providing for the joint construction 
or joint leasing of a facility were reported by 440, 
or 21 percent, of the 2,120 responding municipalities 
(see Table 111-9). Once again, larger units have the 
greatest proclivity for participating in such agree- 
ments-60 percent of the units in the 250,000 to 
500,000 population category compared to 14 percent 
of the units in the 2,500 to 5,000 category. Table 
111-9 confirms the fact that council-manager govern- 
ments are nearly twice as likely to be parties to such 
agreements as are mayor-council cities - 28 percent 
to 15 percent. And more central cities (40 percent) 
sign these agreements than suburban governments 
(22 percent) or non-metropolitan municipalities (1 8 
percent). 

Joint facility agreements are particularly common 
with respect to the establishment and operation of 
sanitary landfills. In New Hampshire, for example, 
Lebanon and Hanover are operating a landfill; 
Greenland, North Hampton, and Portsmouth are 
operating a second landfill; and Keene, Marlborough, 
Swanzey, and Troy in October 1972 signed an agree- 
ment establishing the Ashuelot Valley Sewage 
Agency. 

Thirteen cities, towns, and villages in Oneida 
County, New York, are developing jointly a sanitary 
landfill which will be operated by the newly created 
Southwest Oneida Sanitary Landfill District. In 
a number of metropolitan areas, the council of gov- 
ernments (COG) has provided the leadership in 
developing joint sanitary landfills. The first multi- 
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jurisdictional landfill in the Washington, D.C., area 
commenced operations in August 1972 under an 
agreement developed by the Metropolitan Washing- 
ton Council of Governments, District of Columbia, 
the City of Alexandria, and Arlington and Fairfax 
Counties in Virginia. . 

In some metropolitan areas, the central city and 
the county have incrementally consolidated func- 
tions over the years to the extent that many services 
are provided on a unified basis. The City of Char- 
lotte and Mecklenburg County in North Carolina 
have entered into agreements under which the coun- 
ty has assumed full responsibility for funding and 
administering health services (1964), hospitals (1968), 
jails (1970), libraries (1940), and public schools 
(1960). The city and county jointly fund the following 
programs which are administered either by the city 
or the county: civil defense (1953), community rela- 
tions (1969), intergovernmental programs (1969), 
manpower area planning council (1970), planning 
(1 954), purchasing (1969), tax collection (1 958), 
water and sewers (1972), and. veterans services 
(1949). In Georgia, the City of Albany and Dougher- 
ty County jointly provide 21 services. 

Have Agreement for 
Joint Constructisn 

or Leasing 

This activity is not confined to the South. In New 
York, the City of Rochester and Monroe County 
jointly provide 11 services, while five other municipal 
services were transferred to the county. And in 
Oregon, over a five-year period, Portland and Mult- 
nomah County entered into joint agreements for a 
city-county annex, combined duplication and repro- 
duction facilities, combined mail and distribution 
service, central data processing, a metropolitan 
human relations commission, a metropolitan youth 
commission, a council on aging, a city-county civil 
service study, an Office of Economic Opportunity 
metropolitan steering committee, and a city-county 
detoxification center. This cooperative city-county 
action may be a prelude to complete city-county 
consolidation. The Oregon Legislature in 197 1 
created a city-county charter commission, which is 
preparing a plan for the total amalgamation of the 
two units for submission to the voters in 1974. 

Joint leasing of equipment is relatively uncommon. 
Only 55 out of 1,993 reporting units are signatories 
to such agreements. Agreements for the loan of 
personnel or equipment are more common- 325 (1 5 
percent) out of 2,109 reporting units are parties to 



agreements of this nature. Table 111-10 confirms 
that the existence of such agreements is positively 
correlated with the increasing population size of 
units. In the 250,000 to 500,000 population class, 
three-fifths of the units have signed such agreements 
compared to less than one-tenth of the units in the 
2,500 to 5,000 population range. Slightly over one- 
fifth of the council-manager governments report the 
existence of loan agreements, but only one-tenth of 
the mayor-council cities have signed such agree- 
ments. The West (25 percent) again has the greatest 
percentage and the South (1 1 percent) the fewest. 
Central cities (30 percent) loan personnel and equip- 
ment more commonly than suburban governments 
(1 8 percent) and non-metropolitan units (1 3 percent). 

One of the most difficult problems associated with 
the joint provision of a service and joint construction 
and operation of a facility is the equitable allocation 
of the costs involved. A significant number of joint 
agreements have been terminated because of disputes 
over the apportionment of costs. 
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The largest number of intergovernmental service 

agreements, as Appendix Table 111-A reveals, in- 
volves jails and detention homes (472), followed by 
police training (423), street lighting (392), refuse 
collection (385), libraries (348), solid waste disposal 
(328), water supply (323), crime laboratory (323), 
animal control services (322), planning (317), elec- 
tricity supply (3 16), public health services (314), and 
engineering services (293). Fire services are well 
down on the list in sixteenth place, although Pro- 
fessor John E. Stoner discovered that these services 
were the most popular in the five States he studied." 

As one would anticipate, most agreements involve 
local governments only. However, a significant 
number of services are provided to local governments 
by State governments and private firms. One-half 
of the incorporated municipalities obtaining per- 
sonnel services by means of agreements receive the 
services from State governments. The percentage is 
48 for police training, 44 for water pollution abate- 
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ment services, 41 for crime laboratory services, 40 
for training of firemen, and 40 for criminal identi- 
fication services. 

.Private firms play a major role in providing cer- 
tain services to local governments. Of the 385 mu- 
nicipalities obtaining refuse collection service under 
agreements, 339, or 88 percent, received the service 
from private firms. Eighty-six percent of the 253 
agreements relative to engineering services involve 
the private sector. The percentage is 84 for legal 
services, 79 for street lighting, 67 for public relations 
services, and 64 for microfilm services. 

School districts, other special districts, councils of 
governments, and other regional units are parties 
to a relatively small number of agreements to pro- 
vide services to incorporated municipalities. As one 
would expect, school districts do provide a signi- 
ficant number of school crossing guards (47 percent). 
Other special districts are involved with the pro- 
vision of a small number of services-chiefly fire 
services (27 percent), sewage disposal (29 percent), 
irrigation (26 percent), and parks (1 5 percent). 

Data relative to police training agreements are 
contained in Appendix Table 111-B. The bulk of the 
agreements, 48 percent, are with State governments. 
Only one out of four agreements involves other local 
governments. Smaller municipalities - those under 
25,000 population - most often obtain police training 
services from other local governmental units by 
means of agreements. Thirty percent of the total 
number of such agreements are entered into by units 
in the 2,500 and 5,000 population range. As with 
most other services, council-manager units (217) 
enter into agreements for the receipt of police train- 
ing services more frequently than any of the other 
forms of local administration. Such agreements also 
are more common in the North Central region (142) 
than in any of the other three regions. 

Refuse collection services, as one can see by ex- 
amining Appendix Table I I I-C, present a different 
pattern. The greatest number of agreements involve 
private firms-339 out 0f.a total of 385 agreements. 
Local governments provide refuse collection services 
to only 32 other municipalities, or 8 percent of the 
units receiving such services under agreements. 
Council-manager governments again utilize agree- 
ments for refuse collection services with the greatest 
frequency. These agreements, as in the case of police 
training agreements, are most common in the North 
Central region (1 50 municipalities). 

Solid waste disposal agreements (see Appendix 
Table 111-D) present still another pattern. Forty- 
eight percent of the agreements are with local gov- 
ernments and 42 percent are with private firms. 
Council-manager governments (5 1 percent) have a 
greater tendency than mayor-council (43 percent) 
to enter into agreements for the provision of this 

service by other local governments. Of particular 
significance is the fact that 73 percent of the report- 
ing cities in the South are parties to such agreements 
compared to only 31 percent of the cities in the 
North Central region. The latter cities (60 percent) 
rely heavily upon private firms for the service. 

Although 30 percent of the planning services are 
provided by other local governments (see Appendix 
Table 111-E), private firms provide such services . 
nearly as often (25 percent), and more often (45 
percent) in the Northeast. Councils of governments 
(24 percent) also are major suppliers of planning 
services. 

The greatest number of agreements for sewage 
disposal (see Appendix Table 111-F) involve other 
municipalities - 165 out of 307. However, special 
districts are parties to a relatively large number of 
such agreements (28 percent of the total). There are 
significantly. more sewage disposal agreements in 
the North Central region (95) than in any of the 
other regions. 

Of the 2,316 reporting cities, 1,000, or 43 percent, 
provide some types of service by agreement to other 
local governments. All cities over 500,000 provide 
services, but the percentage decreases as population 
size falls (see Table 111-1 1). This means, of course, 
that central cities tend to be major suppliers of 
services to other local governments. One-half of the 
local governments in the North Central region and 
one-half of the council-manager governments pro- 
vide services to other units. Moreover, incorporated 
municipalities in non-metropolitan areas (43 percent) 
enter into agreements to provide services to other 
governments more frequently than suburban mu- 
nicipalities (39 percent) in metropolitan areas. This 
finding may be a reflection of the fact that a munici- 
pality in a non-metropolitan area may be the only 
unit with. the capability of providing a service to 
other local governments in contrast to metropolitan 
areas where suburban governments often can obtain 
services from the central city or the county as well 
as from private firms. 

In 1971, ACIR, the International City Manage- 
ment Association, and the National Association of 
Counties cooperatively surveyed 3,047 county gov- 
ernments relative to services provided for individual 
local governments within each county on a contract 
basis, provided on a joint basis with local govern- 
ments in each county, and jointly provided or under 
contract with another county. 

As Table 111-12 reveals, 281 (33.3 percent) of the 
848 reporting counties provide services on a contract 
basis to local governments located within the county. 
Although 73 percent of the reporting counties with 
a population over 500,000 provide contract services, 
these counties account for only 5.7 percent of the 
total number of service agreements. Interestingly, 
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slightly more than one-quarter of the reporting coun- 
ties providing services are in the 10,000 to 25,000 
population class. This finding in part is a reflection 
of the greater number (998) of counties in this popu- 
lation class. 

Jails and detention centers (82) are the subject of 
the largest number of agreements followed by police 
protection (72), roads and highways (65), planning 
(44), libraries (39), public welfare (38), fire pro- 
tection (30), education (29), hospitals (25), parks and 
recreation (22), and refuse collection (22). 

The largest number of agreements involving coun- 
ties was reported by Texas (68), followed by Georgia 
(36), Iowa (36), Nebraska (36), Minnesota (35), 
Virginia (34), Kansas (33), and North Carolina (31). 

Two hundred and fourteen, or 76.2 percent, of 
the reporting counties are in non-metropolitan areas 
and 67, or 23.8 percent, are in metropolitan areas. 
This finding was to be expected since 2,589 counties 
are located in non-metropolitan areas. 

Only 80 (28.5 percent) of the counties providing 
services on a contract basis have a professional 
administrator. One would anticipate this finding 

since only a small number of counties have a pro- 
fessional administrator. 

More than one-third (37.5 percent) of the respond- 
ing counties (see Table 111- 13) provide services joint- 
ly with other local governments. As in the case of 
contract services, joint service agreements are most 
common among counties in the 10,000 to 25,000 
population class. Most joint service agreements 
(75.5 percent) involve non-metropolitan counties, and 
only 30 percent of the counties providing joint serv- 
ices with a local government have a professional * 

administrator. 
The most popular joint county-local agreements 

are police protection (58), libraries (56), jails and 
detention homes (52), fire protection (38), planning 
(37), roads and highways (37), refuse collection (29), 
public welfare (23), and education (22). This list 
differs from the list of services provided directly to 
local government by counties in that police protec- 
tion is number one in terms of joint provision where- 
as it is number two on the list of services provided by 
the county directly to local governments. 

The largest number of joint agreements with an- 
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other unit in the county was reported by Texas (65), 
followed by Georgia (35), Nebraska (34), Virginia 
(34), Iowa (33), and Kansas (32). 

Joint agreements with another county for the pro- 
vision of services are relatively widespread- 226 out 
of 744 reporting counties have such agreements (see 
Table 111-14). Once again, these agreements are 
most common in the 10,000 to 25,000 population 
class and in non-metropolitan areas (82.7 percent). 
Only 28.3 percent of the counties jointly providing 
a service with another county have a professional 
administrator. 

The most popular joint functions are planning 
(37), jails and detention homes (29), libraries (27), 
education (16), roads and highways (14), and fire 
protection (1 1). 

Texas counties report 58 joint service agreements 
with other counties. There are 37 such agreements in 
Minnesota, 34 in Nebraska, and 32 in each of three 
States - Georgia, Kansas, and Virginia. 

Adverse Factors 

Table 111- 15 summarizes the principal factors 
which have the most adverse effect on the willing- 
ness of local governments to enter into an agree- 
ment with another governmental unit to obtain serv- 
ices. A political reason, "Limitations placed on 
independence of action by the agreement," was 
checked by 7 18, or 49 percent, of the 1,463 reporting 
incorporated municipalities. 

The intensity of the opposition to entering into ser- 
vice agreements is reflected in the comments of a sig- 
nificant number of local government officials. A New, 
Jersey local official wrote that "many municipalities 
are hesitant to cooperate because of the fear of loss 
of home rule." A Mississippi mayor wrote, "I think 
until we start doing things for ourselves and quit 
leaning on the Federal government and others we 
will continue to get deeper and deeper into trouble." 
A Virginia city manager wrote that "intergovern- 
mental service agreements serve to complicate gov- 
ernment and make it less responsive to citizens." A 
California city manager believes "that greater inter- 
governmental cooperation in the provision of serv- 
ices is inhibited by local pride and vanity under the 
guise of more 'local control."' A Michigan city 
manager wrote, "We find a real reluctance on the 
part of townships to relinquish any area or to be 
receptive to coordinated efforts to solve problems." 
And, in Ohio, a mayor is of the opinion that use of 
agreements is limited because "people are afraid of 
the big city." 

"Inequitable apportionment of the cost of the 
service" was cited by 339, or 23 percent, of the 
municipalities as a reason for not entering into an 
agreement. A local official in New York State wrote, 

"I feel the cost of services are determined on a 
political rather than a financial basis." And a village 
manager in Michigan stated, "Our biggest problem 
is that township and rural areas want city service 
but don't want to pay what the service costs." 

The only other factor checked by a significant 
number of officials (9 percent) was "adverse public 
reaction to services presently being provided by 
another unit." Responses did not vary much by 
region, form of government, and central city, sub- 
urban, or non-metropolitan type. 

Concern about the ability of the county to provide 
services was mentioned by a few respondents. Al- 
though one city manager indicated he felt that many 
services should be provided by the county, he wrote, 
"I assume the county government set-up will be 
changed by statutes before they take over and per- 
form all these services. Presently they could not 
function effectively in Michigan." A second city 
manager wrote, "Until we get the nineteenth century 
representatives out of the county courthouse, cooper- 
ation between cities and counties will remair. limit- 
ed." And a third city manager reported that "the . 
county fights any move to join forces." 

The New Jersey County and Municipal Govern- 
ment Study Commission found "great hope in the 
fact that the overwhelming majority of officials in 
over 400 municipalities polled and interviewed are 
willing and anxious to enter into joint service agree- 
ments in a wide variety of areas."l8 Our national 
survey did not yield as optimistic a finding-478, or 
20 percent, of the 2,383 reporting incorporated mu- 
nicipalities are contemplating entering into agree- 
ments with other units for the provision of services 
(see Table 111-16). More than one-third of the cities 
over 250,000 population are contemplating entering 
into such agreements, but only 17 percent of the 
units in the 2,500 to 5,000 population category are 
considering taking this action. At the same time, 41 
percent of the'units in the 25,000 to 50,000 popu- 
lation category are weighing new agreement possi- 
bilities. This finding appears to be a reflection of the 
prevalence of council-manager units in this popula- 
tion category. 

Geo.graphically, there is little difference in the 
distribution of units of local governments contem- 
plating entering into new agreements. Relative to 
forms of government, one-quarter of the council- 
manager units are pondering such agreements com- 
pared to only 16 percent of the mayor-council cities. 
Twenty-eight percent of the central cities are con- 
sidering new agreements, as against only 20 percent 
of the suburban communities and 19 percent of the 
units in non-metropolitan areas. The relative lack of 
interest in entering into new agreements by non- 
metropolitan municipalities undoubtedly is related 
to their smaller size and the lack of opportunity to 
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enter into agreements, partially stemming from their ance for studies, and 56 percent report that the State 
geographic isolation. provides technical assistance. 

Only 28 out of 1,859 local governments felt that 
State and Federal Encouragement Federal statutes and regulations restricted their 

State and Federal governments clearly can take a 
number of actions, principally by incentive grants- 
in-aid, to encourage local governments to enter into 
cooperative service agreements. 

Only 44 (2 percent) of the 1,765 reporting munici- 
palities indicate that the State constitution prohibits 
them from entering into agreements for the receipt of 
services or inhibits their ability to enter into such 

ability to enter into agreements for services with 
another governmental unit. In contrast, Table 111-18 
reveals that 701 (49 percent) of the 1,445 units re- 
plied affirmatively to the question "Do Federal 
statutes and regulations encourage intergovernmental 
contracting and cooperation?" Most comments men- 
tioned incentive Federal grants-in-aid for cooperative 
and regional water and sewer projects. 

agreements. Six percent, or 109 out of 1,808 munici- 
palities, report that State statutes inhibit their ability 
to enter into service agreements. 

On the other hand, 1,440 (76 percent) of the 1,904 
responding units indicate that their State govern- 
ments actively encourage the intergovernmental pro- 
vision of services (see Table 111- 17). Forty-eight per- 
cent of the municipalities report State incentives via 
grants-in-aid, 42 percent mention financial assist- 

Who Should Provide the Services? 

Municipal officials were requested to indicate the 
services which they *believe should be provided by 
county governments, regional special districts, coun- 
cils of governments, or the Federal or State govern- 
ments. An examination of Appendix Table 111-G 
leads directly to the conclusion that a significant 
number of mayors, managers, and other municipal 



executives are convinced that county governments 
should play a greater role in providing services. At 
the same time, many municipal officials advancing 
this view came from States where counties already 
provide a range of services. Nevertheless, the survey 
data strongly suggest a widespread consensus among 
municipal officials that responsibility for certain 
specified functions should be shifted upwards to the 
c'ounty level in most of the States having orghnized 
county governments. A number of respondents quali- 
fied their answers by stipulating that responsibility 
for additional functions should not be transferred 
to county governments until .the latter are modern- 
ized. 

Municipal officials displayed the greatest willing- 
ness to assign the following services to the county: 
all public health services (692), jails and detention 
homes (680), tax assessing (608), tax collection (557), 
probation and parole (554), juvenile delinquency 
programs (507), election administration (505), wel- 
fare (503), and all civil defense services (48 l). 

They were most unwilling to assign counties the 
following service responsibilities: utility billing (22), 
public relations (3 l), personnel services (33), street 

lighting (45), treasury functions (45), records storage 
and maintenance (60), water distribution (67), snow 
removal (70), legal services (72), water supply (79), 
recreational facilities (83), sewer lines (87), and irriga- 
tion (93). Four of these services :utility billing, pub- 
lic relations, street lighting, and legal services- 
often are performed by private firms, and a fifth 
service - snow removal - in many municipalities is 
partially provided by private firms. 

Regional special districts, according to these mu- 
nicipal respondents, should be responsible primarily 
for environmental and public protection services- 
air pollution abatement (392), flood control (359), 
water pollution abatement (356), crime laboratory 
(322), police training (311), sewage disposal (291), 
solid waste disposal (282), civil defense communica- 
tion (272), criminal identification (264), noise pollu- 
tion abatement (261), and training of firemen (255). 

In general, municipal officials were reluctant to 
assign responsibility to regional special districts for 
the same services they were reluctant to assign to 
counties - treasury functions (2 1 ), election admin- 
istration (22), licensing (23), voter registration (29), 
public relations (31), records maintenance and stor- 
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State Encouragement of Agreements 
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age (37), personnel services (42), street lighting (50), SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
and recreational facilities (58). Municipal officials 
were more willing to assign responsibility for sewer 
lines (140) and water supply (224) to regional special 
districts than they were to counties. 

Data in Appendix Table 111-G support the con- 
clusion that a substantial number of officials are 
willing to assign responsibility for many important 
functions to regional units. The comments of two 
local officials highlight some of the reasons. The 
chairman of the board of selectmen in a Massa- 
chusetts town wrote, "A change from town services 
to regional services, while an explosive emotional 
issue, is necessary if we are to serve greater numbers 
of people at less cost." An Ohio mayor wrote, 
"Township and small political subdivisions are in- 
efficient and today should be abolished in favor of 
a regional approach." 

To sum up, 42 States have enacted some form of 
general intergovernmental contracting and agree- 
ments legislation; in 32 it applies only .if both local 
governments are granted authority; and in 13, the 
general statute may not override any individual act 
covering a specific functional area. At least four 
States have no active policy of promoting interlocal 
contracting via the use of such permissive legisla- 
tion, and in an indeterminate number of others the 
rulings of State attorneys general have had the 
practical effect of curbing the use of contracts and 
agreements. 

The distinction between a service agreement and a 
transfer of functions is blurred. Half of ten States 
that authorized general transfers allowed for revo- 
cation, and only half required voter approval of a 



transfer. Three of the States made explicit provision 
for reimbursement in a functional transfer, as is 
done in an agreement. 

The ACIR-ICMA national survey of nearly 6,000 
incorporated municipalities reveals that they receive 
a significant number and a large variety of services 
from other governmental units by means of informal 
and formal agreement. Although more than three- 
fifths of the responding units obtain services from 
other units, most agreements are limited in scope 
and involve only a single service. Our data support 
the finding of Vincent L. Marando that in the De- 
troit area "cooperative agreements entered into by 
a municipality were generally confined to one func- 
tional area. It did not appear that such agreements 
were encouraging municipalities to cooperate with 
one another on a large number of varied functions."lg 

Jails and detention homes, police training, street 
lighting, refuse collection, libraries, solid waste 
disposal, water supply, and crime laboratory services 

Table 111-18 

Federal Encouragement of Agreements 
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are the most popular agreements. State governments 
are. major providers of police training, water pollu- 
tion abatement, crime laboratories, training of fire- 
men, and criminal identification. Private firms are 
major providers of refuse collection, engineering, 
legal, street lighting, public relations, and micro- 
film services. 

One principal survey finding is that the tendency 
of a local government to enter into service agree- 
ments is positively correlated with population size. 
Generally, the larger the unit, the more agreements 
it enters into. That council-manager go~ernments 
have the greatest proclivity to enter into agreements 
and that the dominant motive for entering into 
agreements is to benefit from economies of scale are 
two other major findings. The factor most inhibiting 
the willingness of local governments to enter into 
service agreements is the fear that their independ- 
ence of action will be limited by such actions. In 
addition, some central cities in metropolitan areas 
have been hesitant to extend utilities-such as water 
supply and sewer lines- to suburban communities 
for fear that the exodus of citizens and business 
firms to the suburbs will be accelerated as they ac- 
quire additional municipal services. In some in- 
stances, intensive bargaining occurs between a 
central city and a suburban town, resulting in a 
trade-off, i.e., the central city agrees to supply water 
to the town in exchange for a solid waste disposal 
site. 

This survey made no attempt to correlate the 
propensity to enter into service agreements with the 
rate of population growth or decline of municipali- 
ties. It is not unreasonable to postulate that smaller 
municipalities experiencing a sharp rate of popula- 
tion increase or decrease have a greater tendency 
to enter into service agreements. In addition, no 
attempt was made in the survey to relate the socio- 
economic characteristics of *municipalities to their 
rate of participation in service agreements. Marando, 
for example, reports that in the Detroit area "social- 
ly similar municipalities.cooperate with one another 
for services which have social implications.20 This 
subject merits further study. 

Some observers believe that the use of a large 
number of agreements is a desultory approach to 
the solution of service problems, that it complicates 
the local governmental system, and that it may make 
the system less responsive to the needs and wishes of 
citizens. At the same time, others have stressed the 
economy of scale benefits that can be derived from 
this approach and the fact that it can serve as a curb 
on the proliferation of multi-jurisdictional special 
districts and authorities. Moreover, there are those 
who contend that without the practical experience 
of engaging in interlocal service agreements, local 
officials will never arrive at the level of interlocal 



comity which will permit a 
of collaborative endeavor. 

The use of agreements for 
appears to be a limited and 

more fundamental type 

the provision of services 
rather temporary form 

of functional consolidation based upon a partnership 
approach in which administration is centraiized and 
policy-making is decentralized. Although the survey 
data used in this chapter did not probe the extent 
to which the service agreement approach has led to 
more permanent transfers or consolidations of func- 
tions, this question also deserves further study.21 

In essence, then, procedural arrangements are 
part and parcel of the voluntary or ecumenical ap- 
proach to the solution of servicing problems at the 

interlocal and substate regional levels. This approach 
has been most popular because it is pragmatic, 
piecemeal, permissive, and has a minimal disruptive 
impact on the structure of local governments. It is 
not unreasonable to forecast that most State govern- 
ments will expand their efforts to encourage local 
governments to enter into service provision agree- 
ments and in special cases may order one unit to 
provide a service to one or more contiguous units. 

To conclude, the record suggests that not all 
governmental service problems lend themselves to 
solution by means of service agreements. The po- 
tential of intergovernmental cooperation here is 
limited principally to the solution of relatively minor 
and fairly non-controversial difficulties. 
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Chapter IV 

THE METROPOLITAN 
COUNTY 



The persisting functional and jurisdictional prob- 
lems generated by rapid urbanization and tech- 
nological change have rekindled interest in the role 
of counties in the governance of the Nation's 
metropolitan areas.1 A number of reformers have 
become disenchanted with councils of governments, 
areawide planning and development districts, and 
other recent regional approaches because of their 
limited capacity to deal authoritatively with certain 
conditions found in the metropolis. These include 
the flight of higher income residents and industries 
to suburbia, the 'proliferation of special districts, the 
inability of many municipalities to expand their 
boundaries through annexation to encompass ur- 
banizing areas, and the inequities and diseconomies 
involved in central-city financing of regional serv- 
ices. As a result of its geographic scope, political 
base for party organization, administrative respon- 
sibilities as an arm of State government, fiscal 
powers, and functional capacity, reform proposals 
are increasingly focusing upon the county as a unit 
of areawide government.2 

To some observers, the county-oriented approach 
to metropolitan governmental reorganization is the 
most politically feasible way to meet public service 
needs since it would not drastically alter the juris- 
dictional landscape.3 It would involve a gradual 
change in the county's role as an administrative 
agent of the State to a full-scale urban government 
capable of performing a range of regional and 
municipal functions.4 As early as 1942, for example, 
it was noted, "A fruitful course of action (for 
metropolitan reorganization) might be, first to re- 
organize the urban county, to give it a municipal 
structure, and, then, to consolidate it with its munic- 
ipalities or to enlarge its functions and transform it 
into an effective unit of metropolitan government."5 

To others, the county does not represent an 
across-the-board approach to solving structural or 
service delivery problems. Rather, it embraces a 
variety of institutional and program practices, com- 
binations of which are used in varying degrees by 
counties in metropolitan areas across the country to 
meet the changing needs of their citizenry.6 These 
observers see a piecemeal, gradual, and unsystematic 
future development of the Nation's metropolitan 
counties. In certain instances, the county would be 
the governmental unit responsible for performing 
areawide functions, while local functions (single 
jurisdiction in scope) would continue to be handled 
by municipalities.7 In other instances, the county 
would assume responsibility for delivering certain 
services in unincorporated areas, and would contin- 
ue to do so even after incorporation. In still others, 
the county would be authorized or mandated by the 
State to undertake new functions on an areawide 
basis not provided before by constituent municipal 
governments.8 

In sum, a range of servicing options is available to 
metropolitan counties: (1)  delivery of services to 
unincorporated areas: (2) assumption of responsi- 
bility for functions transferred from cities under 
State law and provision of these new or additional 
functions on a countywide basis; (3) expansion of 
old functions or assumption of new ones volun- 
tarily on a countywide basis; (4) involvement in 
cooperative arrangements with other units of gov- 
ernment within its area for the provision of services; 
and ( 5 )  comprehensive governmental reorganization, 
simultaneously reallocating certain urban-type 
functions from the municipal to the county levels.9 

Most authorities, then, agree that the county is 
pivotal in any functional rearrangement of the 
metropolitan governance system. They acknowledge 
that in many instances the county has the requisite . 

geographic scope and can be endowed with the 
necessary fiscal, structural, and organizational 
powers to become a unit of areawide government. 
Moreover, they recognize that every successful major 
metropolitan government reorganization, except in 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota, has involved a 
single restructured county. 10 However, there is less 
consensus on the types of functional and institu- 
tional approaches most appropriate for single- 
county and multicounty SMSA's. 

In unicounty metropolitan areas, the county is 
usually the prime target of reorganization efforts. 
Here the county government is in a strategic posi- 
tion to perform areawide functions by itself or in 
combination with constituent cities and to imple- 
ment long-range policies that will guide metropoli- 
tan development. Its actions will affect all the 
governments within the area. But the extent to 
which the county assumes responsibilities will de- 
pend on such factors as State constraints and sup- 
port, the number of activities of general purpose 
local governments and special districts in the area, 
county and municipal fiscal conditions, and citizen 
demands for public services. 

In sharp contrast, restructuring of the county 
alone cannot produce a vehicle for areawide gov- 
ernance in multicounty metropolitan areas. This is 
particularly the case where a considerable portion of 
the metropolitan population resides outside of the 
central county. In these areas, variations of the 
regional council and special district approaches have 
been considered and occasionally implemented. 11  
Consequently, county reorganization has been pro- 
posed mainly where all or the preponderant major- 
ity of the metropolitan population resides within a 
single county. In many of these areas, suburban 
counties serve as the major building block in a 
metropolitan governance system. 

This chapter focuses upon the areas for which 
counties are potentially the most suitable units of 



areawide government - single county Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Although the 127 
unicounty SMSA's include only 4 percent of all 
county units in the United States, they comprise 
almost half of the SMSA total and govern 38.2 
million people. Some comparative analysis will also 
be undertaken in connection with multicounty 
SMSA's and their central and suburban-fringe 
counties. Of particular interest are (1) the charac- 
teristics of unicounty metropolitan areas; and (2) 
the extent to which single-county SMSA's are per- 
forming and financing areawide functions, engaging 
in interlocal cooperation, and serving as organiza- 
tional units for Federal and State substate programs. 

For purposes of this chapter, the term "metro- 
. politan county" will be used in connection with both 

single-county and multi-county SMSA's. The term 
"urban county" will be used in reference to certain 
jurisdictions that provide a wide range of municipal- 
type services on a countywide basis- such as police 
and fire protection, water and sewer systems, waste 
disposal, transportation, and libraries- as a result of 
transfers from subcounty governments or the as- 
sumption of new functional responsibilities. 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Defining .a metropolitan county as a by-product 
of population density and of economic and social 
integration presents more difficulties than con- 
sidering it as a vehicle for metropolitan governance. 
Since 1958, the Bureau of the Census has used a set 
of criteria established by the Bureau of the Budget 
(now the Office of Management and Budget) with 
the advice of the Federal Committee on Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 12 for the purpose of 
defining and designating SMSA's. These criteria 
build upon the Census' definition of an urbanized 
area. The concept holds that a metropolitan area is 
an integrated economic and social unit with a 
recognized large population nucleus located within 
and including a county (often referred to as the 
central county) or town (as in New England) or in- 
volving more than one county. 13 

In addition to criteria of population size and 
density, SMSA's are also characterized by a con- 
siderable amount of social and economic inter- 
action. In multicounty areas, for example, outlying 
counties are considered to be socially and economi- 
cally integrated with the central SMSA county if 15 
percent or more of its population works in the cen- 
tral city, or if 25 percent of its labor force resides in 
the central county. 14 

Given this backdrop, a metropolitan county may 
be: (1)  a single-county SMSA jurisdiction, urban- 
ized, having either a central city or twin cities which 
satisfy the population, social, and economic criteria 

for an SMSA and which exhibit social and economic 
links with their surrounding suburbs; or (2) one of 
two or more contiguous counties that constitute a 
multicounty SMSA and exhibit intercounty and 
county-central city (and other civil division) inter- 
action and interdependeilcy. Viewed as a single 
entity, and discounting the contiguity factor, each . 
county with a central city in a multicounty SMSA 
would usually constitute a single-county SMSA by 
itself if there were no interdependencies among the 
counties. 15 

Potential U nicounty SMSA's 
A number of county areas have size and density 

characteristics similar to some smaller unicounty 
SMSA's. In 10 States, there are 20 counties that 
have a population equal to or greater than the 
State's smallest SMSA (see Table IV-1). Most of 
these jurisdictions are located in Wisconsin, Illinois, 
and Pennsylvania. The major difference between 

Table IV-I 
Counties With Overall Population Equal to 

or Greater than Smallest Designated SMSA, 
by State: 

1971 

Other 
Popula- Land Urban- Urban 
tion per Area inized Area 
Square Square Area Popu- 

County State Mile Miles Pop. lation 
- - 

Calhoun Ala. 168.1 61 1 - 66,130 

Tulare Cal. 39.1 4812 - 101,629 

" LaSalle Ill. 96.9 1150 - 72, I78 
"Madison 111. 342.3 733 89,429 90,940 

"El khart Ind. 270.4 468 57,941 21,282 

" Berrien Mich. 282.5 589 21,091 24,921 
St. Clair Mich. 163.7 734 - 55,320 

Stearns Minn. 71.1 1342 - 38,167 

"Ocean N.J. 324.7 642 52,192 40,196 
"Somerset N.J. 646.2 307 - 151,762 

Ulster N.Y. 123.8 1141 - 53,247 

"Butler Pa. 161 .I 794 - 38,651 
"Fayette Pa. 192.9 802 - 50,750 
" Mercer Pa. 189.8 670 - 63,368 
"Schuylkill Pa. 204.2 784 - 83,127 
Fond du Lac Wis. 116.6 725 - 48,319 
Manitowac Wis. 139.5 590 - 49,533 
Marathon Wis. 61.4 1586 - 48,357 

"Rock Wis. 183.0 721 - 98,876 
"Sheboygan Wis. 191.4 505 - 59,065 

"Counties in which the population density per square 
mile exceeds the population density of smallest 
SMSA. 



these units and designated metropolitan counties lies 
in their absence of an urban center. While non- 
designated counties have urbanized areas, they do 
not have single or contiguous urban centers of over 
50,000 population. 

The existence of these potential SMSA's has 
brought about a revision in the O M B  criteria for 
metropolitan area designation. In a November 1971 
action, the Office of Management and Budget indi- 
cated that a metropolitan area must contain one city 
with 50,000 or more inhabitants, or a city with a 
minimum population of 25,000 with contiguous in- 
corporated and unincorporated places having a 
density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile and 
a population of at  least 25,000.16 Under these new 
criteria expanding the definition of an urban center, 
potential unicounty SMSA's may achieve metro- 
politan designation in the near future. 

Unicounty and Multicounty SMSA Contrasts 

The 127 single-county SMSA's that comprise 48 
percent of all SMSA's are distributed across the 
United States. 17 With the exception of Massachu- 
setts, Maine, Delaware, Maryland, Tennessee, 
Wyoming, New Hampshire, Vermont, and North 
Dakota, every State that has organized county 
government or its equivalent has at  least one uni- 
county metropolitan area. 

The States with the largest number of single- 
county SMSA's are Texas (14), California (13), and 
Florida ( 1  1). Arkansas, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebraska, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Virginia, and West Virginia have only one such 
SMSA within their boundaries. Only Hawaii, 
Idaho, New Mexico, and South Dakota do not con- 

Table I V-2 

Distribution of Single-County and Multicounty 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, by State: 

1971 

Number Number Number Number 
Single- Multi- Single- Multi- 
County County Total County County Total 

State SM SA's SM SA's SM SA's State SM SA's SMSA's SMSA's 

Alabama 
Alaska (a) 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut (b) 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
l daho 
Illinois 
l ndiana 
l owa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia (c) 
Washington 
VJest Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

(a) The single-county SMSA in Alaska refers to the Anchorage Census Division that,the Bureau of the Census considers equivalent to an organ- 
ized county. 
(b) Connecticut has no organized county governments. 
(c) Unicounty SMSA's in Virginia contain independent cities and therefore actually have two county areas in one county. 



Table IV-3 
Size of Unicounty and Multicounty SMSA's: 1960 and 1970 

- - 

1960 1970 
U nicounty Multicounty U nicounty Multicounty 

Population Size SMSA SMSA SMSA SMSA 

Over 1 Million 
900,000-999,999 
800,000-899,999 
700,000-799,999 
600,000-699,999 
500,000-599,999 
400,000-499,999 
300,000-399,999 
200,000-299,999 
100,000-1 99,999 
Under 100,000 

TOTAL 

TOTAL ALL SMSA'S 

Number 
2 
1 
0 
1 
8 

-4 
2 

14 
28 
5 1 
2 2 

133 

Percent 
1.5 
0.8 
0.0 
0.8 
6.0 
3.0 
1.5 

10.6 
21.2 
38.9 
16.7 

100.00 

Number 
2 2 

1 
4 
1 
2 
7 
5 
7 

13 
15 
2 

Percent 
38.2 

1.3 
5.1 
1.3 
2.5 
8.9 
6.4 
8.9 

16.5 
8.4 
2.5 

Number 
5 
1 
0 
1 
3 
2 
3 

10 
27 
58 
19 

129 

Percent 
3.9 
0.8 
0.0 
0.8 
2.3 
1.6 
2.3 
7.8 

20.9 
44.9 
14.7 

100.0 

Number 
28 

1 
6 
3 
8 
7 
6 

16 
2 1 
11 
7 

Percent 
24.6 

0.9 
5.3 
2.6 
7.0 
6.1 
5.3 

14.0 
18.5 
9.6 
6.1 

Sources: U.S .  Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population PC (1) 1A, Table 31; U.S .  Bureau of the Census, 
1970 Census of Population PC (1) 1A, Table 32. 

tain more than one metropolitan area. Table IV-2 
shows the distribution of single and multicounty 
SMSA's by State. 

Unicounty SMSA's cover a broad population 
range-from just under 60,000 in Brazos County, 
Texas, to over 7 million in Los Angeles County, 
California. Five such SMSA's have populations of 
one million or more; 19 have populations of less 
than 100,000. The largest single-county metropolitan 
areas are found in California and Florida; the 
smallest are dispersed throughout several States in 
the South, Southwest, and Midwest. As shown in 
Table IV-3, the bulk of the single-county SMSA's in 
1970 as well as in 1960 fell in the 100,000-400,000 
population range. Less than 15 percent of these 
SMSA's were in the over-400,000 population class 
in both 1960 and 1970, compared to over half of all 
multicounty metropolitan areas in both years. 

Multicounty SMSA's also have widely varying 
populations, from the 11.6 million inhabitants of the 
sprawling New York megalopolis to the 56,000 of 
Meriden County, Connecticut -the newest and 
smallest entry. Table IV-3 reveals that the number 
of multicounty SMSA's increased by 9 percent dur- 
ing the past decade. This expansion occurred in all 
but three of the population categories. One-quarter 
of all multicounty SMSA's are located in population 
centers in excess of one million people. At the other 
end of the spectrum, however, 48 percent exist in 
smaller population concentrations (fewer than 
400,000). The proportion of multicounty SMSA's 
with more than 400,000 people declined 12 percent 

from 1960 to 1970. Hence, it is only partly correct to 
perceive the multicounty SMSA as a highly urban- 
ized megalopolitan area. 

Unicounty metropolitan areas exhibit other 
population characteristics that differentiate them 
from most multicounty SMSA's. First, their overall 
rate of population growth has surpassed that of 
metropolitan areas as a whole. White total metro- 
politan population expansion between 1960 and 
1970 averaged 17 percent, in unicounty SMSA's the 
central-city figures exceeded the national averages. 
Central-city growth rates in all metropolitan areas 
and in unicounty SMSA's were 5 percent and 22 
percent, respectively. At the same time, suburbs in 
unicounty SMSA's grew more slowly than suburban 
areas as a whole; the rates were 23 percent in uni- 
county SMSA's and 28 percent in all SMSA's. 

Not only are most unicounty SMSA's of small 
size (under 400,000), but they also tend to have large 
central cities. As Table IV-4 indicates, central cities 
in a majority of single-county metropolitan areas 
usually contain the major proportion of the metro- 
politan population. Central-city growth rates did not 
lag appreciably behind those of their suburban areas 
mainly because of the aggressive annexation policies 
that were followed during the 1960's, when well over 
60 percent of central-city population increases re- 
sulted from annexation. Central city governments in 
most single-county SMSA's, then, exhibit rather 
dynamic growth characteristics, unlike the central 
cities of most larger, multicounty SMSA's. 

This metropolitan central city contrast becomes 



Table I V-4 

Selected Population Characteristics of 
Unicounty and Multicounty SMSA's, by Size Class: 1970 

SMSA Size Class 

Population 800,000- 600,000- 500,000- 400,000- 200,000- 100,000- under 300,000- 
Characteristics 1,000,000+ 999,999 799,999 599,999 499,999 399,999 299,999 199,999 100,000 

CC Pop. Growth 
(% change 1960-70) 
OCC Pop. Growth 
(% change 1960-70) 
% CC Growth due to 
Annexation, 1960-70 
% CC Pop. in areas 
Annexed 1960-70 

% SMSA Pop. in CC 
% SMSA Pop. in other 
Urban areas 

% Pop. in Rural areas 
% OCC Pop. in Rural 
areas 
CC Land area as % of 
SMSA, 1970 

Total SMSA's (N) (5) (29) (1) (7) (3) (11) (1) (9) (2) (9) (10) (18) (25) (43) (44) (69) (21) (24) 

CC = Central City 
OCC=Outside Central City 
UC= Unicounty 
MC=Multicounty 



even more apparent when other demographic factors 
are considered. As Table IV-5 notes, central cities of 
unicounty SMSA's still experience considerable in- 
creases in white population, exhibit substantial pop- 
ulation in-migration, and are about 10 percent non- 
white. These trends stand in contrast with central 
cities nationwide, many of which are undergoing 
precipitous declines in white population, heavy net 
out-migration of population, and rapidly increasing 
concentrations of non-whites. 

The growth and demographic patterns of central 
cities in unicounty SMSA's differ, then, from those 
of multicounty metropolitan areas. Not to be over- 
looked are the contrasts in the nature of their 
respective suburban areas. As both Tables IV-4 and 
IV-5 show, the "outside central city" (OCC) por- 
tions of most unicounty metropolitan areas tend to 
be of a lightly urbanized or rural nature. In the 
smaller unicounty metropolitan areas, one-half to 

. three-quarters of the OCC population is of a rural 
character. Moreover, in the 1 12 unicounty SMSA's 
for which population data are available, 46 subur- 
ban areas experienced lower population growth rates 
than central cities, 17 had actual population declines 
between 1960 and 1970, and 37 showed net out- 
migration during the same period. 

The suburban portions of most multicounty 
SMSA's are more urbanized than those of uni- 
county metropolitan areas. In the large SMSA's, 
less than 30 percent of the suburban population re- 
sides in rural areas. In the smaller multicounty 
areas, however, one-third to three-fourths of the 
OCC population is rural. Thus, smaller SMSA's 
tend to have similar rural population characteristics 
regardless of whether they are of a single-county or 
multicounty nature. 

In summary, most single-county metropolitan 
areas tend to have relatively small populations; 
growth rates above the national average; central 
cities which continue to be predominantly white; 
and suburban portions more frequently rural than 
urban. In short, unicounty SMSA's are apt to be 
more central-city dominated and to exhibit urban- 
rural rather than urban-suburban population differ- 
entiations, though this varies .with population size 
and geographic location. 

GOVERNMENTAL PROF1 LE 
Thirty-nine percent of the 1 27 single-county 

SMSA's have county boards with an appointed 
administrator or a county manager, and 8 percent 
have elected chief executives. Fifty-four percent have 
a commission form of government with no recog- 
nized administrator. In 13 States all of the single- 
county SMSA's operate under the commission 
system. 18 

Modernized county government structures are 

found in larger population areas. Of the 38.2 million 
people residing in unicounty SMSA's, 57 percent are 
governed under a council-administrator plan and 9 
percent under an elected county executive system. 
Thus, even though 54 percent of the single-county 
SMSA's have. a traditional commission form of 
government, they serve only 34 percent of the uni- 
county metropolitan area population. 

Use of the county administrator form of govern- 
ment is confined to a few States. Twenty-three of 
the 49 counties having this system are located in 
seven States, including 12 of the 13 counties in 
California, both of Georgia's unicounty SMSA's, 
and one each in Ohio, Oregon, Minnesota, Virginia, 
and North Carolina. The county manager plan is 
more dispersed geographically, appearing in Cali- 
fornia, Michigan, Nevada, New Mexico, North 
Carolina, and Florida. 19 

The form of government and its legal basis in 
single-county SMSA7s differ sharply from those of 
counties in general. A 1970 ACIR-NACO-ICMA 
mail survey of all counties revealed that of the 993 
responding (about 34 percent) 80 percent reported 
having the plural executive or commission form of 
government, compared to 45 percent of the single- 
county SMSA's. Only 20 percent of the participating 
jurisdictions used the county administrator or 
county executive plan, in contrast to 46 percent of 
the single-county SMSA's. 

A follow-up to the 1970 survey aimed exclusively 
at unicounty SMSA's revealed some additional 
aspects of their legal basis.20 Table IV-6 shows that 
the State constitution provided the basis for the 
form of government in 19 of the 39 counties without 
a recognized administrator, and for eight of the 34 
county commissions with an appointed administra- 
tor. State enabling legislation was the legal basis for 
county organization in all forms except the county 
executive, which usually is a result of a county 
charter. The low degree of reliance on charter pro- 
visions reflects the fact that home rule is still not a 
widespread phenomenon in county governments; 
according to the National Association of Counties, 
15 States currently have charter counties, although 
others authorize varying degrees of county home 
rule in structural, functional, or fiscal matters.21 

Central and fringe county governments in multi- 
county SMSA7s also derive their legal basis from 
State constitution or statute. Like unicounty 
SMSA's, their infrequent use of charter provisions 
or county ordinances reflects the limited application 
of home rule. 

Governmental Density 
Single-county SMSA's exhibit somewhat less 

governmental fragmentation than the average 
metropolitan area. As of 1967, the average uni- 





county SMSA had 10 municipalities, 6 townships, 
14 school districts, and 19 special districts. This 
compares with an average of 22 municipalities, 14 
townships, 3 1 school districts, and 22 special dis- 
tricts in the typical metropolitan area.22 

Governmental fragmentation in unicounty 
SMSA's follows established regional patterns. It is 
most pronounced in California, Illinois, and 
Pennsylvania and least evident in several southern 
States - Georgia, Louisiana, Kentucky, North 
Carolina, and Virginia - where the local govern- 
mental structure is relatively simple. 

Reforms such as alternative executive forms of 
government have apparently had no relationship 
with the amount of governmental proliferation. As 
Table IV-7 indicates, even those States that have 
experienced the greatest success in adopting the 
county executive and manager forms of government 
(California) still face a jurisdictionally fragmented 
environment exceeding that of States where there 
has been more reliance on traditional forms of 
county government (Texas). Of course, State law is 
often a prime factor in this situation. 

Performance of Functions 
One basic test of a metropolitan county as an 

areawide government is the extent to which it per- 
forms urban and regional services. Another yard- 
stick is whether such services are provided only in 
unincorporated areas or on a countywide basis. 

Urban or municipal-type services include fire pro- 
tection, refuse and garbage collection, libraries, 
parks and recreation, hospitals, and parking. Re- 
gional services include mass transit, airports, junior 
colleges, solid waste disposal, and air and water 
pollution abatement. Traditional county services in- 
clude the coroner, jails and detention homes, public 
welfare, natural resources, conservation, licensing, 
tax assessment and collection, administration of 
courts and prosecution, election administration and 
record keeping, and public works and road and 
highway maintenance. 

Types of County Services. Data on the functional 
responsibilities of the metropolitan counties sur- 
veyed indicate that as of 1970 upwards of 60 percent 
of all responding single-county SMSA governments 
performed the following traditional county 
services. 23 

Public Safety 
Police Protection 
Coroner's Office 

Corrections 
Jails and Detention Homes 
Probation and Parole Services 

Public Welfare 
General Assistance 
Medical Assistance 

Transportation 
Maintenance of Roads and Highways 

Health 
Public Health 

Table IV-6 
Uni-County SMSA's 

Forms of Government and Means of Establishment: 
1970 

Number Percent Legal Basis 
Forms of Counties Total State % State % County % Charter % 
Government Reporting Reported Const. (A) Law (A) Ordin. (A) Prov. (A) 

County Board 39 45 19 22 18 21 2 2 - - 

with no 
Recognized 
Administrator 

County Board 34 40 8 9 12 14 9 10 5 6 
with 
Appointed 
Administrator 

County Manager 8 9 - - 4 5 1 1 3 3 

County Executive 5 6 2 2 - - - 3 3 

Total All 
Counties 
Responding* 86 100 29 34 34 40 12 14 11 13 

"Percentages may not equal 100 when summed, due to rounding. 



Table IV-7 

General and Special Purpose Local Governments 
Within Unicounty SMSA's in Selected States a 

1967 

State 
California 

Municipalities School Districts Special Districts Total 
N o. Avg. No. Avg. No. Avg. N o. Avg . 
205 16 551 42 804 6 2 1560 120 

Florida 161 15 1 1  1 124 1 1  296 27 

Texas 87 6 139 10 162 12 388 28 
--- 

a ~ h e  number of unicounty SMSA's in California, Florida, and Texas is 13, 1 I, and 14, respectively. 

Mental Health 
Financial Administration 

Tax Assessment and Collection 
General Court Administration 

Courts 
Prosecution 
Public Defender 

Other, less traditional responsibilities assumed by 
under two-fifths of the reporting unicounty juris- 
dictions included junior colleges, special educational 
programs, mosquito abatement, ambulance service, 
cemeteries, central purchasing, and data processing. 

A number of unicounty SMSA's also performed 
regional services. At least two-fifths, for examplc, 
were responsible for solid waste disposal and air 
and water pollution control. 

Turning to urban services, more than half the 
single-county metropolitan areas played a role in 
libraries, crippled children care, and parks and 
recreation. However, fewer than 40 percent admin- 
istered fire protection, airport, sewers, or sewage 
disposal programs. Moreover, one-fifth or less were 
responsible for mass transit, parking, refuse collec- 
tion, public housing, urban renewal, and industrial 
development. 

A randomly selected sample of 166 ACIR-NACO- 
ICM A survey respondents from unicounty SMSA's 
and the central and suburban fringe jurisdictions in 
multicounty metropolitan areas provides a basis for 
comparing their involvement in the performance of 
urban, regional, and traditional functions. Clearly, 
in 1970 the service delivery systems in the bulk of 
the counties sampled were heavily oriented to tra- 
ditional functions. 

As shown in Table IV-8, libraries and parks and 
recreation were the urban services typically found in 
both single-county and multicounty areas. Fire pro- 
tection also was often furnished by counties in both 
kinds of metropolitan area, particularly unicounty 
jurisdictions. Hospitals tended to be provided more 
by county governments in multicounty SMSA's, 
especially suburban counties. 

Solid waste disposal was the most common 

regional service delivered in single- and multicounty 
SMSA's. Counties in the former also were involved 
in air pollution abatement. With respect to the 
latter, central counties were active in sewers and 
sewage disposal and in water pollution abatement, 
while suburban jurisdictions were responsible for 
airport development. 

Law enforcement and criminal justice administra- 
tion (jails, courts, coroner's office, probation, and 
police) predominated among the traditional services 
offered by unicounty SMSA governments, although 
central counties in multicounty SMSA's also were 
heavily involved in jails and detention homes; 
suburban ju'iisdictions were active in the probation, 
police, and coroner areas. In addition, health care 
appears to be a common county function in multi- 
county metropolitan areas. 

Area of Service. Turning to the areal dimension 
of service delivery, Table IV-8 illustrates that most 
functions were performed by unicounty, central, 
and suburban county governments on a countywide 
basis. Three in particular, however, tended to be 
provided by several of each type of jurisdiction only 
in unincorporated areas -police, fire protection, 
and road and highway maintenance. 

Table IV-9 gives a clearer picture of the range of 
services provided by. counties. Based on a random 
sample of 162 survey respondents, it reveals few 
significant differences among metropolitan counties 
in the degree to which they furnish services on a 
countywide or less than countywide basis. 

In terms of countywide services, 16 percent of the 
unicounty area governments provided more than 33 
distinct county services, compared to 13 percent of 
the central counties and 9 percent of the suburban 
fringe jurisdictions. On the other hand, 42 percent of 
the single-county SMSA's provided 18 or fewer 
countywide services, compared to 31 percent of the 
central and 35 percent of the suburban counties. 
Multicounty SMSA county governments also were 
much more likely to furnish from 22 to 32 services 
than were unicounty jurisdictions. 



With regard to county service delivery solely in 
unincorporated areas, 26 percent of the central 
counties sampied, 30 percent of the unicounty 
SMSA's, and 13 percent of the suburban counties 
provided six or more services. 

Merely 7 to 8 percent of all types of metropolitan 
counties dispensed more than one type of county 
service only to incorporated areas. Hence, multiple 
or "package" service contracting arrangements in- 
volving counties still have not been used in most 
metropolitan areas. 

To summarize, counties continue to be heavily 
involved in a wide array of traditional functions. 
Yet the data suggest that county governments in 
both single- and multicounty metropolitan areas 
have been reluctant or unable to assume responsibil- 
ity for the delivery of various urban or regional 
services, While some of these jurisdictions appear to 
be becoming more active in such regional functions 

as solid waste disposal and air and water pollution 
abatement, as well as in certain specialized activities 
(special education programs, crippled children care, 
and ambulance service), this has not been the case'in 
connection with urban development. In some areas, 
of course, there may be no need for county assump- 
tion of urban services because of effective municipal 
performance. Few major differences exist among 
unicounty, central, or suburban county governments 
in the degree to which they administer functions on 
a countywide basis, or solely in unincorporated or in 
incorporated territory. In light of their performance 
record as reflected. in the survey data, it would ap- 
pear that a relatively small number of these jurisdic- 
tions have become urban counties. 

Land-Use Controls 
The fairly limited role of unicounty SMSA gov- 

ernments in major urban and regional functions is 

Table IV-8 

Performance of Selected Urban, Regional, and Traditional Services by Unicounty and 
Multicounty SMSA Governments: 1970 

Unicounty SMSA1 Multicounty SMSA 

SERVICES 

- - 

Central2 Large Suburban Fringe3 

Unincor- Incor- Unincor- Incor- Unincor- Incor- 
porated porated porated porated porated porated 

County- areas areas County- areas areas County- areas areas 
wide only only wide only only wMe only only 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %  

URBAN 
Fire 
Refuse and Garbage Collection 
Libraries 
Parks and Recreation 
Hospitals 
Urban Renewal 

REGIONAL 
Mass Transit 
Airports 
Junior Colleges 
Solid Waste Disposal 
Sewers and Sewage Disposal 
Air Pollution 
Water Pollution 
Water Supply 

TRADITIONAL 
Police Protection 
Coroner's Office 
Jails and Detention Homes 
Probation and Parole 
General Assistance 
Medical Assistance 
Road & Highway Maintenance 
Public Health 
Mental Health 
Tax Assessment & Collection 
Courts 
Prosecution 
Public Defender 

'59 counties *76 counties =31 counties 



Table I V-9 

Area of Service Delivery in Unicounty and Multicounty SMSA's 

Unicounty SMSA Multicounty SMSA 

Large Suburban 
Central County Fringe County 

Number of Services Provided N % N % N YO 
High 

Countywide (33-k) 8 16 7 13 
Unincorporated areas (1 0+)  5 10 6 11 
l ncorporated areas (3+) 3 6 1 2 

Medium 
Countywide (22-32) 2 1 42 3 1 5 6 32 56 
Unincorporated areas (6-9) 10 2 0 8 15 I 2 
l ncorporated areas (1 -2) 1 2 3 5 2 4 

Low 
Countywide (0-1 8) 21 42 17 31 2 0 35 
Unincorporated areas (0-5) 35 70 3 1 5 6 50 88 
l ncorporated areas (0) 46 92 5 1 93 53 93 

Total 50 55 57 

further underscored by their partial involvement in 
areawide land-use controls. As T-able IV- 10 notes, 
most county zoning and subdivision control activity 
occurred in the unincorporated portions of their 
territory. Less than 30 percent of the single-ccunty 
SMSA jurisdictions replying to the survey had 
adopted either zoning ordinances or subdivision 
regulations for incorporated areas, and under 40 
percent had exercised any review and comment role 
vis-a-vis land-use controls in these areas. Only a 
handful had reviewed and commented on land-use 
controls outside of the county. In short, these 
metropolitan counties, when they performed land- 
use control functions, most frequently exercised 
them in their unincorporated areas. And due to their 
own unwillingness or to State-imposed legal restric- 
tions, over one-third of them failed to assume this 
responsibility. 

While 69 percent of the responding counties had 
adopted a comprehensive land-use plan for their 
jurisdiction, these units did not fare appreciably 
better than non-planning counties in terms of the 
adoption of related land-use control measures. As 
Table IV-11 shows, only a slightly larger proportion 
of counties with plans had adopted zoning and sub- 
division controls in both incorporated and unincor- 
porated areas, or had a review and comment role in 
land-use control activities in incorporated areas. 
Comprehensive planning counties also were not apt 
to exercise extraterritorial review and comment 
powers over land-use controls in surrounding 
counties. 

Municipalities, then, are the main actors in urban 
land-use controls in unicounty SMSA's. For the 

most part, counties in these metropolitan areas have 
not adopted controls or assumed a review and com- 
ment position with respect to land-use activities in 
incorporated areas. In many cases, they have also 
not adopted a comprehensive county land-use plan 
nor exercised related land-use controls after adop- 
tion of such a plan. 

Finances 
Revenues. The two most important sources of 

metropolitan county revenue are the property tax 
and intergovernmental aid. Together these sources 
usually account for 75 to 80 percent of total county 
revenues. Non-tax revenues and non-property taxes 
account for the remainder (see Table IV-12). 
Among 90 randomly sampled metropolitan counties, 
there was relatively minor variation in their revenue 
sources, with the exception that unicounty SMSA 
governments tended to rely more heavily on the 
property tax and less on non-property taxes than 
did central and suburban-fringe counties in multi- 
county metropolitan areas. On the other hand, large 
central counties exhibited the greatest dependence 
on the property tax. 

Municipalities presently have a more diversified 
revenue structure than most metropolitan counties. 
The over 18,000 municipalities in the country raise 
17 percent of their revenues from non-property tax 
sources, and only 34 percent of their general revenue 
comes from the property tax. Data for the 90 sam- 
pled metropolitan counties indicate that 48 percent 
of their total general revenue is derived from the 
property tax and only 9 percent from non-property 
tax sources. Thus, metropolitan county reliance on 



non-property taxes is about half that of city govern- 
ments whikle, with respect to property taxes, it is 
over 40 percent greater than that of municipalities. 24 
Even though these counties, because of their larger 
geographic area, are in a better position to utilize 
non-property taxes and to move away from de- 
pendence on the property tax, they have not done 
so. Presumably, lack of county home rule and suf- 
ficient State enabling legislation has kept them from 
further diversifying their revenue sources. 

Expenditures. Nearly 75 percent of all metropoli- 
tan county expenditures is made for traditional 
county activities-corrections, welfare, roads, health 
and hospitals, natural resource development, finan- 
cial administration, and general control (see Table 
IV-13). Ten percent of total outlays is allocated for 
police, library, and parks and recreation functions. 
Another 16 percent goes for functions that are urban 

or regional in nature-education, fire protection, 
sewers, and refuse collection and disposal. 

Considering the expenditure responsibilities of 
different types of metropolitan counties, it appears 
that unicounty SMSA's exhibit a greater concentra- 
tion of outlays on traditional county functions than 
do central or suburban-fringe counties. Some of the 
larger fringe counties - particularly those in Mary- 
land, New York, California, and Florida-appear 
to have assumed considerable fiscal responsibility 
for urban and regional expenditures. Most other 
metropolitan counties, however, do not reflect that 
trend as yet. 

As with revenues, municipalities tend to have 
greater responsibility for shared and non-traditional 
urban-regional expenditures than do counties. Com- 
paring all municipalities and the 90 sampled metro- 
politan counties, the former allocated over 5 1 per- 
cent of their direct general expenditure for mixed 

Table IV-10 

Unicounty SMSA Involvement in Zoning and Land-Use Control: 

(A) = 86 Unincorporated Areas 

Total Number Yes No NR 
SMSA's Responding no. % (A) no. % (A) no. % (A: 

Adopted zoning 
Ordinance for: 
Adopted Subdivision 
Regulation for: 
Adopted Both Sub- 
division Regulation 
and Zoning Ordi- 
nance for: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Zoning 
Ordinances and 
Amendments pro- 
posed by: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Subdi- 
vision Ordinances 
& Amendments 
Proposed by: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Subdivi- 
sion Plats Pro- 
posed by: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Subdivi- 
sion Plats and 
Ordinances Pro- 
posed by: 

NR. No Response. 

l ncorporated Areas 

Yes No NR 
no. % (A) no. % (A) no. % (A) 

Jurisdictions 
Outside of County 

Yes No NR 
no. % (A) no. % (A) no. % (A) 



and urban-regional outlays. The 90 metropolitan 
counties allotted 26 percent for such purposes. On 
the other hand, the counties spent 53 percent of their 

' outlays for traditional functional responsibilities, 
some of which were areawide in nature, such as wel- 
fare and health and hospitals. At the same time, 
municipalities spent only 25 percent of their reve- 
nues on traditional functions. 25 This expenditure 
pattern would be expected in light of the earlier 
findings regarding county performance of functions. 

A further analysis of financial responsibilities in 
unicounty SMSA's reveals a rather clear-cut divi- 
sion between county and non-county units. As Table 
IV-14 shows, counties almost invariably find them- 

selves supporting nearly all metropolitan health and 
welfare expenditures. At the other end of the spec- 
trum, they rarely account for a significant portion of 
fire, sewer, sanitation, and education outlays. A 
mixed pattern occurs in the police, parks and recre- 
ation, and highways functions. Counties, then, are 
frequently confined to the performance of tradi- 
tional State-assigned' functions and have only 
recently and gradually begun to assume responsi- 
bilities for non-State-assigned urban and regional 
services. California, Florida, Maryland, and New 
York counties appear to be the major exceptions in 
this respect. 

To sum up, the survey results reveal that metro- 

Table I V-I I 

Unicounty SMSA's with Comprehensive Land-Use Plans 
Involvement in Zoning and Land-Use Contrd: 

(A) = 59 Unincorporated Areas 

Total Number Yes No NR 
SMSA's Responding1 no. % (A) no. % (A) no. % (A) 

Adopted zoning 
Ordinance for: 
Adopted Subdivision 
Regulation for: 
Adopted Both 
Subdivision Regu- 
lation and Zoning 
Ordinance for: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Zoning 
Ordinances and 
Amendments Pro- ' 

posed by: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Subdi- 
vision Ordinances 
& Amendments 
Proposed by: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Subdivi- 
sion Plats Pro- 
posed by: 
Reviews and Com- 
ments on Subdivi- 
sion Plats and 
Ordinances Pro- 
posed by: 

i ncorporated Areas 

Yes No NR 
no. % (A) no. % (A) no. % (A 

Jurisdictions 
Outside of County 

Yes No NR 
no. % (A) no. % (A) no. % (A) 

'The 59 single-county SMSA's reporting the existence of a comprehensive land use plan constitutes 69 percent of 
the responding 86 counties and about 47 percent of all such counties. 

NR. No Response. 



politan county governments still have not markedly 
diversified their revenue and expenditure respon- 
sibilities.26 State legislation has not empowered 
many of these jurisdictions to utilize extensive non- 
property taxation. Even where the county does levy 

. such taxes, it frequently must share revenues with 
constituent municipalities. 27 Moreover, most 
metropolitan counties have not broadened their 
expenditure responsibilities beyond their traditional 
assignments as an arm of State government. Indeed, 
only about 16 percent of their revenues are .ex- 
pended for locally initiated urban and regional 
services. 

l NTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION 

In the absence of functional reorganization under 
a home rule charter or special State legislation, 
unicounty SMSA governments interested in assum- 
ing an urban county role must make other arrange- 
ments for the provision of municipal or regional 
services. The procedures typically used to achieve 
this end are interlocal agreements and the transfer or 
consolidation of functions. 

Of the 86 single-county metropolitan area juris- 
dictions responding to the ACIR-NACO-ICMA 
survey, over 65 percent reported some intergovern- 

- -- 

Table I V- 12 

County Revenue Sources by County Type: 1970 

Percent Distribution of Revenue Sources 

County Type 

Unicounty SMSA's 

Central Counties 

Fringe Counties 

Total Counties 

Property Non-Property Non-Tax l ntergovernmental 
Total Taxes Taxes Revenues Aid 

( ) contains weighted averages 

Source: ACl R tabulation 

Table IV-13 
County Expenditures by County Type: 1970 

Traditional ' ~ i x e d  ~ r b a n / ~ e ~ i o n a l  c 
County Type Total Functions Expenditures Expenditures Other 

Unicounty SMSA's 

Central Counties 

Fringe Counties 

Total Counties 

( ) contains size-weighted averages 
aExpenditures for corrections, welfare, health and hospitals, highways, and natural resources 
b~xpenditures for police, libraries, parks and recreation 
CExpenditures for fire protection, education, sewers, and refuse collection and disposal 
d ~ l l  other unallocated expenditures, mainly for financial administration and general control 

Source: ACl R tabulation 



Table I V-14 

Unicounty SMSA Share of Metropolitan Expenditures by Selected Category: 1970 

Expenditure Category 

B h t y  Share of Health 
SMSA Expenditure & 

Police Fire Welfare Education Roads Sewers Refuse Pks Hosp. 

-1 0% 7 
10-1 9.9% 5 
20-29.9% 5 
30-39.9% 5 
40-49.9% 3 
50-59.9% 4 
60-69.9% 0 
70-79.9% 0 
80-89.9% 0 
90-1 00% 1 
TOTAL 30 

Source: ACl R Tabulation. 

mental cooperation with their constituent munici- 
palities or surrounding counties. Fourteen percent 
engaged in all three forms of cooperation-transfer 
of functions, consolidation of functions, and inter- 
local agreements-while another 22 percent men- 
tioned two forms, and 31 percent indicated at least 
one form. Thirty percent reported not having been 
involved in any of the three cooperative approaches. 

County cooperation with constituent local gov- 
ernments occurred most frequently in the planning, 
health, corrections, police, libraries, and roads 
functions (see Table IV-15). It was least often found 
in the welfare, hospitals, natural resources, housing 
and urban development, water supply, transporta- 
tion, and public power areas. Several of these latter 
functions have been traditionally countywide (wel- 
fare, hospitals, and natural resources), and others 
have been areas of fairly minor county involvement 
(housing and urban development) due to municipal 
programs. 

The survey data also indicate that some services 
cluster around particular forms of cooperation. 
Collaboration in police protection, for example, is 
usually achieved through interlocal service agree- 
ment, while cooperation in the library and health 
functions generally takes the form of functional 
transfers. Cooperation in the sewerage and transpor- 
tation areas, on the other hand, is usually through 
functional consolidation. 

Cooperative Approaches 

Turning again to the sample of 166 respondents to 
the 1970 survey, it is possible to compare the means 
of service delivery by unicounty and multicounty 
SMSA governments. Of particular concern are the 

extent of functional transfers between the subcounty 
and county levels and of intercounty contracts and 
joint service agreements. 

With respect to the transfer of functional respon- 
sibilities from subcounty to countywide jurisdiction, 
34 percent of the single-county and multicounty 
metropolitan areas in the sample reported that such 
shifts had taken place (see Table IV-16). For the 
most part, the services transferred were those tra- 
ditionally associated with county governments, in- 
cluding the coroner's office, jails and detention 
centers, probation and parole, medical assistance 
and public health, courts, prosecution, and veteran's 
affairs. 

On the other side of the servicing coin, few 
counties were involved in the decentralization of 
functions to suburban fringe areas. Only 7 percent 
of the sample unicounty SMSA governments re- 
ported that such transfers had taken place, com- 
pared with 5 percent of the multicounty juris- 
dictions. 

To obtain a clearer picture of the functional 
activities of the various counties within a multi- 
county metropolitan area, the responses from the 
166 sampled jurisdictions were divided into two 
categories: the central county or counties and the 
large suburban and rural fringe area units. In all 
instances, a reluctance to make changes in func- 
tional assignments was shown. Thirty percent of the 
fringe counties reported that an upward shift of 
functions had occurred, while 37 percent of the 
central counties indicated similar activity. With 
respect to the transfer of functions to municipalities, 
merely 4 percent of the central counties and 7 per- 
cent of the fringe counties reported engaging in such 
decentralization efforts. 



A pattern of local unwillingness or inability to 
relinquish functional responsibilities emerged from 
the responses of the counties sampled concerning 
their participation in the joint delivery of services or 
in intercounty contracts and agreements. Twenty- 
two percent of the unicounty SMSA counties and 
19 percent of the multicounty SMSA counties re- 
ported joint agreements with local governments 
within their boundaries. On an intercounty basis, 
only 14 percent of the unicounty and 12 percent of 
the multicounty metropolitan areas had engaged in 
such cooperative efforts. Judging from the instances 
reported in this section, basically the same amount 
of functional transfers and intergovernmental 
cooperation occurs in unicounty SMSA's as in 
multicounty areas. 

The Lakewood Plan 

One of the most comprehensive intergovernmen- 
tal contracting arrangements is the so-called Lake- 
wood Plan in Los Angeles County, California. This 
service contract plan began in 1954 with the incor- 
poration of the City of Lakewood. The new city of 
some 60,000 people was immediately faced with the 
problem of furnishing numerous local services. 

Rather than establish its own delivery system, it 
requested Los Angeles County to provide a package 
of municipal services to Lakewood residents. This 
package included a number of new services under 
contract and the continuation of some already 
provided by the county because of the city's location 
within a county-administered special district and an 
unincorporated area. Under the service contract, the 
Lakewood city council retained the legislative, 
budgetary, and planning coordination responsibil- 
ities of the city, but the county operated the new 
services. Although more than 400 agreements be- 
tween the county and 45 other cities existed prior to 
Lakewood's incorporation, none of these was for as 
complete a package of municipal services. Since the 
1950's, the plan has been expanded to include more 
types of services. 

The basic enabling legislation for these service 
agreements is contained in the State of California 
Government Code, Sections 5 130 1 and 5 1302, 
which provide that county boards of supervisors 
may contract with cities within their boundaries for 
the provision of municipal services requested by the 
cities, and that contract terms may continue for, but 
not exceed, five years unless discontinued by each 

Table I V-15 
Intergovernmental Cooperation in Selected Functional Areas, by Type of Cooperation: 

1970 

Type of Cooperation 

Total Instances l nterlocal Transfer of Consolidation l ntercounty 
Function of Cooperation Agreement Function of Function Cooperation 

Police 
Corrections 
Fire 
Welfare 
Education 
Libraries 
Roads 
Sewers & Sewerage 
Refuse Collection 
Parks & Recreation 
Hospitals 
Health 
Natural Resources 
Housing & Urban Devel. 
Water Supply 
Transportation 
Power 
Planning 
Other 
Not Specified 
Total 
No Cooperation 
No Reply 
TOTAL 



Table IV-16 

Functional Reassignments in Unicounty and Multicounty Areas 

Functional Transfers l ntergovernmental Cooperation 

Joint action 
From From with governments I ntercounty 

Subunit to County' County to Subunit within county cooperation 

NR* N % NR N % NR N % NR N % 

Total 1 54 52 34 154 9 6 166 33 20 . 152 19 13 
Unicounty SMSA 44 15 34 44 3 7 50 11 22 50 7 14 
Multicounty SMSA 11 0 37 34 110 6 5 116 22 19 102 12 12 

Central County 54 20 37 54 2 4 55 10 18 54 8 15 
Fringe County 56 17 30 56 4 7 ' 61 12 20 61 5 8 

* NR= number responding 

party. Subsequently, the contract must be renewed. 
The specific legal authority for Los Angeles County 
to furnish contract services to requesting cities is 
found in the county's charter. 28 An additional legal 
requirement that must be satisfied prior to effecting 
contract services is that each city must adopt or 
amend its ordinances to bring its level of service up 
to that required by the county. 

Municipal services provided by the county to 
cities under contract may be financed under one of 
three plans: 

Self-Financing of Contract Services. Under 
this arrangement, services furnished by the 
county are financed entirely by fees col- 
lected from the user (resident, company, 
corporation, etc.) and no direct charge is 
made to the city. 

Special Taxing'or Assessment District Serv- 
ice Continuation. Services provided to 
cities located in a county-administered 
special taxing or assessment district - such 
as library, fire, street lighting, and sewer 
maintenance - that have elected to con- 
tinue these services after incorporation or 
have joined an existing district, are fi- 
nanced by a ,special tax in the district for 
the particular services. 

Direct City Billing Contract. This plan re- 
quires that the county be reimbursed by 
the city on a rate basis established by the 
county auditor-controller for all services 
provided - such as law enforcement, engi- 
neering and planning, prison incarceration, 
street maintenance and construction, park 
maintenance, recreation, and election 
services. Cities are not billed directly for 
any services provided under either the self- 
financing or special district financing 
arrangement. 

As-of 1972, there were at least 13 major standard 
form agreements in effect in the county's contract 
services program. The functions covered by these 
agreements and the number of cities contracting for 
them are listed in Table IV-17. Thirty-one other 
cities have incorporated in Los Angeles County 
since Lakewood, encompassing a total of 891,169 
inhabitants and covering over 2 10 square miles. 
Only two of these jurisdictions furnish all their own 
basic municipal services. The others contract for 
from 21 (Rolling Hills) to 41 services (Lakewood). 
Since 1954, over 1,500 service contracts or agree- 
ments and resolutions have been effected between 
the County of Los Angeles and nearly 80 cities. 

The proliferation of contract services suggests that 
the Lakewood Plan offers some fiscal advantages 
and is apparently effective in service delivery. Some 
of its assets appear to be: 

-the voluntary nature of city-county contract- 
ing, with initiative resting with the cities; 

-the opportunities for an urban county to pro- 
vide municipal services to constituent units of 
local government, and for the latter to purchase 
either a package of or specific municipal 
services; 

-the assurance of an adequate minimum level 
of service from the county and the ability of the 
city to influence continued or increased levels 
through the city's choice to discontinue con- 
tract services if dissatisfied; 

-the elimination of the need of newly incor- 
porated or older cities to make huge capital 
outlays, through the use of standard service 
agreements and the availability of alternative 
financing plans that do not rely solely on the 
already over-burdened property tax; 



-the opportunity for and encouragement of 
constant county evaluation of its service opera- 
tion, efficiency, and costs; and 

-the availability of functional consolidation as 
an alternative to structural reorganization for 
the provision of municipal services areawide. 

The Lakewood Plan is not without its liabilities. 
At least two analyses have found that the county 

. plays an overriding part in determining the nature 
and type of contractural services, that cities fre- 
quently find it expensive to withdraw from contracts 
and sometimes impossible to supplement county 
services, that defensive incorporations occur as a 
result of the plan's existence, and that the county has 
offered its contract services to participating areas 
below cost and then financed the deficit through 
countywide taxation. 29 Moreover, some municipal- 
ities have terminated services under the Lakewood 
Plan due to their desire to provide independent 
services to their citizenry. As contract communities 
grow in size, these occurrences may become more 
common. 

Special District Relationships 
In addition to their ongoing interaction with 

municipalities, metropolitan counties also exhibit a 
variety of relationships with such limited-purpose 

Table IV-17 
Lakewood's Contract Services Program: 

Functions and Recipients: 
1972 

Number of Cities 
Standard Form Agreement Contracting1 

General Services Agreement 
Emergency Ambulance Program 
Hospitalization of City Prisoners 
Building l nspection 
l ndustrial Waste 
Maintenance of City Prisoners in 

County Jail 
Subdivision Final Map Checking 
Parcel Map Checking 
City Health Ordinance 

Enforcement 
Animal Control Services 
Street Maintenance and 

Construction 
Tree Planting and Maintenance 
Law Enforcement Services 

'The totals here and most of the data on the Lakewood 
Plan were taken from "The Lakewood Plan," a de- 
scriptive and analytical paper prepared by L.S. Hol- 
linger, former Chief Administrative Officer, County of 
Los Angeles, 1972. 

governmental mechanisms as special districts; 
councils of governments, regional planning com- 
missions, and A-95 clearinghouses; and Federal- 
and State-supported substate planning and deveiop- 
ment districts. The nature of these relationships is an 
important factor in determining the . organizational 
role and functional responsibilities of the county in 
a reorganized metropolitan governance system. 

Some observers contend that a unicounty SMSA 
government in particular should possess sufficient 
authority to control the operations of special dis- 
tricts within its jurisdiction. Indeed, some even 
argue that the mere presence of special districts and 
public authorities is evidence that the county has not 
been sufficiently aggressive in guiding urban devel- 
opment. Two critical questions, then, involve the 
degree to which special districts have proliferated 
within unicounty SMSA's and the extent to which 
such counties exercise control over these bodies. 

An examination of the governmental structure 
data develoned by the Bureau of the Census dealing 
with the 98 unicounty SMSA's for which informa- 
tion was available in 1967 indicates that most special 
districts were of a subcounty character. Of the over 
1,800 special districts reported in these SMSA's, 81 
percent had boundaries that were less than county- 
wide, 4 percent were coterminous with the county, 
and 15 percent crossed county lines. The vast 
majority of non-coterminous special districts served 
at least portions of the unincorporated county areas. 

The most prevalent kinds of special districts found 
in unicounty SMSA's were responsible for water 
supply, soil conservation, fire protection, and 
sewerage. The least common types were for high- 
ways, housing and urban development, and solid 
waste disposal. Most of the natural resource devel- 
opment districts, especially soil conservation, were 
countywide, while the special districts performing 
urban functions - fire protection, housing and 
urban renewal, and solid waste disposal-tended to 
have less than countywide jurisdiction. 

Like most other units of general-purpose local 
government, single-county SMSA's have not as- 
sumed or been authorized to exercise a wide variety 
of controls over special districts within their juris- 
diction. Although many counties reported that they 
could exercise some control over special district 
formation (see Table IV-18), less than a majority 
stated that they could abolish or consolidate them 
once created. In addition, most unicounty SMSA's 
do not exercise financial leverage over special dis- 
tricts through provision of financial aid, approval of 
budgets, or authorization of tax rates. 

The extent of county controls varies in accordance 
with the type of special district. Irrigation, flood 
control, water supply, housing and urban renewal, 
sewerage, and hospital districts are least apt to be 



Table IV-18 
Selected Powers of Unicounty SMSA's over Special Districts: 

1970 

Provide Approve tax 
Type of Approve Financial Approve rate & method 
Special District Formation Consolidate Abolish Aid Budget of taxation 

% % Yo % % % 
No. (N) No. (N) No. (N) No. (N) No. (N) No. (N) 

Soil Conservation N =41 23 56 10 24 
Drainage N = 29 2 1 72 11 38 
Irrigation N =21 12 57 6 29 
Flood Control N =28 16 57 9 32 
Air Pollution N = 19 12 63 4 21 
Solid Waste N = 17 17 100 6 35 
Fire Protection N=40 21 51 8 20 
WaterSupplyN=30 18 60 7 23 
Housing & Renewal 14 88 3 19 
N = 16 
Cemeteries N = 21 15 71 7 33 
Sewerage N =35 24 69 12 34 
Highways N=15 15 100 7 47 
Parks & Recreation 17 77 10 45 
N =22 
Hospitals N = 23 16 70 7 30 
Libraries N =23 16 70 8 35 

under some form of county supervision. On the 
other hand, air pollution, highways, and parks and 
recreation districts are more likely to receive closer 
county oversight. Moreover, while over 30 uni- 
county SMSA's reported having subordinate taxing 
areas, these same jurisdictions also noted the pres- 
ence of considerable numbers of special districts, 
most of which served unincorporated areas. Clearly, 
the mere presence of subordinate taxing areas has 
not halted the formation of special districts in 
unicounty SMSA's. 

The central and suburban counties in a number of 
multicounty SMSA's also are confronted by an 
array of special districts. The functions typically 
performed by these bodies include soil conservation, 
sewerage, fire protection, water supply, parks and 
recreation, and libraries. Table IV-19 suggests that, 
like single-county SMSA governments, central and 
suburban fringe counties in multicounty metro- 
politan areas have not exercised much control over 
special districts. County supervision appears to be 
greatest in the water supply and solid waste disposal 
areas. Although the data presented deal with a ran- 
dom sample of only 71 counties, it appears that 
central counties are somewhat better equipped to 
exercise oversight vis-a-vis special district growth 
and activities through approval of their formation 
and budgets, and apparently gain so me additional 
leverage through provision of financial aid and 
approval of tax methods and rates. Yet central and 

suburban county jurisdictions seem to be generally 
unable to bring about the consolidation or abolition 
of these bodies. 

Most metropolitan counties, then, are faced with 
the problem of exercising effective controls over 
special district operations within their jurisdiction. 
Although recently some States have attempted to 
bring special districts into a closer working relation- 
ship with general-purpose local governments, a 
number of unicounty SMSA governments which 
confine their functional responsibilities to unin- 
corporated territory still report having several 
special districts in such areas.30 

Su bstate Districts 
As noted in other volumes of this report, the 

Federal and State governments are increasingly 
using substate instrumentalities for regional pro- 
gram planning, development, and administration. 
These devices serve a variety of purposes. Almost 
all have planning responsibilities; some are respon- 
sible for the distribution of Federal and State funds; 
and still others review and comment on grant appli- 
cations and the functional plans of constituent coun- 
ties, cities, and special districts. They play an impor- 
tant part in conditioning the reorganization of local 
governments in metropolitan areas. 31 

Metropolitan county governments relate to these 
substate mechanisms in two main ways: ( I )  the 
county can be the geographic base upon which 



Table IV-19 

Selected Powers of Multicounty SMSA's Over Special Districts*: 1970 

Number of Counties 
with Special Districts 

Provide Approve Tax 
Central Large Approve Financial Approve Rate & Method 
County Suburban Formation Consolidation Abolish Aid Budget of Taxation 

Type of Fringe N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Special District (a) (b) a b  a b a b  a b  a b  a b  a b a b  a b  a b a b  a b 

Soil Conservation 
Drainage 

4 
w l rrigation 

Flood Control 
Air Pollution 
Solid Waste 
Fire Protection 
Water Supply 
Housing & Renewal 
Cemeteries 
Sewerage 
Highways 
Parks & Recreation 
Hospitals 
Libraries 

*N=71 



regional programs are designed; and (2) it can be 
the organizational module for these Federal and 
State districting efforts. Insofar as Federal and State 
substate programs involve either larger areas than or 
alternative organizations to the single-county metro- 
politan areas, the county's jurisdiction diminishes 
somewhat in importance as a basis for metropolitan 

, 

governance. When the county -whether a single- 
county SMSA or the suburban "building block" in 
a multicounty metropolitan area-is used as both 
the area and the jurisdiction to implement districting 
objectives, its importance as an areawide govern- 
ment is enhanced. 

A-95 clearinghouses. Less than half of the A-95 
clearinghouses in the unicounty SMSA's for which 
1973 information was available were coterminous 
with county boundaries. Fifty-four of these clearing- 
houses were coterminous with a single county and 
eight metropolitan clearinghouses were coterminous 
with a multicounty SMSA. On the other hand, 52 
A-95 clearinghouses had larger jurisdictions than 
their respective unicounty metropolitan area, while 
six were larger than their multicounty SMSA.32 Six 
unicounty SMSA areas were not covered by a clear- 
inghouse. 

Counties in Arizona, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, and Michigan were more frequently cotermi- 
nous with metropolitan clearinghouses. All of the 
unicounty SMSA's in Texas and most of those in 
New Jersey were parts of multicounty clearing- 
houses. Table IV-20 summarizes the extent of 
geographic overlapping of A-95 agencies in the 34 
States having single-county SMSA's. 

Other Federal substate programs. While there has 
been mixed success in conforming A-95 clearing- 
house jurisdiction to county government boundaries, 
the experience with most other Federally supported 
programs that operate through regional organiza- 
tions has been even less promising. Only two of nine 
major Federal programs using substate districts (see 
Table IV-21) - the HUD "70 1" planning assistance 
program33 and the OEO Community Action 
Agencies-rely on counties for their own functional 
jurisdictions. In four other regional programs - 
Resource Conservation and Development Districts, 
Economic Development Districts, Air Quality 
Control Regions, and Local Development Districts 
-no unicounty SMSA is the basic organizational 
module.34 In three programs - Comprehensive 
Health Planning Regions, Law Enforcement Plan- 
ning Districts, or Cooperative Area Manpower 
Planning Councils - single counties are utilized as 
planning areas less than 20 percent of the time. 

The cumulative effect of this geographic over- 
lapping means that only a handful of single-county 
SMSA's serve as a foundation for most of the Fed- 

Table IV-20 
Patterns of A-95 Clearinghouse and Unicounty SMSA 

Boundary Overlapping: 1970 

Predominantly Predominantly 
Coterminous Non-Coterminous Mixed 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Hawaii 
l daho 
Illinois 
Indiana . 
l owa 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Montana 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Alabama 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
New Jersey 
New York 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

California 
Colorado 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Nevada 
North Carolina 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

erally encouraged substate districting efforts. Only 
11 of the 127 unicounty SMSA governments sur- 
veyed were the basic jurisdiction for as many as four 
Federal programs. Moreover, 58 of them exhibited 
geographic coterminality with none or only one of 
all 10 of the major districting programs. In short, 
the single-county SMSA has been used only spar- 
ingly by the Federal and State governments as the 
areawide administrative and planning unit. 

Substate Planning and Development Districts. 
Unicounty SMSA governments play a limited role 
in substate planning and development districts 
established by State governments. Only five of the 
127 single-county metropolitan areas are cotermi- 
nous with substate district boundaries, and four of 
those five jurisdictions have exceedingly large areas 
and could be truly considered as geographic regions. 

While there is only infrequent geographic coter- 
minality between unicounty SMSA's and substate 
planning and development districts, occasionally 
States have provided for county representation on 
these bodies. Arkansas, Kentucky, New Mexico, 
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia require that at least 
a majority of the governing board be public officials. 
Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Mexico, 
Oregon, and Virginia specifically provide for county 
representation of these bodies. In these States, then, 
unicounty SM SA governments have direct access to 
substate district decision-making processes. How- 
ever, most States have not used single-county 
SMSA's as geographical or organizational building 
blocks for regional planning and development 
efforts. 

Organizational Coterminality 
Where the unicounty metropolitan area serves as 

the geographical basis for a State or Federal sub- 



state program, almost invariably the county itself is 
not the administrative agency. Instead, either an 
independent, single-function areawide body or a 
multifunctional regional council performs this role. 
In only 17 of the 142 possible interfaces examined 
was a single-county SMSA government the vehicle 
for the administration of one or more Federal sub- 
state programs. 

Even where a council of governments or metro- 
politan planning commission is responsible for 
administering substate programs in a unicounty 
area, the influence of the county government tends 
to be indirect. As Table IV-22 shows, in the 29 
single-county SMSA's for which information was 
available, 35 metropolitan planning agencies were 
frequently confederal in nature, dominated by city 
and municipal representatives or their appointees, 
funded mainly from non-local sources, and staffed 
by a small number of planners and administrators. 

These 29 unicounty metropolitan planning agen- 
cies were usually responsible for less than half of the 
10 major Federal regional programs. The bulk of 
them handled two to four Federal programs, usually 
including A-95, "701", and transportation planning. 
On the other hand, unicounty metropolitan planning 
agencies rarely, if ever, administered substate com- 
munity action, comprehensive health, or manpower 
planning programs (see Table IV-23). In only two 
instances was the metropolitan planning agency a 
subordinate unit of the county government (Atlantic 
and Cumberland Counties, New Jersey); in 11 other 
cases, the county rather than the regional planning 
body was responsible for the substate program. 
Direct county administration was most prominent in 
the community action and air quality control areas. 

The relative absence of district piggybacking on 
unicounty SMSA governments, at least in the 
jurisdictions surveyed, seems to impair the useful- 
ness of single-county metropolitan planning organi- 
zations. Among the obstacles to effectiveness most 
frequently cited by the directors of these bodies 
were participation in Federal programs, tenuous re- 
lationships with substate districts, and insufficient 
financial support. 36 

SUMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter deals with the unicounty SMSA, in 
which counties are potentially the most readily 
adaptable form of areawide government, and with 
the central county or large suburban fringe county 
in a multicounty SMSA, which is the most suitable 
building block for a metropolitan, governance 
system. Before arriving at some conclusions regard- 
ing the prospects of these counties assuming such 
pivotal positions, it is desirable to summarize the 
major findings in connection with the present role 
and responsibilities of metropolitan county govern- 
ments, particularly those in unicounty areas. 

It should be kept in mind that much of the sup- 
portive data is derived from a 1970 mail survey of 
all counties and a 1972 follow-up questionnaire to 
unicounty SMSA's. The response rates were 34 
percent for the former and 68 percent for the latter. 
Hence, the data base for parts of this chapter is a 
sample of the single-county SMSA universe. A 
second caution in interpreting the information on 
county structural, functional, and fiscal character- 
istics involves the degree to which counties may be 
unable to take certain actions due to restrictions im- 
posed by State constitutions or statutes. As indi- 

Table IV-2'1 
Overlapping of Federal Substate Districts and Unicounty SMSA Boundaries: 1971 

Number Number 
in Urban of Districts Percent 

Federal Program ' Counties Coterminous Coterminous 

Resource Conservation 
and Development 

Economic Development District 
HUD "701" 
Comprehensive Health Planning 
Law Enforcement 
Community Action 
Air Quality Control 
Cooperative Areawide Manpower 

Planning 
Local Development District 
Total 
Districts Per Urban County 5.2 1.4 27 

Source: Maps developed by the Office of Policy Coordination, Economic Development Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C., 1971. 



cated earlier, only 15 States have charter counties, 
although others have authorized limited forms of 
home rule. Thus, even if a particular public service 
is needed and the county is willing to assume re- 
sponsibility for delivery, the State may make this 
difficult or impossible. 

-There are 127 single-county metropolitan areas 
in the United States, comprising nearly half of the 
SMSA total. Texas, California, and Florida all 
have 10 such metropolitan areas and about 20 per- 
cent are concentrated in the States of Indiana, 
Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, and Ohio. 

-38.2 million people reside in unicounty 
SMSA's. These areas have a population range from 
60,000 to 7 million persons. Yet 88 percent of all 
such metropolitan areas are under 400,000 popula- 
tion, compared with 48 percent of all multicounty 
SMSA's. 

- Unicounty metropolitan population growth was 
greater between 1960 and 1970 than for SMSA's as 
a whole. Unlike most multicounty metropolitan 
areas, however, central cities in a large number of 
single-county areas have been able, through in- 
migration and annexation, to hold on to a large 
proportion of the SMSA population. Moreover, in 
many unicounty SMSA's the outside-central-city 
areas tend to be rural rather than suburban. 

- Fifteen States currently have home rule charter 
counties. 

-Fifty-four percent of the unicounty SMSA's 
function under a county commission form of gov- 
ernment, as do many central and suburban counties 
in multicounty SMSA's. In 13 States, all single- 
county SMSA's operate under a commission form. 

- Thirty-nine percent of the single-county 
SMSA's have a council-administrator form of 
government, and 8 percent have elected county 
executives. Unicounty SMSA's with such modern- 
ized structures govern 25.1 people, or two-thirds of 
the total population living in single-county metro- 
politan areas. 

-Close to 40 percent of the unicounty SMSA 
jurisdictions surveyed administered library, special- 
ized health care, parks and recreation, solid waste 
disposal, and water and air pollution services. Less 
than 25 percent had assumed responsibility for fire 
protection, airports, mass transit, refuse collection 
and sewage disposal, public housing, urban renewal, 
and industrial development. The urban service de- 
livery activities of central and suburban multicounty 
SMSA counties have been confined largely to 
hospitals, libraries, and parks and recreation. 

-Less than a third of all single-county SMSA's 
surveyed have adopted zoning or subdivision regula- 

Table IV-22 
U nicounty Metropolitan Planning Bodies 

Selected Characteristics: 
1971 -72 

Characteristic 

# Jurisdictions in 
membership 

# Jurisdictions eligible 
for membership 

# Representatives on 
policy body 

# Full-Time 
Professionals 

Total Budget ($000) 
70-71 

Total Personnel 
Expenditure ($000) 

Personnel Expenditure 
as % of Total 

Mean 

14 

34 

18 

4 

171 

71 

42 

Low High Range 

1 83 82 

1 172 171 

3 84 81 

0 16 16 

59 642 583 

0 349 349 

0 89 89 

tions for incorporated areas, and less than 40 per- 
cent have reviewed or commented on land-use con- 
trols in incorporated areas. Between 20 and 30 per- 
cent have exercised no land-use controls in any 
portion of their jurisdiction. 

- Single-county SMSA governments, and to a 
lesser degree central and suburban fringe counties in 
multicounty areas, have not markedly diversified 
their expenditure and revenue responsibilities. With 
a few major exceptions (urban counties in California, 
Florida, Maryland, and New York), they rarely 
utilize non-property taxation and only infrequently 
incur significant expenditures for functions that are 
not traditionally State-assigned. 

- Unicounty, central, and suburban county gov- 
ernments have exercised supervision over special 
districts through the power to approve their forma- 
tion, budgets, and tax methods and rates, as well as 
the leverage gained by provision of financial aid. 
For the most part, however, they have rarely at- 
tempted to control special districts through consoli- 
dation or abolition. 

-Over 65 percent of all unicounty SMSA govern- 
ments surveyed exhibited some form of functional 
intergovernmental cooperation with their consti- 
tuent local units, most often in planning, health, 
corrections, police, and highways. Welfare, hos- 
pitals, natural resources, housing and urban devel- 
opment, and water supply were less likely to be 
areas of collaboration. 

-Thirty-four percent of the unicounty and multi- 



Table I V-23 hensive health, law enforcement, or manpower. 

Federal Program Responsibilities of Unicounty 
Metropolitan Planning Agencies: 

1972 

Characteristics 
Total Federal Programs 

Number Percent 
of Cases Distribution 

in Unicounty ~ i e a  (N =29) 142 100.0 
Total Assigned to Metropolitan 

Planning Agency 80 56.3 

Unicounty Metropolitan Planning 
Agencies (Total) 29 100.0 

Metropolitan Planning Agencies 
Having: 
5 or more functions 3 10.3 
2-4 functions 2 1 72.4 
1 function 4 13.8 
0 functions 1 3.4 

Percent 
piggy - Assigned 

Federal backed Assigned to Other Assigned 
Program on RPC to RPC Organization to CountyTotal 

(N=29) (N) 
A-95 93 27" 2 - 29 
70 1 100 23" - - 23 
EDD 0 0 2 1 3 
CAA 0 0 7 4 11 
CHP 0 0 10 - 10 
LEAA 40 6 " 9 - 15 
RCD 0 0 4 - 4 
AQC 0 0 5 4 9 
(N =29) (N) 
TRANS 76 16 4 1 2 1 
CAMPS 18 2 8 1 11 
Other 100 6 0 0 6 

80 5 1 11 142 

"Two RPC's are county-based. 

county SMSA counties surveyed had assumed 
functions as a result of transfers from subordinate 
units. 

-Fifty percent or more of all single-county 
SMSA's are coterminous with A-95 clearinghouses, 
HUD "701" metropolitan planning agencies, and 
OEO community action agencies. On the other 
hand, they are not used by Federal agencies as the 
basic jurisdictional foundation for Resource Con- 
servation and Development Districts, Economic 
Development Districts, Air Quality Control Regions, 
or Local Development Districts. And they are 
infrequently used for areawide planning for compre- 

- Unicounty SMSA involvement in State-estab- 
lished substate planning and development districts 
has been more limited than in the case of Federally 
encouraged districting efforts. Only five such 
counties are coterminous with substate planning and 
development districts, and fewer than 10 States 
provide for county representation on the governing 
boards of their substate organizations. 

-At the local level, only 29 of the 127 single- 
county SMSA jurisdictions have locally sponsored 
metropolitan planning organizations that are co- 
terminous with county boundaries. In these cases, 
however, the metropolitan planning organization 
has generally been accorded administrative respon- 
sibility for two to four Federally funded programs 
using substate districts. 

To sum up, the available evidence on the structure 
and functions of single- and multicounty metropoli- 
tan areas suggests a number of conclusions regard- 
ing their willingness and capacity to serve as area- 
wide governments. Despite several successful mod- 
ernization efforts during the 1960's, over half of the 
unicounty SMSA jurisdictions have not yet re- 
sponded to the need for county reorganization, due 
to State-imposed constraints on home rule or to 
county reluctance to take advantage of permissive 
statutes. While many metropolitan counties have 
been heavily involved in the performance of tra- 
ditional responsibilities and are becoming more 
active in regional functions, they have not generally 
extended their services on a countywide basis. There 
has been limited unicounty and multicounty SMSA 
cooperation with constituent suburban and central 
city jurisdictions in the provision of public services 
through transfers of functions, interlocal contracts 
and joint service agreements, or other approaches. 
As a result, special districts often perform what 
might otherwise be county services in unincorpo- 
rated territory, although sometimes they are super- 
vised but not controlled by the county. The Federal 
and State governments have bypassed many metro- 
politan counties as the geographical or organiza- 
tional foundation for some substate regional plan- 
ning, development, and administrative efforts. 

In short, the performance record to date is mixed. 
On balance, for a variety of reasons-including 
State restrictions, municipal programs, and county 
reluctance- the majority of unicounty SMSA juris- 
dictions have only occasionally acted as general 
purpose areawide governments. At the same time, in 
New York, California, Florida, and Maryland, 
urban counties have assumed this role. Central and 
suburban county governments have not usually 
served as effective urban building blocks for a 
metropolitan governance system. 
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Chapter V 

ANNEXATION, 
CONSOLIDATION, 
AND FEDERATION 



For many decades, observers of metropolitan 
affairs have recognized a mismatch between govern- 
ing areas and problem areas, and have prescribed 
a greater congruence between the two. Most re- 
formers have focused their prescriptions on enlarg- 
ing the scope of operations. Reform efforts during 
the past decade have continued to emphasize the 
prospective benefits of larger-scale government, 
in spite of a resurgent realization of the importance 
of small groups and neighborhoods in meeting in- 
dividual needs. 

This chapter focuses on three traditional major 
proposals for regionalizing policy making or public 
services. Each of the three - annexation, federation, 
and consolidation - is at least in theory a mechanism 
for basic change in the size and authority of juris- 
dictions for policy formulation and delivery of ser- 
vices. However, since there have been substantial 
obstacles and resistance to such basic changes, there 
has been less than general use of annexation for de- 
veloping areawide governance systems, and little 
acceptance of the consolidation and federation 
models in metropolitan areas of the United States. 
In a majority of the instances where consolidated or 
federated schemes were adopted, there has been 
substantial and effective resistance to full utiliza- 
tion of the expanded legal authority of the new 
government. 

ANNEXATION 

Annexation has been the obvious method of ad- 
justing boundaries of both large and small cities. 
America's cities achieved almost all of their present 
size through annexation. Of the 42 most populous 
cities in 1958, only nine covered more than ten 
square miles at the time of incorporation. However, 
by 1958, 32 encompassed more than 50 square miles, 
and 14 included more than 100.1 In 1950, nine cities 
in the United States covered 100 square miles each; 
in 1972 there were 33. At least two-thirds of the 
latter achieved that size through annexation of un- 
incorporated territory (as opposed to consolidation 
or merger). 2 

No really large cities existed in the United States 
prior to the mid-nineteenth century. Post-Civil War 
industrialization and immigration brought dramatic 
growth to eastern and midwestern urban centers. 
Annexation of large areas to central cities became 
widespread and the momentum continued until al- 
most the end of the century when a significant 
braking process began. Of the nation's ten most 
populous cities today, five had achieved 90 percent 
of their 1970 area by 1900.3 In the 19th century, 
annexation was commonly accomplished through 
unilateral action by the State legislature or the city 
council, or by approval of a simple majority of the 

combined vote of the city and of the territory to be 
annexed. 

During the first half of the twentieth century, 
the. pace of annexation slackened. More restrictive 
annexation laws were passed, which reflected in- 
creasing fringe-area resistance to being incorporated 
with older cities. A number of legislatures gave up 
their prerogatives of passing special annexation 
legislation. Many States gave fringe-area residents 
a greater voice in the annexation process by granting 
them the exclusive authority to initiate annexation 
proceedings, and by requiring separate favorable 
ratification votes inside the annexing city and in the 
area proposed for inclusion. Further, State consti- 
tutions increasingly limited cities to annexing only 
unincorporated territory. The latter, together with 
the increasing number of suburban incorporations, 
substantially reduced the urbanized land area avail- 
able for annexation by central cities.4 

Since the end of the Second World War, and with 
but little change in the statutes, annexation again 
has found somewhat increasing use. Economic and 
population growth was rapid during the period, and 
a complex set of factors accelerated the process of 
concentrating Americans in large urban areas. 

During the 1950's, 8.8 million people became resi- 
dents of municipalities because the area in which 
they were living was annexed; during the 1960's 
6.6 million people were added.5 The almost two- 
thirds (63.2 percent) of all United States munici- 
palities of 2,500 or more persons which engaged in 
some annexation during the past decade rises to 
three-quarters if the New England and the Middle 
Atlantic States are excluded.6 

The number of municipalities of 5,000 or more 
population which add territory annually is in- 
creasing. During the five-year period 1935-39, the 
annual average was 49; for the 1948-57 decade, 
410; and for the 1958-67 period, 691. In 1967, the 
number of municipalities annexing land reached a 
new high of 787, and apparently the number is con- 
tinuing to increase.' Of all cities with more. than 
2,500 population, approximately 29 percent annexed 
land in 1971.8 

In contrast to the large number of annexations, 
the average size of individual annexations is small. 
In most years, those cities annexing territory average 
less than one square mile, and even this average is 
misleading because a few larger cities which annex 
large parcels skew the average upwards. Less than a 
quarter of the total number of annexing cities of 
over 5,000 population, for example, add more than 
one-half square mile yearly. 

Although the size of annexations is usually small, 
the total area is significant. The territory annexed 
during the five-year period 1958-63 was greater 
than the area of the States of Delaware and Rhode 



Island combined.9 During 1970 and 1971, munici- 
palities annexed a total of 1,5 17 square miles. lo 

Throughout this century annexation has not pro- 
vided the means by which central cities can encom- 
pass their urban areas or even maintain their pro- 
portion of the total metropolitan area population. 
The situation found in the Texas cities of Amarillo, 
Midland, Laredo, and San Angelo, where 90 percent 
of the metropolitan area population is located within 
their city limits, is unique, and is attributed to the 
State's historically liberal annexation statutes. At 
the other extreme, the central city of Wilmington, 
Delaware, contains but one-sixth of the population 
of its metropolitan area. 1 1  

Each decade suburban areas claim an increasing 
percentage of the total population of SMSA's, from 
48.9 percent in 1960, to 53.6 percent in 1970, to 
54.8 percent in 1973. During the 1960's, metro- 
politan central city populations increased by 3.9 
million people, which equals the population added 
by annexation. 

Although during the two most recent census 
periods a few central cities made a significant num- 
ber of very large individual annexations, the numbers 
experiencing a 200 percent increase in area de- 
creased from 21 during the 1950's to l l  in the 
1960's.12 At the same time, one-half of the urban 
areas which became SMSA's during the 1960's did 
so because their central cities engaged in annexa- 
tion during the decade. 13 The 59 cities of the 153 
with more than 100,000 population which lost popu- 
lation during the 1960's would have increased by 
26 without annexation. 14 

Factors in Use of Annexation 

Size of City. In recent decades the largest cities 
used annexation least. From 1950 to 1970, cities of 
more than a quarter million grew in area by 83 
percent, while those in the 100,000-250,000 bracket 
increased by 169.6 percent. Part of the slower 
growth of large cities may reflect the fact that some 
are completely surrounded by other municipalities; 
it may also stem from mutual suspicions and an- 
tagonisms resulting from social, racial, and economic 
contrasts found in many large central cities and 
their suburbs. 

Regional Variations. The use of annexation varies 
strikingly from region to region. Excluding the New 
England and the Middle. and South Atlantic States, 
70 percent of the incorporated places (of 2,500 or 
more population) engaged in annexation during the 
1960's, in each of the regions of the United States. 15 

The larger cities in much of the East (New Eng- 
land, the Middle Atlantic States, Maryland, and 
Delaware) grew by less than 20 percent during the 

period from 1950 to 1970, and that area's cities of 
250,000 or more made no significant annexations 
during the period. At the other extreme, cities of 
all population groupings above 100,000 in the South- 
east, Oklahoma, Texas, and the mountain States 
increased in area by over 100 percent. Cities below 
250,000 population in the South Central and Pacific 
States, and central cities below 100,000 in the Great 
Plains States also doubled in size. In each of the 
two most recent decades, 11 of the 15 cities which 
added at least 50 square miles were southern. ' 6  

A number of hypotheses are offered to explain 
regional differences. The New England States, and 
a number of other northern and east central States 
are largely blanketed with towns and townships. 
In New England particularly, the towns are munici- 
palities with traditions and powers which render 
them virtually immune from annexation. Only to a 
slightly lesser degree are towns and townships in a 
number of other northern States afforded protection 
from annexation. Where townships may not have 
legal immunity from annexation, they may never- 
theless be politically active and are likely to resist 
annexation, because, among other reasons, it usually 
results in the withdrawal of property from the 
township tax rolls. The South and the West are vir- 
tually without township government. Thus, regional 
differences in population growth stage of urban 
development, and permissiveness of annexation and 
incorporation statutes may affect differences in 
annexation activity. 

Socio-Economic Factors. Annexation is most 
likely to occur when the residents of the central 
city and the fringe areas resemble each other 
closely in educational levels, race, occupation, and 
income. 17 When central cities are the homes of large 
proportions of the middle class, they are more suc- 
cessful in extending their boundaries. As social and 
economic differentials increase in favor of the sub- 
urbs, annexation activity by the central city declines. 
The greatly reduced ability of poor central cities to 
annex affluent, well educated, suburban areas im- 
portantly reflects the efforts of the latter to protect 
their styles of living from those whose patterns 
differ. As one authority put it, 

People who have striven to place physical 
distance between. themselves and those with 
different status attributes are unlikely 
to look with favor upon attempts to remove 
identifiable boundaries between their com- 
munities and a socially dissimilar central 
city. 18 

Within central cities, black residents not uncom- 
monly resist annexation for fear that it would dilute 



their strength at a time when they are becoming 
majorities in a number of cities and influential mi- 
norities in others. Political leaders of older central 
cities may also perceive less "political hay" to be 
made in annexation campaigns than in the more 
elemental issues of housing, welfare, and safety. 

Age of Settlement of the City. Annexation to cen- 
tral cities is less likely to occur in older urbanized 
areas than it is in the younger ones. l 9  Age often 
brings inertia. It may also bring greater geographic 
segregation of socio-economic groups, which stems at 
least partially from the sharply differentiated quality 
of housing and public services in the older metro- 
politan areas. 

Form of Government. Central cities operating 
under the manager form of government are more 
likely to annex territory than are non-manager 
cities. This may reflect a greater willingness of 
middle-class suburban areas to be annexed by man- 
ager cities, reputed to be honest and efficient, or a 
greater annexation effort made by dominantly 
middle-class manager cities. 

Rationale 

In simpler times, reformers looked upon annexa- 
tion as a means of coordinating public services over 
an entire urban area, as a way of achieving econo- 
mies of scale, and as a method of allowing more 
citizens a formal voice in developing and ratifying 
decisions for an entire urban area. 

To,day the objectives of establishing areawide 
government through the annexation process stand 
little chance of being realized except in small or 
medium-sized cities. If at one time the dream had 
a base in reality for large urban places, today it is 
gone. On the one hand, urban concentrations have 
grown too rapidly, and thanks to the automobile, 
have sprawled too widely. On the other hand, deep- 
rooted beliefs in the legitimacy of local controls, 
reflected in statutory guarantees of popular deter- 
mination, have generally precluded its use as a tool 
for superimposing municipal boundaries over an 
entire metropolitan area. Additionally, the many 
new cities and towns which were spawned by easy 
incorporation statutes became roadblocks to political 
integration. 

Annexation, then, has come to play a useful, if 
less than comprehensive, role in local government 
boundary change. Perhaps its chief use today is to 
meet, on a piecemeal basis, previously unmet service 
needs of an urban fringe. When limited service juris- 
dictions are inadequate to suburban requirements for 
domestic water, sewage treatment, and other urban 
amenities, and the adjoining city is unwilling or un- 

able to provide them on an extramural basis, fringe 
residents often petition municipalities to grant them 
residency through annexation. 

From the standpoint of the municipality, motiva- 
tions for annexation are often economic and psycho- 
logical. In their continued financial straits, cities 
often seek to annex industrial property, commercial 
developments, and those residential areas that ,are 
likely to provide higher revenues than costs. A 
growth psychology of "bigger is better," which 
goes beyond economic considerations, occasionally 
fuels campaigns of city expansion. In conjunction 
with permissive annexation laws, these factors lead 
to competitive and defensive annexations to thwart 
imperialistic designs of other municipalities. 

Annexation Methods 
The general legislative power granted legislatures 

by all State constitutions is interpreted by the courts 
to include the authority to modify the boundaries of 
its local governments. 20 In New England, particu- 
larly, the legislatures have retained this power. How- 
ever, in most States, they have delegated the basic 
power of boundary adjustment to a variety of groups 
and jurisdictions. Direct citizen participation, 
through petitions and voting, is the single most 
dominant approach. In many States, local elected 
officials play prime roles. The judiciary is dominant 
in at least one State, and in recent years, a number 
of States have given increasing attention to adminis- 
trative commissions to guide and review local 
boundary adjustments. 

This review of annexation methods will follow the 
categories established by Sengstock and the 
National League of Cities. 22 

1. Legislative determination: Municipal 
boundary changes are made by special acts 
of the State legislature. 

2. Popular determination: The people use 
their political power to determine if a pro- 
posed municipal boundary change will 
take place. 

3. Municipal determination: A unit of local 
government is authorized to extend its 
boundaries by unilateral action of its 
governing body. 

4. Judicial determination: The court deter- 
mines if a proposed boundary change shall 
take place. 

5. Quasi-legislative determination: An 
independent non-judicial tribunal or board 
is empowered to determine if a proposed 
annexation shall take place. 



Typically, a State's annexation laws will encom- 
pass a variety of methods and employ a number of 
groups in boundary change. 

Legislative Determination. In this century, State 
legislatures which have retained full authority over 
boundary adjustment have used their powers spar- 
ingly, and have moved no further than States with 
other types of annexation systems in planning and 
ordering the outlines of the governmental systems 
within their own urban areas. From 1950 to 1970, 
while the average large city in this country doubled 
in area, those in New England, where legislative 
determination is the dominant annexation method, 
increased by only 5.3 percent. In Florida and in 
Georgia, which have no New England-type towns 
to stymie annexation, optional legislative deter- 
mination of boundaries occasionally has been the 
means of circumventing other restrictive annexa- 
tion provisions. Legislative determination, then, 
occasionally allows action where none otherwise 
could take place, and on other occasions it has been 
a means to supersede an unpopular decision made by 
another method. 

Legislative determination of boundaries usually 
carries with it problems traditionally associated with 
special legislation -lack of knowledge or interest 
in annexation matters by legislators whose districts 
are not involved, and a dependence upon and a will- 
ingness to go along with district delegations with 
strong local interests in particular annexation pro- 
ceedings. As with other special legislation, annexa- 
tion by statute diverts legislative energies which 
might more properly be directed toward higher- 
priority policy questions. 

Popular Determination. A deep-rooted American 
belief that the citizen should have a vote on matters 
directly affecting his interests is well illustrated in 
State annexation laws. Citizens play a critical role in 
the process in about three-fifths of the States. 23 Per- 
sons most commonly involved are the voters or 
property holders in the area proposed for annexa- 
tion. A number of State laws provide for voting par- 
ticipation by voters in the annexing and less 
commonly, by the voters of the entire jurisdiction 
faced with prospective loss of land. In some in- 
stances, action by only one group is required; in 
others, there is joint initiation of annexation pro- 
ceedings by petition; and ratification of a proposed 
action in a referendum may be involved. 

Popular determination has powerful support in the 
argument that it is the democratic way of boundary 
adjustment. Critics maintain that democracy exists 
only within a community, and that, measured by 
social "spillovers" and "spill-ins," areas in which 
the electorate votes on annexation matters are not 

ordinarily inclusive enough to qualify as communi- 
ties. In systems of popular determination, particu- 
larly when the residents of outlying areas have ex- 
clusive authority to initiate annexation proceedings 
and to veto proposals, legitimate metropolitan-wide 
interests are under-represented. 

Unilateral Municipal Annexation. Statutes in 
more than half the States grant municipalities com- 
plete or substantial power to change boundaries on 
their own motion without the consent of the area 
being annexed. Municipal annexation decisions 
under unilateral procedures are made by the council 
or the electorate of the city. However, this power 
is commonly restricted to a very limited number of 
cities or to selected types of annexations. 

In a few States, municipal authority to annex is 
broad. In Texas, at least 75 home-rule cities have 
taken advantage of State laws to write charters 
allowing them to annex unilaterally; in Missouri, 
the power accrues to all cities with home-rule status. 
In North Carolina, cities are allowed to annex 
territory without referenda if they can demonstrate 
that the proposed annexation meets statutory stan- 
dards of development and that the cities will pro- 
vide necessary urban services within a certain time 
period. 25 

Municipal self-determination procedures may 
stimulate annexation activity. In 1970, of the five 
cities to have added the largest areas by annexa- 
tion, four were armed with the power to annex uni- 
laterally. Oklahoma City has taken advantage of 
its State's unilateral annexation laws to encom- 
pass the third largest land area of any American 
city, growing from 51 to 648 square miles from 
1950 to 1970. 26 

Home rule cities in Texas have used this power 
most intensively. Before 1963, the almost complete 
freedom of councils to annex provided some central 
cities in Texas the opportunity to expand their 
boundaries as their metropolitan areas expanded. 
Large annexations were commonplace, although in 
most places they did not result in consolidated 
metropolitan government. 

This freedom of action allowed cities to select 
those areas for annexation which would strengthen 
their tax bases, and to reject those areas which 
promised to cost heavily and to provide little tax 
revenue. Needs of the fringe generally and of the 
total metropolitan area could be ignored. This free- 
dom also stimulated "land-grabbing" competitive 
annexation, and defensive incorporation of small 
cities to prevent annexation by their neighbors. In 
numerous instances, cities annexed large areas which 
could not be furnished basic municipal services such 
as streets, sidewalks, and sewage disposal. 

To curb a number of these abuses, in 1963 the 



Texas legislature passed legislation which limited 
the amount of territory a city may annex annually, 
established a time limitation for the completion of 
individual annexation proceedings, and attempted 
to assure that municipal services are provided newly 
annexed territory. This law may be partly responsi- 
ble for a slightly slackened pace of annexation in 
Texas during the past decade, and for the decline 
in the number of cities in that State which.increased 
their proportion of their metropolitan areas. During 
the 1950's, 19 hiked their shares; during the 1960's, 
only 11 did.27 

In 1963 North Carolina established certain re- 
quirements to be met before annexation could take 
place. To prevent the addition of territory which 
either did not need or could not be !given urban 
services, the statute directed that areas ti be annexed 
must meet explicit standards of urbanization; in 
addition, the annexing city must prepare a state- 
ment describing its plans for providing municipal 
services to the area. 28 

Judicial Determination. Under a system of judicial 
determination, courts decide whether a proposed 
annexation shall take place and in certain cases 
modify or attach conditions to the proposal. This is 
distinguished from judicial review which involves 
considerations of technical requirements of the an- 
nexation law. 29' 

Virginia claims the most extensive experience with 
judicial annexation. There the courts have been the 
primary instruments for adjusting municipal'bounda- 
ries since 1902. Requests for boundary change origi- 
nate from fringe areas, a county board, or city or 
town council. The petition goes to an ad hoe annexa- 
tion court composed of the circuit court judge of the 
county in which the annexation is proposed, and two 
judges from outlying counties. The court orders the 
annexation if it meets statutory and judicial stan- 
dards and may set it aside if it does not. It may 
also redefine proposed boundaries, and establish 
financial terms for the annexation. 

The annexing city must convince the court that it 
is more capable of providing urban services than the 
county from which it wishes to take territory. On 
this principle, the city of Alexandria, Virginia, was - 
denied a request to annex a part of suburban Fair- 
fax County, which provides the range of municipal 
services. 

With judicial annexation, Virginia cities have been 
able to annex territory systematically as urbaniza- 
tion requires, while avoiding the excesses associated 
with unguided unilateral municipal annexation. It 
may be at least partially credited with the rela- 
tively small number of municipal incorporations in 
Virginia's metropolitan areas. It is not known 
whether these conclusions could also be drawn in a 

State lacking Virginia's local government and politi- 
cal culture. That it is fundamentally acceptable to 
the people in Virginia is evidenced by the almost 
three-quarters of a century that they have lived with 
it, and that on at least three occasions study groups 
of the State legislature have found it a sound ap- 
proach. 

The leading student of the Virginia system, Pro- 
fessor Chester Bain, has also assessed it favorably, 
but has suggested that the process could be .im- 
proved by adding a permanent advisory commission 
to do research and to provide continuing expertise 
in boundary  determination^.^^ Another approach to 
applying objective, continuing expertise to boundary 
determinations is through the use of the administra- 
tive commission, to which we now turn. 

Administrative Determination. For at least a cen- 
tury, administrative agencies have increasingly ex- 
ercised "quasi-legislative" discretion, but it has been, 
only recently that the use of such bodies for local 
boundary adjustment has been given much attention. 
In about a half-dozen States, legislatures (and the 
constitution in Alaska) have designated agencies 
to play discretionary roles in such matters as re- 
viewing petitions, initiating proposals, offering 
advice, and making determinations relating to 
boundary adjustments. This experience is limited to 
the Pacific Coast States of Alaska, California, 
Oregon, and Washington, and to the upper Midwest 
States of Michigan and Minnesota. The latter 
pioneered the experiment in 1959. 

In a few States, administrative power relating to 
boundary matters has been assigned on a completely 
ad hoe or ex officio basis; in others, agencies have 
been established which have never functioned; in 
still others, they have been given only advisory 
powers, or ministerial powers with authority only 
to determine facts and then to issue orders on the 
basis of their determinations. These will not be 
considered here. 3 1  Operating boundary adjustment 
boards with determinative powers are considered in 
the following section. 

Boundary Adjustment Boards 

Permanent local boundary adjustment boards are 
presently operating in six States. In Alaska, Minne- 
sota, and Michigan a single commission is given 
statewide responsibilities. In California, Oregon, 
and Washington, legislation mandated or authorized 
continuing boundary adjustment boards at the 
county or metropolitan-area levels. 

In each of the six States, the boards are given 
power to approve or disapprove proposals for an- 
nexation or incorporation, and to alter proposals 
before them. Statutes in four of the six States grant 



limited authority to initiate boundary adjustment 
proceedings. 

The State legislation provides an incomplete pic- 
ture of actual initiative exercised by these boards. 
Historically, a low level of funding and staffing has 
dampened commission initiative in boundary adjust- 
ment matters in Alaska and Minnesota. Further, 
the energy and commitment with which a board 
pursues its assignment depends importantly on the 
level of support it senses it has in the community 
and in the legislature. If the legislature acts as a 
grievance board for localities which feel their rights 
are violated, the leverage the boundary commission 
is able to impose will be lessened. 

On the other hand, where administrative staff and 
legislative and executive support are adequate, 
boundary commissions may utilize statutory authori- 
ty more effectively. In California, for example, where 
there is no direct authority to initiate boundary 
actions, a number of commissions with strong leader- 
ship have assumed initiative in shaping local bounda- 
ry patterns. 

The boundary adjustment process utilized by the 
commissions have generally been superimposed upon 
existing procedures of local initiation and refer- 
endum, and do not supplant them. In the exceptional 
case of Alaska, it was the intent of the constitu- 
tion that Local Boundary Commission procedures 
would supersede the pre-existing statutes of local 
petition and approval. As it developed, the latter 
have been widely used. In most boundary board 
States, local boundary commissions approve, modify, 
or veto actions which were initiated and voted upon 
in local communities. 

Appeals from the decisions of boundary review 
boards are most commonly made to the courts and 
to the local electorate. In Alaska, decisions of the 
Local Boundary Commission are subject to veto by 
the legislature. 

Commission Membership. Permanent member- 
ship of. boundary review boards ranges from three 
in Minnesota and Michigan to 11 on the Portland 
area and the King County (Seattle) commissions. 
Terms range from three to six years. In Minnesota 
and Michigan, two officers of the county in which 
a boundary change is proposed sit as members of 
the commission. With two exceptions, all permanent 
members of local boundary boards are appointed by 
their respective governors. In California, on each 
five-man Local Agency Formation Commission two 
are city officials chosen by their fellows, two are 
county supervisors chosen by the board, and one 
representative of the general public is chosen by the 
other four. 

The governor of Washington is required to choose 
a number of local boundary commissioners from lists 

of nominees supplied him by county commissioners, 
city mayors, and special district officers within the 
county In which the board is to work. Washington 
is the sole State in which positions on the boundary 
boards are earmarked for representatives of special 
districts. At the other extreme, Oregon law stipu- 
lates that no local elective or appointive official 
shall serve as a member of a commission, presum- 
ably on the theory that local officials would be too 
sensitive to parochial pressures. 32 

Staff. In most cases, States and counties have 
given their boundary commissions minimum re- 
sources with which to do their work. The Portland 
area commission has three full-time staff; the 
Seattle area and the Michigan commissions have 
two. The Alaska Boundary Commission is staffed 
by a small Local Affairs Agency. The Minnesota 
Municipal Commission employs two-and-a-half 
full-time staff and solicits supplementary expertise 
from other State agencies. 

The most adequately staffed boundary adjustment 
bodies are found in certain of the larger California 
counties, where the county administrator or his 
assistant is also the administrative head of the unit. 
Without separate staff, the administrator in those 
counties takes advantage of his strategic position to 
utilize-the county's manpower resources in boundary 
work. 

Boundary Commissions with Statewide Jurisdic- 
tion. The first boundary commissions were estab- 
lished by Alaska and Minnesota in 1959 and were 
the only bodies with statewide authority until the 
Michigan legislature established its own board in 
1969 to act on incorporation and consolidation is- 
sues. Only in 1971 was the latter given authority 
to review annexation proposals involving Michigan 
municipalities. 

In their early years, the Alaska and Minnesota 
bodies experienced the suspicion and antagonism 
of their legislatures, and less than complete sup- 
port. The Alaska Local Boundary Commission early 
assumed an activist role in organizing borough gov- 
ernment, and in the process lost public support in 
the State, especially in the cities. Since then "local 
boundary problems - concerning annexation in par- 
ticular- have been dealt with cautiously, if at all." 33 

An ex-director of the Local Affairs Agency holds 
that if the agency had not been established in the 
constitution, it might have been abolished. 34 For the 
most part, boundary adjustments today follow re- 
strictive procedures involving local initiation and 
approval provided for in territorial and state law. 35 

In its early years the Municipal Commission in 
Minnesota also lacked complete legislative support. 
Although it was established primarily to control the 



incorporation of small municipalities, a few suc- 
cessful end-runs for incorporation were made to the 
legislature by township officials after requests by 
the latter had been denied by the commission. 36 

A major study of the first decade of Minnesota's 
experience assessed the influence of the Municipal 
Commission upon local government boundary and 
incorporation patterns and arrived at these basic 
findings: 

First, the pre-commission wave of small 
incorporations was stopped. During the 
1950-59 period, 4 1 suburban municipalities 
in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area were in- 
corporated with a mean size of 13.6 square 
miles. During the period of commission 
participation from 1960-68 only eight 
municipalities were created in the rapidly- 
growing metropolitan area. These eight 
cities averaged 27.5 square miles. Twelve 
incorporations were denied in the latter 
period. In addition, it is reasonable to 
assume that a number of prospective incor- 
porators were discouraged from submitting 
proposals to a commission which was 
biased toward fewer and larger munici- 
palities. 

Second, the historic pattern of routine, 
piecemeal, owner-initiated annexations 
continued in the first decade of the com- 
mission's work. From 1959-68, it granted 
1,103 of 1,257 annexation petitions sub- 
mitted. The median size of annexation was 
about nine acres. The commission's at- 
tempts to stimulate the annexation of large 
parcels generally resulted in defeat at the 
hands of local voters.37 

Third, the authority to review each 
decade the status of townships of 2,000 or 
more population, and to start proceedings 
for incorporation or annexation was viewed 
as an opportunity for commission initiative 
in planning local political structures. Two 
problems prevented full implementation of 
this power: The existing referendum re- 
quirement doomed proposals for large- 
scale annexations; and appropriations were 
inadequate to review thoroughly the status 
of townships.38 

In summary, since 1959 the commission has 
drastically reduced the pre-commission rate of 
increase of new municipal incorporations in the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul area; it has also succeeded in 
doubling their average size. A 1967 survey of town- 

ship, municipal, and county officials and Minnesota 
attorneys revealed that each group thought the Com- 
mission had done an "adequate job." A majority of 
municipal officials, however, felt its power should be 
broadened.39 

Local Boards for Boundary Adjustment. Boundary 
adjustment boards were established in the 1960's 
in the West Coast States of California, Oregon, and 
Washington. California, which organized local 
boundary commissions in 1963, has had the longest 
and most extensive experience with them. Boundary 
commissions in Washington and Oregon were in- 
augurated in 1967 and 1969 respectively. 

Each of the contiguous Pacific States relies on 
county or metropolitan area boards for boundary 
adjustment. Boundary commissions are organized in 
47 of the 48 California counties (in all but San 
Francisco), but are found in only the largest urban 
areas in Washington and Oregon. In Washington, 
they are mandatory in the eight Class AA and Class 
A counties, and optional in all others. In Oregon, 
boundary agencies are mandatory in the Portland, 
Salem, and Eugene metropolitan areas, and may be 
organized in other areas of the State on a single or 
multiple county basis. They are variously called 
"Local Agency Formation Commissions" (LAF- 
CO's) in California, "Boundary Review Boards" in 
Washington, and "Local Government Boundary 
Commissions" in Oregon. 

In addition to reviewing petitions for municipal 
annexations and incorporations, the commissions in 
each of the three States consider proposals relating 
to the dissolution, annexation, and consolidation of 
non-school special districts. 

In terms of numbers of actions, annexation pro- 
posals dominate the work of the commissions in 
these Pacific Coast States. Of the cases over which 
the Salem area board (officially the Lane County 
Local Government Boundary Commission) took 
jurisdiction in 1971-1972, all but two dealt with 
annexation. One hundred ten of the 118 cases before 
the Portland Commission concerned annexation. It 
is reported that of all proposals studied by Califor- 
nia's LAFCO's about 94 percent are either pro- 
posals for annexation of uninhabited lands to munici- 
palities, or annexations to special districts. All 
other kinds of actions, including annexation of in- 
habited lands to municipalities, account for the 
remaining 6 percent.40 

Most petitions for annexation are approved. 
Boundary commissions generally look with favor up- 
on annexations of fringe areas as opposed to separate 
municipal incorporation or special district forma- 
tion. In California, about one percent of the pro- 
posals to add land to existing cities are denied. In 
1971-72, the Salem area commission denied four of 



34; and Portland's, in the calendar year 1971, denied 
seven of 7 1 petitions. 

This does not mean that annexation actions are 
routinely approved. In the Portland and Salem 
metropolitan areas approximately one in four an- 
nexation proposals is modified by the boundary 
commissions. In California, close to 10 percent of 
proposed annexations are approved with conditions 
attached.41 Typically, when annexation areas are 
enlarged, reduced, or reshaped, the commission has 
attempted to make them easier to service, to pro- 
vide a more equitable tax distribution, or to allow 
for more effective area planning. 

The contribution local boundary cominissions 
make to annexation cannot be judged completely by 
the number of annexation proposals denied or 
approved, with or without modification. A number 
of weak or frivolous annexation proposals inevitably 
remain unfiled because the would-be introducer 
recognizes that such action would be futile, and 
other proposals are withdrawn from consideralion in 
the face of pending disapproval by the c o m m i ~ s i o n . ~ ~  

Similarly, incorporations of municipalities are re- 
viewed by these local boundary commissions. One 
analysis of California cities subjected to pre-incor- 
poration LAFCO review concluded that the commis- 
sions had virtually eliminated special interest and 
defensive incorporations, and new incorporations 
generally appeared to be slowing.43 In the limited 
period during which commissions have been operat- 
ing in Washington and Oregon, no new municipal 
incorporations have been approved. 

Boundary commissions are apparently having 
some impact upon the growth of special districts in 
California and Oregon, where the State legislatures 
have directed the commissions to give special dis- 
tricts close scrutiny.44 The growth of special dis- 
tricts in California is slowing down. Whereas special 
districts increased by 572 in the 1952-62 period, 
in the decade 1962-72 the number came to only 342. 
The decline in new special districts by 230 during 
the latter decade may be partially explained by 
LAFCO activities. Since its organization in 1969, 
the Portland commission has reduced the number of 
governmental units in that area from 303 to 198 by 
merging such units as highway lighting districts 
with county service districts. During 197 1, a slow- 
down appeared in this reduction, when the com- 
mission began proposing simplification of stronger 
special districts, which possess greater resources 
for resisting reorganization. 

Spheres of l nfluence 
From their authority to review proposals, bounda- 

ry commissions have been cast in a basically nega- 
tive role. Initially, the authority to study and 

recommend changes, and to initiate proposals, were 
uncommon powers. 

Either by statutory direction, or on the basis of a 
commission position, boundary agencies are in- 
creasingly embarking on a policy of guiding local 
government growth by encouraging or requiring 
cities to describe their "spheres of influence" or ex- 
pansion zones. A "sphere of influence" is the area 
which a municipality is expected eventually to annex. 
A number of rationales have been extended in sup- 
port of the development of spheres of influence 
plans: 45 

(I)  when such plans have been developed, 
competitive, preemptive, and defensive 
annexations are eliminated; 

(2) decisions relating to special district 
formation and change are greatly simpli- 
fied if plans for municipal assumption of 
urban functions are known and scheduled; 

(3) knowing the eventual limits of its juris- 
diction, the annexing city will be better 
able to plan physical facilities and land-use 
control; and 

(4) fringe areas will have advance knowl- 
edge of zoning and subdivision standards, 
thus facilitating private and public plan- 
ning in the outlying areas. 

Boundary commissions are increasingly becoming 
catalysts in the development of spheres of influence 
plans for cities. In 1971, the California legislature 
directed all LAFCO's to prepare with the cities with- 
in their jurisdictions spheres of influence plans for 
all municipalities. This usually involves joint negoti- 
ations between the LAFCO and the cities which con- 
sider an unincorporated area to be within their in- 
dividual expansion zone. 

Local boundary commissions in Oregon are also 
participating in the development of spheres of in- 
fluence. The Eugene and Portland area commissions 
have established policies of denying annexation 
petitions until the petitioning city's eventual bounda- 
ries and the uses proposed for the areas to be an- 
nexed have been determined. These plans are for- 
mulated by the concerned city and county and the 
regional planning organization. A sphere of influ- 
ence plan and a land-use plan for the prospective 
annexation must be formulated before the Portland 
commission will consider a proposed boundary 
change. In 1972, the Eugene commission also stipu- 
lated that it would not approve: 

. . . the expansion of the boundaries of 
any city in Lane County until such city 



Table V-I 
Amount of Functional Consolidation Prior to City-County Consolidation Attempt 

None1 Minor Major 
(1 -8 instances) (more than 8 

instances) 

Successful Jacksonville, Florida Columbus, Georgia 
Consolidations Lexington, Kentucky Juneau, Alaska 

Nashville, Tennessee 

Unsuccessful Anchorage, Alaska Albuquerque, New 
Consolidations Ft. Pierce, Florida Mexico 

Macon, Georgia Augusta, Georgia 
Pensacola, Florida Charlotte, North 
Tallahassee, Florida Carolina 
Tampa, Florida 

'There may have been some functional consolidation in these areas, but no study of these consolidation efforts 
mentioned any mergers at all. If they did exist, they did not affect the outcorne. 

Table V-2 
City-County Consolidations: 

1945-72 

Consolidations 
Small-Population 

Carson Ctiy-Ormsby Co., Nev. 
Juneau-Greater Juneau Borough, Alaska 
Sitka-Greater Sitka Borough, Alaska 

Virginia 
Hampton-Elizabeth City Co. 
Virginia Beach-Princess Anne Co. 
South Norfolk-Norfolk Co. 
Whaleyville and Holland-Nansemond Co. 

Central City-County in SMSA's 
Baton Rouge-East Baton Rouge Parish, La 

Nashville-Davidson Co., Tenn. 

Jacksonville-Duvall Co., Fla. 
I ndianapolis-Marion Co., I nd. 
Columbus-M U S C O ~ ~ ~  Co., Ga. 
Lexington-Fayette Co., Ky. 

Consolidated 
Government 
Name 

Carson City 
City and Borough of Juneau 
Greater Sitka Borough 

Hampton 
Virginia Beach 
Chesapeake 
Nansemond 

Parish of East Baton Rouge and 

Popula- 
tion of 
Consoli- 
dated Popula- 
Govern- tion in 

Year of ment SMSA 
Adoption ' (1970) (1970) 

the City of Baton Rouge 1947 285,167 185,167 
The Metropolitan Government of 

Nashville and Davidson County I962 447,877 541,108 
Jacksonville 1967 528,865 528,865 
l ndianapolis 1969 792,229 1,109,882 
Columbus 1970 167,377 238,584 
Lexington-Fayette Urban County 

Government 1972 792,229 174,323 

" In November 1972, Nansemond and Suffolk voted to become the consolidated City of Suffolk in January, 1974. 



furnishes the boundary commission with a 
plan identifying its spheres of influence 
or urban boundary and its priorities for 
annexation. Such boundary plan shall con- 
sider the logical and timely ability of the 
city to serve its influence area.46 

In Minnesota, the Municipal Commission has 
begun to play an arbitrator-negotiator role in the 
development of spheres of influence plans. A 1969 
act in that State stipulates that township boards and 
city councils under the leadership of the boundary 
commission must agree upon the eventual annexa- 
tion limits of Minnesota municipalities. 

Initially, most local boundary commissions were 
given an essentially negative role of considering 
proposals made at the local level, with only limited 
discretion in initiating boundary policy. Even this 
power was given grudgingly. In a few instances 
legislatures directly intervened in boundary cases, 
and generally they funded boundary commission 
work meagerly. 

Apparently this attitude is changing and legis- 
lative support for administrative determination of 
boundaries is increasing. No State that has actually 
launched a local boundary commission has later 
terminated the experiment. Increasing support is 
not evidenced so much by the increasing size of 
boundary work budgets as it is by legislative di- 
rectives adding to commission workloads relating to 
annexation, special district consolidation, and 
coordination of development of city spheres of in- 
fluence. The latter role can conceivably provide not 
only a set of lower-tier governments for urban areas, 
but a framework for planning the range of govern- 
mental services in the areas eventually to be incor- 
porated in a municipality. 

CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATION 

City-county consolidation is broadly defined as the 
merger of a county with one or more of its munici- 
palities within its borders into a single unit of 
g~vernment .~ '  These consolidations often extend to 
special purpose districts. Each merger differs in the 
extent to which city and county offices are inte- 
grated, and in the numbers of autonomous and semi- 
autonomous policy sub-systems which remain after 
unification has taken place. 

The concept of city-county consolidation as an 
approach to areawide problems is not a recent de- 
velopment. The idea was first implemented in 1805, 
when New Orleans and Orleans Parish merged. Be- 
tween that date and 1907, four additional consoli- 
dations took place.48 All were effected by legisla- 
tive mandate, without local referenda. During the 
next four decades, no new consolidations took place. 

In contrast with the scattered mergers of the 
nineteenth century, and the hiatus in consolidation 
action during most of the first half of the twentieth, 
American experience during the past decade with 
this one-government approach appears relatively 
significant. The 1 1 city-county consolidations ap- 
proved since 1962 represent more adoptions than 
occurred during the previous century and a half. 
But from another perspective, the number of city- 
county consolidations in the United States is unim- 
pressive. In 1970, of the 127 single-county SMSA's 
in the United States, only three were city-county 
consolidations. 

The effect of functional consolidation on ultimate 
city-county consolidation is a subject of.  debate. 
Many feel that the former is a step toward the lat- 
ter, while others find it a hindrance. Some have 
held that improved services resulting from func- 
tional consolidations may inhibit comprehensive 
change by lessening public demand for more exten- 
sive ref0rm.4~ 

An analysis of five of the seven consolidation 
attempts that have succeeded since 1962 and nine of 
the 13 which have failed in the same periods0 shows 
that functional consolidation is not a necessary 
step in total consolidation (See Table V-1). In the 
successful consolidations there is no evidence of 
prior functional consolidation in three instances and 
only minor consolidation in the other two. In the 
unsuccessful attempts, three had a significant num- 
ber of functions consolidated and seven had a few. 

This data does not conclusively show that func- 
tional consolidation impedes total consolidation. 
information was not available for all consolidations 
and attempts. Where functional consolidation did 
occur it was often in low-visibility services of which 
citizens would be only peripherally aware. And, 
finally, each consolidation effort contained unique 
factors which could have independently counteracted 
any effect of functional consolidation. 

Post-World- War-I I consolidations fall into three 
groupings: sparsely populated counties in the West, 
counties in Virginia, and the medium-sized metro- 
politan counties, which are of chief concern in this 
analysis.' Curiously, of the 13 post- World- War-I1 
consolidations, five involved State capital cities. 

The Small-Population and the Virginia 
Consolidations 

Three consolidations were completed in Western, 
basically rural, settings: Carson City-Ormsby 
County, Nevada (1969); Juneau-Greater Juneau 
Borough, Alaska (1969); and Sitka-Greater Sitka 
Borough, Alaska (1971). Although the land areas 
of these consolidations are sizeable (indeed the 
Juneau consolidation resulted in the largest land 



area of any municipality in the United States), none 
of these unified governments can claim more than 
20,000 people. 

Virginia has had four successful city-county con- 
solidations, all in the Tidewater area. They are 
Hampton-Elizabeth City County (1952); Virginia 
Beach-Princess Anne County (1962); South Norfolk- 
Norfolk County (1962); and Whaleyville and Hol- 
land-Nansemond (1971). In addition, voters in five 
other areas in Virginia have rejected proposals for 
unification within the past quarter-century. 

In no other State have there been so many city- 
county consolidation campaigns, or as many as four 
completed mergers. One student suggests that a 
unique set of factors in Virginia combined to make 
the mergers possible.51 These include the absence of 
constitutional or statutory barriers to consolidation, 
substantial previous experience with functional con- 
solidation, and the linkage of respected conservative 
State and local political leadership to each other and 
to the consolidation proposals. Finally, the com- 
bination in Virginia of a system of city-county 
separation and a workable annexation system can 
lead to the depletion of a county's tax base, its popu- 
lation, and its political influence. The resulting 
threats of annexation of urbanized areas by cities 
triggered consolidation moves by counties fearful of 
being "nibbled to death." 

None of the Virginia consolidations encompassed 
as much as one-half of the SMSA's of which they are 
a part. The successful merger proposals in Virginia 
were not intended to solve metropolitan problems; 
rather they were promoted "to minimize future 
governmental change and to preserve the status quo 
by abolishing the existing local governments and 
creating consolidated city governments."52 David 
Temple comments: 

(F)rom the viewpoint of the traditional 
metropolitan area reformer, the Tidewater 
mergers probably were undertaken for the 
wrong reasons and involved the wrong 
governments. The significant issues of the 
mergers did not include the overlap or du- 
plication of functions or services, the es- 
tablishment of uniform levels of service, 
or any other aspect of economy or effici- 
ency. Little or no concern was given to pro- 
moting the unity of the metropolitan area. 
In fact, none of the traditional reasons of- 
fered by reformers on behalf of local gov- 
ernment consolidation since 1900 were fac- 
tors in the Tidewater mergers except on an 
individual basis. 53 

The Central City Consolidations in SM SA's 
During the past quarter century, six city-county 

consolidations encompassed most of the population 

in their respective SMSA's, and resulted from cam- 
paigns undertaken with the intent of creating metro- 
politan area governments. In each of three-Baton 
Rouge-East Baton Rouge Parish, Jacksonville-Duval 
County, and Lexington-Fayette County - the con- 
solidated area was coterminous with the SMSA. 
Each of the other three consolidations - Nashville- 
Davidson County, Indianapolis-Marion County, and 
Columbus-Muscogee County - encompassed at least 
70 percent of the population of their respective 
metropolitan areas. These consolidations were of 
medium-sized SMSA's with 1970 populations rang- 
ing from 167,000 to 792,000. Successful consolida- 
tions thus occurred in neither very large nor very 
small metropolitan areas. 

Five of the six consolidations occurred in the 
South, where State politics was historically of the 
one-party variety, and where the typical pattern of 
local government is less complex than it is in most 
places in the country. Fayette County contained but 
the one municipality of Lexington; Davidson County 
had seven incorporations. Special districts were also 
not numerous in the southern consolidated counties, 
and most of these districts possessed limited inde- 
pendence. 

The Indianapolis-Marion County consolidation is 
the only metropolitan city-county merger outside the 
South during the twentieth century, and the only 
one to have been mandated by a State legislature. 
It occurred at a point in time when the county legis- 
lative delegation, the central city mayor, and the 
State governor were all of the same political per- 
suasion, as were majorities of the central city 
council, the county council, and both houses of the 
State legislature. 

This consolidation is also distinguished by the 
large number of local governments within the merg- 
ing county - nine townships, 1 1 school districts, 
16 non-school special districts, and 23 cities and 
towns. Of the numerous suburban municipalities, 
only three had more than 10,000 inhabitants, and 
none had as many as 20,000.54 

Representation. The legislative authority of each 
of the six jurisdictions is vested in a unicameral 
council. In Baton Rouge, where the city remained 
a legal entity to take advantage of State tax laws, 
the seven councilmen from within the city serve as 
the policymaking body for strictly city matters, and 
constitute seven-elevenths of the consolidated coun- 
cil. Council sizes range from 10 to 19, except for 
Unigov with its 29 members, and Nashville-David- 
son with its 40. The latter was considered over- 
sized by leadership there, but local traditions of 
large legislative bodies made the number seem politi- 
cally necessary.55 

The single-member district system dominates four 
of six representation systems, reflecting a conscious 



attempt to inject local points-of-view into the coun- 
cils. From one-eighth to one-third of four of the new 
legislative bodies are elected at large. On the other 
hand, six of 10 of the Columbus-Muscogee council 
members are elected on an areawide basis. In the 
Baton Rouge-East Baton Rouge Parish consolida- 
tion, seven councilmen are elected at large within 
Ward I (the area within the city) and the two other 
wards each serve as two-member districts. 

In Indianapolis, a system of community councils is 
authorized to bring highly local viewpoints to bear 
upon policy matters. The Indiana legislature in 1972 
directed- Unigov to prepare a plan for the subdivision 
of the consolidated government into communities, 
which are to hold referenda to determine whether or 
not each wishes to organize its community council. 
Apparently the community councils are intended to 
serve as formally authorized neighborhood associa- 
tions with review, but not determinative, powers 
over matters affecting their areas.56 

Each of the six consolidated governments is head- 
ed by a popularly elected mayor chosen for a four- 
year term. An administrative officer is provided by 
charter in three jurisdictions to free the mayor for 
his political and policy roles. 

How Much Consolidation? City-county consolida- 
tion has rarely meant the merger of all local govern- 
ment units within the county. During the past 
quarter century, each metropolitan consolidation has 
been in fact a partial consolidation, possessing cer- 
tain characteristics of a federated government. By 
excluding certain small municipalities and functional 
special districts from the consolidated government, a 
certain amount of dissonance in a merger campaign 
can be muted. In Jacksonville, four municipalities 
remain; under the Baton Rouge plan, two; in Nash- 
ville-Davidson County, six; in Columbus-Muscogee 
County, one. As was noted above, Lexington was the 
sole pre-merger municipality in Fayette County. 

In the Indianapolis area, the four suburban cities 
of more than 5,000 population were excluded from 
the territorial jurisdiction and tax base of the con- 
solidated city, although they still remain a part of 
the county. In that somewhat complex consolidated 
government, both the City of Indianapolis and the 
County of Marion continue as legal entities. 

In four of the six consolidations the school func- 
tion was excluded. The number of non-school dis- 
tricts was reduced but not eliminated in most cases. 
The proponents of Unigov decided early that an 
attempt to consolidate the 11 separate school sys- 
tems in Marion County would threaten and likely 
kill the consolidation proposal. Similarly, Unigov 
strategists left the nine townships untouched, al- 
though their functions are very limited.57 

Consolidated city-counties bring substantial but 

not necessarily complete integration of the execu- 
tive function. County offices are often established 
as elective positions by the State constitution, and 
the incumbents in these offices often have personal 
political followings of their own. In each of the six 
mergers, a number of elective constitutional county 
officers exercise substantial independence. The 
sheriff, for example, remains popularly elected in 
each of the unified governments. Other county of- 
ficials such as assessor, district attorney, auditor, 
and clerk of the court are similarly insulated by 
their constitutional status and are immune from 
drastic local redefinition of their roles. 

To a limited extent, however, the consolidated 
government may restrict the independence of even 
constitutional officers. In Jacksonville, for example, 
constitutional county officers are subjected to execu- 
tive budget controls, and to the requirement that 
they must operate through the consolidated Depart- 
ment of Central Services in matters of purchasing, 
personnel, and legal services .58 

Although local semi-independent boards and com- 
missions are not usually mandated by State consti- 
tutions in the way county officers are, they are not 
consistently absorbed in the new departments of the 
consolidated government. Existing multi-member 
policy bodies commonly retain their positions with 
little change in their independence. The Unigov 
bill, for example, specifically preserved the pre- 
existing Airport Authority, the County Board of 
Public Welfare, the City-County Building Authority, 
and the Capital Improvement Board. 

Service Districts. A key feature of most city- 
county consolidations is the service district. Needs 
for public goods and services vary widely with the 
boundaries of a consolidated government; service 
districts allow their financing on a differential 
basis. 

The charters of four of the six consolidation59 
provide for "general services districts." Each of 
these districts encompasses an entire consolidated 
area; throughout each a uniform taxing rate and ser- 
vice level applies. Each charter also calls for "urban 
services districts" ("full urban services district" in 
Lexington-Fayette County) for, at  a minimum, the 
"old" central city. 

The urban services districts for the old cities of 
Lexington and Nashville are expandable, and in the 
Columbus-Muscogee and Jacksonville consolidations 
separate urban services districts may be established 
to provide varying levels of benefits to various ur- 
banized areas. Distinct from "full urban" and 
"general services" districts, the Lexington-Fayette 
County charter provides for a third category-the 
"partial urban services district."60 

The small, independent municipalities in Nash- 



ville-Davidson continue to function, but can con- 
tract with the consolidated government for urban- 
type services. The four small cities in Jacksonville, 
technically urban services districts, also continue 
to function. Since they now have no power of munici- 
pal taxation, the consolidated government has pro- 
vided them with limited "in lieu" funds.61 

In 1947, before the term "service district" came 
into use, the Baton Rouge Plan of Government 
established an "urban area," an "industrial area," 
and a "rural area." Municipal tax rates were and are 
applied to the urban area, which encompasses the 
greatly expanded "old" city of Baton Rouge. The 
parish tax rate is imposed in the rural and indus- 
trial areas. Industries were allowed the rural rate 
on the condition they provide their own municipal 
services.62 

Consolidated government has had limited effect 
upon financing and providing public services in 
Indianapolis-Marion County. The pattern remains 
complex since townships, small municipalities, and 
special districts continue to participate in meeting 
urban and rural needs. Also, special service dis- 
tricts (controlled by the mayor and council) are 
provided for such basic urban services as fire, police, 
and sanitation. The single most significant func- 
tional consolidation relates to the road construction 
and maintenance. This function, which in pre-con- 
solidation days was provided by the city, the county, 
the park district, and the transportation authority, 
is now the responsibility of a single Department of 
Transportation .63 

Federal and State Districting. Few Federal pro- 
grams at the areawide. level are today "piggy- 
backed" on discrete city-county consolidated gov- 
ernment. Apparently, no more Federal areawide 
planning, review, or delivery programs are directly 
and formally attached to Jacksonville, Nashville- 
Davidson, and Baton Rouge-East Baton Rouge than 
to the unreconstructed county. However, in Unigov 
the mayor has direct formal influence over the 
funding of numerous Federally assisted projects 
under his selection for chief executive review and 
comment in the Planned Variations Program. 

Individually, none of the four is formally an A-95 
review and comment clearinghouse. Since mid- 1972, 
when Unigov became a part of the new six-county 
Indiana Heartland Coordinating Commission, each 
merged government is a part of a multi-county 
grouping for A-95 review. The consolidated govern- 
ment is one of a four-county metropolitan clearing- 
house in the Baton Rouge area, one of five in Jack- 
sonville, and one of 13 in the Nashville-Davidson 
area. This poses the possibility that as A-95 review 
becomes the province of a larger region, the single 
city-county consolidation foregoes the benefits that 
accrue from direct management of A-95 reviews and 
is weakened to some extent in its ability to control 
independent policy sub-systems within it. 

Yet this possibility can be overdrawn. City-county 
mergers have in this century taken place in medium- 
sized metropolitan areas, where the consolidating 
city and county have typically dominated the region. 
It is unlikely that the interests of such a consoli- 

Table V-3 

Numbers of Counties in Regional Units Located 
in Areas which Encompass City-County Consolidations: 

1970 

State Plan- A-95 Economic HUD Resource Comp. LEAA Com- Air CAMPS 
ning & Clearing Develop. Metro- Conserv. Health munity Quality 

Develop. House District politan & Develop. Plan- Action Control 
District (metro) Planning District ning Agency Region 

Baton Rouge, 
East Baton 
Rouge Parish 
I ndianapolis 
Jacksonville 

.Nashville- 
Davidson 
County 

11 4 9 
8 None 
6 5 None 

(for Jack- 
sonville 
alone) 

12 13 13 
(funded but . 

not 
designated) 

4 None 10 12 
6 8 8 8 
5 None 6 8 

13 None 13 13 



dated government will be neglected in a metropoli- 
tan clearinghouse made up of several or even numer- 
ous counties. The Jacksonville Area Planning Board, 
ostensibly a five-county group, to date has dealt 
exclusively with consolidated Jacksonville matters. 
Nashville-Davidson inevitably plays a leading role 
in the mid-Cumberland Council of Governments, 
which exercises A-95 review for the area, both 
through its political leadership and through a wide 
variety of assistance provided the COG by a knowl- 
edgeable burea~cracy.6~ 

In negotiations leading up to the organization of 
the Indiana Heartland Coordinating Commission, 
Unigov agreed to pay its proportional share of the 
costs (about 70 percent) in return for a similar pro- 
portion of the voting power in matters affecting it, 
and has provided the initial staffing for the com- 
mission.65 

The major Federal programs organized for policy 
development or execution at the substate level have 
virtually no areal coterminality with the consoli- 
dated city-counties. On the average, each unified 
city-county was one of five counties in its economic 
development grouping, one of eight in resource con- 
servation and development, one of nine in compre- 
hensive health planning, one of ten in criminal jus- 
tice planning, one of 29 in air quality control, and 
one of ten in manpower planning. Community action 
agencies, which are frequently quite autonomous 
from local governments in any case, were the only 
Federal groups with boundaries coterminous with the 
four city-counties which were operational in 1970. 

. 

The utility of piggybacking Federal programs 
upon areawide governments generally will be ana- 
lyzed elsewhere in this report; suffice it here to com- 
ment that the consolidated city-county fails by a 
large margin to satisfy present standards of size for 
most Federal areawide planning, review, and opera- 
ting programs. 

Similarly, State planning and development dis- 
tricts encompass much larger areas than the con- 
solidated city-counties. The number of counties with 
which the six metropolitan consolidations are asso- 
ciated in State development districts ranges from 
six in the Jacksonville area to a high of 16 in the 
Lexington-Fayette County region. 

METROPOLITAN FEDERATION 
In a general sense, metropolitan federation can 

be defined as a process of systematic sharing of 
public functions by jurisdictions at more than one 
level within a large urban area. An areawide gov- 
ernment is concerned with activities calling for 
central policymaking or administration, and juris- 
dictions encompassing smaller areas deal with activi- 
ties amenable to local decision-making and opera- 
tions. 

Federated processes depend upon patterned re- 
lationships between the upper and lower tiers. The 
second level in the system exercises controls over the 
first-tier governments or upon citizens throughout 
its jurisdiction. Typically, controls over first-tier 
units initially have been applied gingerly. In certain 
instances, as in Toronto, the second tier is governed 
by representatives of the first-tier government; in 
other cases, second-tier legislative bodies are elected 
directly. 

The spectrum of federative processes is wide, but 
as a whole it represents a middle course between the 
one-government approach and the highly polycentric 
governmental arrangements so characteristic of 
metropolitan areas in the United States. Those 
favoring federative approaches assume the desira- 
bility of centralizing at least certain functions or 
portions of functions on an areawide basis, but con- 
sider it either unwise or politically infeasible to con: 
solidate all of them into a single metropolitan gov- 
ernment. 

It is not the purpose of this chapter to review 
every approach to metropolitan federation in the 
United States. Urban counties in a variety of States 
have increasingly acquired federative characteris- 
tics as their authority and activities have increased 
within as well as outside municipalities within county 
boundaries. In other chapters such highly incre- 
mental and continual federative adjustments as 
transfer of functions and the gradual growth in. ' 

urban county powers are considered; here attention 
will be focused upon attempts at more systematic 
delineation of public functions between upper- and 
lower-tier governments. 

William H. Riker has observed that it is not sur- 
prising that federalism is popular, since it is one 
way of solving the problem of government in a tech- 
nological age which generates ever increasing re- 
lationships among ever larger numbers of people.66 
However true this may be at the nation-State level, 
very few proposals for carefully structured metro- 
politan federations have become a reality in this 
country. Moreover, the more comprehensive the 
federation proposal, the less likely it is that it will 
survive the approval process. The failure of federa- 
tion proposals for metropolitan areas may be traced 
partially to the lack of an authoritative constituent 
body at the metropolitan level which can both plan 
and assign areas of responsibility for the lower and 
upper tiers.67 The States, which also could logically 
fill this role, have largely been inactive. 

At least four structural arrangements for metro- 
politan governance employ the federative principle. 
These are the metropolitan 'multi-purpose district, 
the ' State-supported "umbrella" regional council, 
the urban county, and the "Toronto-type" federa- 
tion. 



The Forms of Federation 

Toronto-Type Metropolit an Federation. The most 
comprehensive approach to the federative process 
and the reformer's prototype of two-tier government 
is represented in the widely publicized Toronto 
arrangement.68 However, it has yet to be utilized 
in any metropolitan area in the United States. 

In 1954, the Toronto federation was inaugurated, 
and in 1967 underwent major structural changes. 
The areawide government, the Municipality of 
Metropolitan Toronto, was devised to encompass 
and to be controlled by the City of Toronto and 12 
immediately surrounding municipalities. The entire 
area was blanketed with first-tier jurisdictions. 

A number of areawide powers were delegated ex- 
clusively to the metropolitan government, but most 
of its responsibilities were shared with the 13 lower- 
level units. In the 1967 reorganization, the 13 con- 
stituent municipalities were consolidated to six. The 
size of the metro council has been enlarged by one- 
fourth, but its members continue to represent lower- 
tier constituencies. 

In 1960, the provincial legislature of Manitoba 
established a Toronto-type federation with fewer 
second-tier powers in the Winnipeg area. In 1972, 
however, the legislature centralized authority at the 
second level. At the first level, cities were abolished 
and community districts took their place. 

Virtually no  oro onto-type metropolitan federations 
have been proposed in the United States. Most pro- 
posals for federation have more closely represented 
the comprehensive urban county federation type. 

The Comprehensive Urban County. Comprehen- 
sive urban county government assumed municipal- 
type functions over incorporated as well as unincor- 
porated areas within its jurisdiction. In such States 
as California, Maryland, and New York, county 
powers grew incrementally over many decades nur- 
tured by constitutions which encouraged counties 
to assume .municipal functions. This federative de- 
velopment is considered in Chapter IV, "The Metro- 
politan County." Attention here will be focused on 
a prototype of a federated approach by which the 
county is allocated a substantial number of urban 
powers simultaneously by county charter, but in 
which municipalities retain their corporate status. 

A full half-dozen serious proposals for a compre- 
hensive urban county have been broached, but Dade 
County represents the sole success. The others have 
failed to clear a variety of formidable hurdles. In 
most instances, the State constitution must be 
amended to enable a county to become a second- 
tier government with a wide-ranging battery of 
urban functions. Usually the comprehensive county 
approach calls for a locally drafted charter, as well 

as a popular referendum with dual majorities within 
as well as outside the central city or the incorpor- 
ated places within the county. 

The State-Supported Umbrella Regional Council. 
The State-supported umbrella regional council, a 
second-tier jurisdiction for metropolitan decision 
making, also applies the federative principle to 
urban areas. It is a policy body by virtue of the 
number and scope of planning development and re- 
view and approval powers it exercises over special 
purpose regional bodies, local governments, and 
quasi-public bodies in the region. A chief distin- 
guishing feature of the umbrella regional system is 
the separation of areawide policy determination at 
the second tier from service delivery functions. 

The Twin Cities Metropolitan Council and the 
Atlanta Regional Commission are examples of this 
approach. The former was established in 1967, and is 
more highly developed than the latter, organized 
in 197 1. Both represent the comprehensive expan- 
sion of regional planning programs or programs of 
regional policy making. 

The Twin Cities Metropolitan Council was super- 
imposed on the seven-county Minneapolis-St. Paul 
region by the legislature as an instrument for metro- 
politan decision making and for coordinating the 
work of existing local and regional agencies in the 
area. In a certain sense, the council is as much an 
instrumentality of the State as it is of the region, 
although whose it shouId be has been a matter of 
lively debate since its inception. The council is 
responsible to the legislature, and its members are 
appointed by the governor from districts in the 
area. It has important responsibilities in planning, 
coordinating, and making areawide decisions, par- 
ticularly regarding sewage and waste disposal, pol- 
lution control, comprehensive transportation plan- 
ning, and regional parks and open space. It does 
not directly produce services itself, but controls 
their development through (1) its review and veto 
powers, (2) membership on all areawide special dis- 
tricts, and (3) its authority to review comprehen- 
sive plans for local governments and to sell bonds for 
capital construction by metropolitan special dis- 
tricts. 

The Atlanta Regional Commission was also es- 
tablished by legislative fiat, but has a more local 
orientation. Approximately half of the membership 
is made up of county and city officials, and the lay 
members are chosen by the public membership. 
Under a "holding company" structure for the five- 
county metropolitan region, this body incorporates 
the responsibility for preparing comprehensive 
guides for planning and developing highways, 
transit lines, parks, sewers, and the location of vari- 
ous public facilities. It also possesses power to re- 



view all area plans of municipalities, counties, public 
boards, and utilities for conformity with commission 
guidelines.@ 

The Metropolitan Multi-Purpose District. A 
metropolitan multi-purpose district is a special 
authority established to perform a number of ser- 
vices over all or much of a metropolitan area. A 
few States, notably California, Oregon, Washington, 
and Colorado, have legislation which enables metro- 
politan areas to establish multi-purpose districts. 
Where legislation exists, the range of functions 
allowed is usually limited. Where legislation has 
been utilized, metropolitan areas have failed to use 
fully the available powers. For 15 years, th-e widely 
known Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle re- 
mained in effect a special district, exercising but one 
of six legislatively authorized powers. 

Problem Areas 
In this analysis of federative problem areas pro- 

totypes of the four federative approaches in the 
Toronto, Dade County, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and 
Seattle areas will generally be used as illustrations. 

The Division of Powers. The ways in which power 
is divided local and areawide is a crucial considera- 
tion in the analysis of federated approaches. Federa- 
tive charters differ widely in the degree to which 
they reflect a deliberate consideration of metropoli- 
tan area problems, agreement as to what should be 
done about them, and the preciseness in which roles 
are subsequently defined. 

Reformers have given greater consideration and 
emphasis to rationalizing upper-tier structures than 
to those of the lower tier. Historically, it was widely 
perceived that the metropolitan area was in greater 
need of institutions adaptable to larger- rather than 
smaller-scale operations, and that better coordina- 
tion of programs was an important goal. Some 
second-tier functions were assumed from the first- 
tier governments and given a large dimension; others 
were new functions performed for the first time in 
the metropolitan area. 

In recent years urban unrest has stimulated greatly 
increased discussion of the needs of small groups and 
of individuals, and the need for humanizing large 
organizations. This has not, however, resulted in a 
general demand for breaking up existing lower-level 
incorporations into smaller municipalities.70 Rather, 
most proposals for neighborhood government have 
taken the form of small area advisory councils and 
decentralized administration to which the citizen 
may have greater access, and which may be estab- 
lished with less than constitutional change.71 

In three of the four examples, the upper-tier 
jurisdiction was a new one and the lower-tier units 

were already established jurisdictions. Only in Dade 
County was an existing government utilized as the 
upper-level unit and only in Toronto have the lower- 
tier units been drastically restructured. The latter 
restructuring occurred 13 years after the federation 
was first established. 

Although establishing the Twin Cities umbrella 
regional council did not upset the existing structures 
and operational responsibilities of existing govern- 
ments in the metropolitan area, it did result in a 
sharp upward shift in the location of basic policy 
decisions affecting it. The launching of Seattle 
Metro had little effect on the operation of its first- 
tier governments, except insofar as relationships 
were established in the cooperative handling of the 
area's sewage. 

Continued Centralization. The division of powers 
in most of the federative examples has not remained 
static. The overall direction of the Toronto federa- 
tion has been one of placing increasing responsi- 
bility on the upper-tier government.72 Over its nearly 
two decades of life, the ?oronto Metro Council has 
assumed a number of functions (such as policing and 
licensing of trades and services) in areas not origi- 
nally specified in its establishing act. Moreover, 
already existing areas of second-tier responsibility 
were broadened by the major reorganization act of 
1967. In one sense lower-level jurisdictions have also 
centralized, inasmuch as the 12 constituent munici- 
palities existing during the first 13 years of metro 
have now been consolidated into six. To a lesser 
degree, Dade County has also experienced an accre- 
tion of responsibilities for services, particularly in 
its unincorporated areas. 73 

During the first five years of the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Council operation, the legislature 
cautiously but gradually expanded its authority in 
policy and planning matters and in budget controls. 
The council has not been reluctant to accept new 
policy responsibilities, but for the most part pre- 
ferred to use special purpose metropolitan districts 
for this purpose rather than to get into operations 
itself. Meanwhile, council policy controls grow 
greater. In the case of the Metropolitan Sewer 
Board, for example, the metropolitan council ap- 
points the members, reviews its operating and capi- 
tal budgets and programs, and serves as the borrow- 
ing agent for construction of sewerage facilities. 

Alone of the federative types, the multi-purpose 
metropolitan special district has shown little ability 
to attract to itself additional functions. As noted 
above, in the limited number of instances where 
metropolitan multi-purpose special districts have 
been employed, they have not fully employed their 
powers, and exist basically to provide one or two 
functions. 



The East Bay (San Francisco) Municipal Utility 
District was in effect a single-purpose water dis- 
trict from 1923 to the late 1940's, when sewage 
disposal was added to its responsibilities. The new 
multi-service district in the Portland, Oregon, metro- 
politan area is charged with developing and opera- 
ting a solid waste disposal system and a regional 
stream drainage system.74 

In 1957, the Washington legislature approved a 
statute which allowed the organization of multi- 
purpose districts for the performance of one or more 
of six areawide functions: sewage disposal, trans- 
portation, comprehensive planning, water, parks, 
and solid waste disposal. One year later, voters in 
the Seattle metropolitan area centering on Lake 
Washington turned down a proposal for establishing 
a metro providing the three first listed functions. 
After the number of functions was reduced to one 
and the geographic area was trimmed to assure a 
greater proportion of "Yes" votes, the "Munici- 
pality of Metropolitan Seattle" was approved and 
established to transport and treat sewage in the 
area surrounding Lake Washington. Its success in 
restoring high-quality water standards in that lake 
has been widely acclaimed. After unsuccessful at- 
tempts in 1962 and 1968, area voters in 1972 en- 
trusted Seattle Metro with a second function, that of 
providing public transportation in the metropolitan 
area. King County did not choose to compete with 
Metro for the responsibility of providing mass 
transportation. 

The requirement of separate popular majorities 
in the City of Seattle and in the area outside for 
many years worked against expansion of metro 
activities. The Portland area multi-service district 
was prevented from assuming the areawide water 
supply function because the City of Portland was 
reluctant to relinquish its own extensive water 
supply responsibilities.7s 

Second-Tier Controls. Although a1 1 second- tier 
federative approaches maintain systematic rela- 
tionships with first-tier governments, the intensity 
of these relationships varies substantially. 

At one extreme is the Twin City Council, whose 
relationships are almost exclusively with other 
jurisdictions and not with citizens directly. The 
council is a policy board and its decisions are made 
operational largely through other public jurisdic- 
tions within the metropolitan area. In establishing 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council as a "coor- 
dinating" agency, the legislature assumed that ex- 
isting agencies were carrying out their operating 
tasks satisfactorily. These included a variety of 
regional structures for areawide as well as local 
purposes. 

The council's policy-making function takes 

several forms: recommendations to the legislature 
for use in developing legislation; policy guidelines 
for public and quasi-public jurisdictions in the 
council's development guide; the review of local 
comprehensive plans; and, as the A-95 clearing- 
house, the review of applications for Federal assist- 
ance. The council has its strongest policy controls 
over the areawide special districts since it can sus- 
pend any district plan or program. The capital budg- 
ets and capital improvement programs of the Metro- 
politan Transit Commission and the Metropolitan 
Sewer Board are subject to approval by the council. 
The council appoints the members of the Sewer 
Board, reviews its operating budget, and sells bonds 
for its capital construction programs. The council 
reviews and approves municipal sewer plans. 

The council's official relationships with semi- 
official jurisdictions include review of plans de- 
veloped by private hospital boards; on a de facto 

, 

basis, it exercises the State's authority to issue cer- 
tificates of need for new hospital facilities. Com- 
munications between the council and the Sewer 
Board, the Transit Commission, and the Health 
Board are facilitated by their common location 
within the same building. Finally, the council has 
the power 'to review and delay for 60 days, munici- 
pal and county plans which are in conflict with one 
another, or with the development guide.76 

In Toronto, the metro council has extensive con- 
trol and service relationships with both first-level 
governments and with citizens directly. Certain 
controls are imposed upon and some services are pro- 
vided directly to citizens; in other functional areas, 
controls are exercised indirectly through the lower- 
tier governments or through associations of local 
officials. 

The Dade County upper-tier government has ex- 
tensive direct relationships with its citizenry. Un- 
like the situation in Toronto where metro is com- 
pletely blanketed by its six municipalities, 43 per- 
cent of the population of Dade County resides in the 
rapidly growing incorporated areas. Upper-lower 
tier relationships and areawide problems are compli- 
cated by the fact that the Dade County Metro 
Council must allocate a substantial amount of its 
energies and resources to providing citizen services 
directly.77 

The multi-purpose district has the narrowest range 
of policy controls over first-tier governments general- 
ly, although it may have close, operating relation- 
ships with municipalities and special districts. For 
example, Seattle Metro's basic purpose has been to 
wholesale sewage treatment under contracts with 
local jurisdictions, with whose lines it connects. It 
transports the raw sewage, treats it, and discharges 
the effluent. Seattle Metro has historically had few 
direct relationships with the citizens it serves, but 



this is being changed as it begins public transit 
operations. 

Municipalities are given representation in the 
Toronto and Seattle federative types. In the latter, 
King County also has official delegates. Except for 
sewer district representation on the Seattle Metro 
Council, special districts have no representation on 
the four areawide legislative bodies. 

Federations A-95, and Piggybacking. To what 
extent have federative forms served as vehicles for 
the coordination of areawide programs of the Nation- 
al and State governments? 

Federal A-95 review and comment work is an 
integral part of the Dade County and Twin Cities 
areawide operations. In the Seattle area, the four- 
county Puget Sound Governmental Conference 
serves this function. The Canadian national govern- 
ment has imposed no A-95 type reviews, and has 
generally been less concerned than the United 
States government with metropolitan programs.78 

A-95 review in Dade County is the function of the 
county planning agency under the county manager. 
Apart from its unused authority to pass ordinances 
to take over city functions, the A-95 process is Dade 
Metro's chief formal means of influencing first- 
tier governments.79 This ability of Dade Metro to 
control its lower-level jurisdictions might be re- 
duced if A-95 responsibility were shifted to the four- 
county substate district of which it is a part or to 
the recently formed Southern Florida six-county 
regional planning council. 

In the Twin Cities area, the A-95 review is but 
one additional tool for bringing areawide special 
districts under the development guidance of the 
metropolitan council. Although A-95 gives the 
council clearinghouse responsibilities over general 
purpose local governments as well, it has to date 
cautiously employed the power to comment nega- 
tively on their requests for Federal funds. Mogulof 
suggests that this may change: 

. . .if the metro council continues to move 
ahead with its "development guides" as the 
basis for reviewing areawide planning in 
other agencies, it is difficult to see how it 
can refrain from using these development 
guides as part of the A-95 clearinghouse 
process .so 

Of the.federative prototypes, only' one serves as a 
substate district. When the substate district sys- 
tem first was established in Minnesota in 1969, the 
existing Twin Cities Council was designated the sub- 
state district for the metropolitan area. 

Dade County is but one of four counties in a de- 
veloping substate district system in Florida; Seattle 

Metro is located entirely within King County, one of 
four counties in the Puget Sound Governmental 
Conference which make up a substate district in 
Washington. 

Both the Twin Cities and Dade County systems 
have been piggybacked with a number of Federal 
programs. In Dade County certain programs such 
as OEO and law enforcement planning have gravi- 
tated to the metro government from their original 
locations elsewhere. Manpower area planning and 
comprehensive health planning are either adminis- 
tered or controlled by theDade Metro government. 

In such Federally encouraged programs as re- 
source conservation and development, Dade Metro 
is but a part of a larger regional effort. In other 
programs for which metro has substantial responsi- 
bility, such as transportation planning and pollu- 
tion control, centralization at the regional and State 
levels is planned or is being seriously discussed. 

Similarly, the Twin Cities Council has important 
responsibilities in Federally initiated or supported 
regional activities in comprehensive health, law 
enforcement, 'and transportation planning. The larg- 
er geographical area of the Twin Cities umbrella 
.council makes it less susceptible than Dade County 
to having its functions removed. to a larger juris- 
diction. Because it is not an operating agency, the 
council's energies are not diverted so much from 
matters of policy and coordination. A potential 
problem for the Twin Cities arrangement is the pos- 
sible "slippage" between the actions of the council 
and those of the numerous operating agencies re- 
sponsible for bringing services alLd controls to the 
metropolitan ~ i t i z e n . ~  

Federations and Single-Function Jurisdictions. 
The close relationships which the Minnesota legis- 
lature established between the Twin Cities Council 
and the area's metropolitan districts have been 
outlined above. To a less significant degree and with 
more limited statutory support, Toronto has develop- 
ed substantial controls over its area's major "inde- 
pendent" sub-systems: the Toronto Transit Commis- 
sion, the Metro Police Commission, and the Metro 
Licensing   om mission.^' Dade County has little 
leverage over the two important authorities con- 
cerned with mass transit and with ports. However, 
with Federal prodding, the Miami Sewer and Water 
Board became, in 1972, a countywide agency under 
the control of Dade County government. 

The characteristic American practice of insu- 
lating school systems from other local jurisdictions 
is found not only in Dade County and in the Twin 
Cities, but also in Toronto Metro, which exercises 
but few controls over school organization and poli- 
cies. 

Until 1972 Seattle Metro remained a single-pur- 



pose district itself. It provided more a wholesale 
"service" rather than a "control" function for 
sewer districts and municipalities, as it completed 
the operation of treating their sewage and trans- 
porting the effluent. 

Geographic Area of the Second-Tier Government. 
The size of the second-level jurisdiction is of sig- 
nificance in the effectiveness of federative types. 
Spillover problems are obvious when the second- 
tier encompasses only part of the problem area. 
Dade County is now but one of the three counties 
of the South Florida urban region. The urban area 
adjacent to Toronto Metro continues to grow. In- 
itially, Seattle Metro encompassed the City of 
Seattle and the suburban area surrounding Lake 
Washington; in 197 1 the Washington legislature 
made metro boundaries coterminous with King 
County, one of two counties in the Seattle SMSA. 

Of the four examples, the Twin Cities Council 
most fully blankets its metropolitan area, and is the 
most likely to encompass the area's suburban growth 
within the foreseeable future. It also is possible that 
council boundaries in the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
area may be more malleable than those of Dade 

County Metro. In the latter instance a referendum 
was necessary to adopt the federation plan; the 
process involved drafting a metropolitan county 
charter, which requires amendment for enlargement 
of the metro area. Since the Twin Cities umbrella 
council was established by legislative fiat and re- 
mains closely tied to its parent body, presumably 
the legislature could modify the metro boundaries 
with less local resistance than would be the case 
where referenda are required. 

But even where the State legislature has com- 
plete authority to contour the boundaries of the 
federation to include the area's entire urban popu- 
lation, it may not choose to do so. Legislators may 
perceive that unlimited metro growth would pose 
a threat to the State's or the province's dominant 
position, and may wish to prevent such a develop- 
ment.83 Ontario has blocked the expansion of Toron- 
to Metro by establishing regional agencies immedi- 
ately adjacent to it. If the threat of a super-metro 
were not thought of by the legislature when it enact- 
ed the metro enabling legislation for the State of 
Washington, it was in the minds of the residents of 
Snohomish County, who established their own metro 
primarily to prevent a "march to the north" by the 
Seattle areawide organization. 

City-County Consolidations 
Jacksonville 
Columbus 
I ndianapolis 
Lexington-Fayette 
Nashville-Davidson 
Baton Rouge-East 

Baton Rouge 
Federated Types 
Toronto Metro 
Dade County Metro 
Seattle Metro 
Twin Cities Council 

Table V-4 
Metropolitan Councils and Executives 

Councils Chief Executive 

Popular Election Appointment by 

Single- Representa- 
member tives of 
district first-tier County Metro Term- 

(except as governments Governor Board Council Total Chosen by Years 
noted) At- 

large 

19 Electorate 4 
10 Electorate 4 
29 Electorate 4 
15 Electorate 4 
40 Electorate 4 
11 Electorate 4 

32 1 32 or 33 Council 2 
gc 9 Council wlo term 

29 gd le 36 Council wlo term 
15 15 Council wlo term 

From three wards: seven members from Ward 1 (City of Baton Rouge), and two members from each of the two 
remaining wards. 
The chairman is chosen from outside the membership of the first-tier representatives. 
Eight councilmen reside in a single-member district but are elected at large. The presiding officer ("mayor") 
may be elected from any part of the county. 
Representing unincorporated areas of King County. 
The Metro Council chairman. 



Representation and Controls. The principle of 
representation by districts is at least minimally 
employed in each of the areawide councils. Although 
the Dade Metro Council is elected at large, candi- 
dates are nominated by districts in primary elections. 
The members of the Twin Cities Council are ap- 
pointed by the State governor from districts of the 
metropolitan area. Although the Dade County and 
the Twin Cities Council members are chosen as pub- 
lic members and not as delegates of local juris- 
dictions, the governing bodies of the Toronto and 
Seattle Metros represent the constituent local gov- 
ernments and are basically composed of officers of 
the lower-tier municipalities. 

A general unsettledness has characterized the 
representation systems of the federative types. The 
original methods of selecting the membership of the 
Toronto and Dade Metro Councils have been sub- 
stantially changed. The changes - proposed and 
adopted - reflect egalitarian pressures. Originally, 
one-half of the Dade County council represented 
first-tier governments; now all members are nomi- 
nated by equal-population districts and elected at 
large. Representation on Toronto's Metro Council 
was initially divided between the City of Toronto 
and the suburban municipalities with little regard 
given to the relative population of each jurisdic- 
tion. With the 1967 amendments, representation of 
the six jurisdictions on the metro council has re- 
flected the relative population of each municipality. 
The executive committee, however, continues to 
allow the City of Toronto greater representation 
than its population alone would justify. 

In the Twin Cities the question of making the 
appointive council elective has been a lively topic 
since the council was established. Strong support, 
including that of the governor84 and the Metropoli- 
tan League of Municipalities, has developed for 
making its members elective, which would make the 
council less a State agency and more an areawide 
government. Some support also exists for the direct 
election of citizen members of the Atlanta Regional 
Commission, who are presently selected by the pub- 
lic members from equal population districts which 
cross boundary lines of local  government^.^^ 

Like special districts, Seattle Metro gives only 
limited recognition to the principle of representa- 
tion on the basis of population in allocating council 
seats to political jurisdictions. Because it is not 
considered to possess general governmental powers, 
this system has not been obliged to adopt the "one 
man, one vote" principle by the judiciary.86 

"Umpiring" Upper-Lower Tier Jurisdictional 
Disputes. The task of dividing power and recoun- 
ciling conflicting power claims in a federated system 
is an unending one, since charters are incapable of 

anticipating the precise roles each jurisdiction 
should assume in a constantly shifting political, 
social, and technological milieu. Since governments 
at any level rarely suffer the loss of power gladly, 
jurisdictional conflicts are common in federated 
systems. "Umpiring" and arbitrating these disputes 
may fall to ( I )  the State legislature, in modifying and 
clarifying pertinent statutes; (2) the courts, in their 
interpretation of constitutional, statutory, and ad- 
ministrative law; (3) the local electorate, in amending 
charters; and (4) administrators, in negotiating 
settlements. 

Although important, the courts' role in the de- 
lineation of authority between upper and lower tiers 
has been less dominant at the metropolitan level 
than at the national level. This is partly because of 
the short period of time courts have had to develop 
a body of precedent regarding the metropolitan level, 
but also because charters at the metropolitan level 
outline upper-tier duties in more specific terms. 

A legislature has played a highly significant role 
in the adjustment of power positions between the 
Twin Cities Council and functional jurisdictions in 
the area, as it did in the major shifts occurring in 
Toronto Metro in 1967. In Dade County, the elec- 
torate assumed part of the umpire function in voting 
frequently on initiative measures which dealt with 
the county's authority; power adjustments also have 
resulted from negotiations between administrators 
from the cities and Dade County. One observer sug- 
gests that the important role played by professional 
public administrators follows naturally from the 
widespread use of manager government in Dade 
County.87 

URBAN BLACKS AND 
REORGANIZATION 

The attitudes of most urban black residents con- 
cerning metropolitan reorganization have usually 
been negative. The general lack of consolidated 
metropolitan governments in the United States 
testifies to the fact that whites also generally share 
this negative bias toward jurisdictional change. 
Although generally blacks register a greater per- 
centage of "No" votes than whites in opposition to 
reorganization plans, perhaps a more dramatic 
distinction may be drawn from the reasons offered 
by the two groups in opposing governmental conso- 
lidation. 

Blacks commonly hold the view that their growing 
populations are now large enough to influence sub- 
stantially, if not to control, a number of central 
cities. Washington, Gary, Newark, Atlanta, and 13 
smaller American cities presently have black majori- 
ties, and Detroit, St. Louis, Baltimore, Birmingham, 
Richmond, and New Orleans are now more than 40 



percent black.g8 To extend the boundaries of the 
central city to encompass a suburban white popula- 
tion dilutes black influence in local government, 
and precludes the possibility of black majority con- 
trol of central cities. This dilution of the black vote 
in.elections could result from large-scale annexation 
or de-annexation, consolidation, or the establishment 
of a strong second-tier government. 

In an analysis referred to earlier,'89 Dye concluded 
from aggregate annexation data that annexation is 
less likely to happen when central cities and subur- 
ban populations differ sharply in, among other fac- 
tors, race. He concluded that the middle class seeks 
to preserve its own ways of living.90 The added 
assumption here is that blacks, too, prefer to "go it 
alone" to maximize their political power. Whatever 
the cause, and with two exceptions, metropolitan 
reorganization proposals have failed to secure the 
support of a majority of black voters. 

As long ago as the 1950's, reorganization attempts 
in St. Louis and Cleveland brought strong black 
negative reactions.91 One study of ten reorganiza- 
tion proposals in Cleveland extending back a quarter 
of a century revealed that, as the black- population 
grew, its support for reorganization lessened with 
each succeeding election. One analyst hypothesizes: 

When Negro voting strength in Cleve- 
land was small, Negroes supported re- 
organization more positively then whites. 
This indicates that the Negro community 
felt it had no stake in the political status 
quo and that it might even benefit from 
change. However, as Negro strength in- 
creased it was accompanied by a decline in 
support for metropolitan reformP2 

In the Nashville consolidation election of 1962 
where the racial control issue surfaced extensively, 
black leadership was divided. Black leaders who 
played roles in charter drafting and campaigning 
were convinced that a "guaranteed" larger repre- 
sentation in the new consolidated council, largely 
elected by districts, would be of greater benefit to 
blacks than an eventually stronger influence within 
the old City of Nashville would be. In the election, 
central city blacks and whites each opposed the pro- 
posal by about 56 percent, although probably for 
different reasons.93 

In 1967, Tampa's white population also rejected 
by 56 percent the proposal to combine the city with 
Hillsborough County, while about 90 percent of the 
city's black electorate voted against it. This over- 
whelming rejection may be partially explained by 
an aspect of reorganization proposals other than 
boundary extension - its representation system. The 
Tampa plan called for a 13-man council elected at 

large (albeit eight members would have to meet dis- 
trict residency requirements)?4 

In other reorganization campaigns, racial con- 
trol emerged as a dominant issue for both blacks and 
whites. The 1956 referendum on a proposed merger 
of the central City of Newport News with Hampton 
and warwick in Tidewater Virginia is illustrative. 
Predominantly white precincts in Newport News 
supported consolidation by margins of from 10-to- 
one to 18-to-one, while black precincts rejected the 
proposals by from two-to-one to four-to-one majori- 
ties.95 The only mergers receiving the approval of a 
majority of black voters were those of Jacksonvi.lle- 
Duval County and of Lexington-Fayette County. 

In the old City of Jacksonville, where black citi- 
zens constitute more than 40 percent of the popu- 
lation, they voted in favor of merger by 59 percent, 
about 5 percentage points below the overall area- 
wide majority. A variety of factors have been sug- 
gested to explain this level of black support. Black 
leadership participated in the charter campaign from 
the beginning. The "old city" council was elected 
at large, while the consolidated government plan 
provided for district elections for 14 of the 19 council 
members, with district lines drawn to virtually 
guarantee the election of three black members. 
Blacks also perceived that if consolidation failed, 
the State legislature might dilute their strength in 
the city by statutory annexation. Others saw eco- 
nomic benefits such as greater tax resources to tap, 
and new employment opportunities which a deterio- 
rating central city could not offer.96 One black leader 
commented that without consolidation, "I might 
have been the black mayor, but I would have been 
only a referee in bankr~ptcy."~ '  

Scandals within the "old" Jacksonville city gov- 
ernment provided additional black support for 
change. A second leader commented, "The city has 
suffered from political boondoggling, financial irre- 
sponsibility, and a high crime rate, and when the city 
suffers, the black man suffers the most." The charter 
proposed protection of the job rights of Jacksonville 
civil servants, a matter of special concern to the 
black city work force.98 

In November 1972, the black electorate of Lexing- 
ton gave the Lexington-Fayette County consolidation 
more than 70 percent of its votes, equalling the 
support the merger had throughout the county. This 
strong black backing is attributed to a variety of 
factors. A pre-referendum survey revealed that the 
question of representation was important to all 
voters, but particularly to the black electorate. Under 
existing political arrangements, city councilmen 
were elected at large, and in 1972 none of the incum- 
bents was black. If consolidation were rejected, 
Lexington would continue to have an at-large council 
(12 members) under its newly achieved first-class 



city status. Under the merger plan, 12 of the 15 
council seats were to be filled on a district basis; 
in two or three of these, black majorities would 
dominate. 

In voting for consolidation, Lexington's biack 
population was not sacrificing an early opportunity 
to become a majority. In 1970, blacks constituted 
but 22 percent of the city's population. If consoli- 
dation were rejected, the built-up areas adjacent to 
Lexington were scheduled for annexation under a 
court-ordered plan. On the other hand, approval of 
the charter would not drastically reduce black voting 
strength in the consolidated government, inasmuch 
as blacks represented 19 percent of the overall popu- 
lation of the entire county. Finally, as in Jackson- 
ville, black leaders were members of the charter 
commission and played important campaign roles.99 

In the Indianapolis reorganization, the black 
population was consulted, but to no greater extent 
than was the local Democratic party with which it 
is closely tied. Most black leaders in Indianapolis 
opposed consolidation, "but the black political com- 
munity in Indianapolis has not been cohesive, mili- 
tant, or strongly led, and its opposition did not deter 
Republican majorities in the assembly."'100 

Since the Indianapolis merger came in the form of 
a legislative mandate, no referendum provided a 
measure of rank-and-file reaction. Most black 
spokesmen continue to react unfavorably to the 
merger, and a feeling exists that Unigov reduced 
black political power without changing the resource 
base for center city blacks.lo1 

Formally, black citizens are not grossly under- 

represented in the umbrella regional councils. Eigh- 
teen percent of the membership of the Atlanta Re- 
gional commission is black, as compared with 23 
percent of the region.lo2 One black serves on the 
14-man regional council in the Twin Cities area, 
where blacks constitute less than 2 percent of the 
population.lo3 However, the general question re- 
mains whether formal representation equals effective 
representation when black representatives are ap- 
pointed or are chosen indirectly by dominantly 
white first-tier governments. 104 

Consolidated governments almost invariably 
reduce the percentages of the black populations to 
total population within the new government. In 
spite of this, the black electorate has in most cases 
increased its formal representation on new area- 
wide councils. In the consolidations of the past 
decade, with one exception, there is greater overall 
black representation today than existed on the cen- 
tral city councils prior to merger, whether the yard- 
stick be numbers of black members, proportion of 
total members, or proportion in relation to total 
blacks in the jurisdiction.los 

Although black representation on centralized 
metropolitan governments' legislative bodies is less 
than the numbers of black residents warrant, some 
evidence suggests that the new arrangements pro- 
vide greater citizen access than before. Except for 
the councils of the Twin Cities and Atlanta, and of 
Seattle Metro, they are directly elected. A high 
percentage of the elected legislators are selected on 
a high-access district basis (see Table V-5). In ad- 
dition, blacks hold at-large council positions in 

Table V-5 
Black Population and Colincil Representation 

in Major City-County Consolidations: 
1962-1 972 

Population Council Membership Council Membership 
Percentage Black On Terminal "Old" on Consolidated 

“01d9' Consolidated City Government 
Central City Government Council Council 

No. N 0. 
Black Total Black Total 

Jacksonville-Duval County, 44% 25% 2a 9 3 19 
Florida 

Columbus-Muscogee County, 30 30 (est.) 0 .  12 2 10 
Georgia 

I ndianapolis-Marion County, 27 17 1 9 5 29 
l ndiana 

Lexington-Fayette County, 2 2 19 0 8 2 or 3 19 
Kentucky 

Nashville-Davidson County, 38 20 2 3 1 7 40 
Tennessee 

a. This was the first black representation on the Jacksonville City Council in the twentieth century. 
b. The Lexington-Fayette consolidated government takes effect January 1, 1974. This estimate is made on the 

basis of present racial composition of council districts. 



Columbus (Georgia), Indianapolis, and Jacksonville. 
In Nashville-Davidson County two seats are held by 
blacks from districts with white majorities. 

In Indianapolis, black residents are a major por- 
tion of the local Democratic party, which tradi- 
tionally dominated the "old" city. In two-party 
Unigov, the Democrats currently play a minority 
role. In this sense, a dilution of black strength has 
occurred with consolidation. However, Willbern 
points out that under Unigov, black council members 
elected by district may more faithfully reflect their 
constituents' views than under the earlier system 
when black candidates were often chosen in a pre- 
primary slating process by a primarily white leader- 
ship. Significant numbers of blacks have been in- 
corporated into the current Republican adminis- 
tration. 106 

In Jacksonville and Nashville at least, evidence 
exists that the professional leadership of consoli- 
dated governments may be better attuned to minori- 
ty aspirations and more successful in responding to 
minority needs than the earlier governments had 
been. This response includes more black appoint- 
ments to civil service positions. 

STRUCTURAL REFORM 
AND FISCAL EQUITY 

Students have often commented on the mismatch 
between fiscal resources and fiscal needs among 
local jurisdictions in metropolitan areas. It is com- 
monly assumed that areawide government would 
bring about greater fiscal equity through greater tax 
equalization and by providing lower income groups 
benefits which are disproportionate to the taxes 
they pay. In the case of federated governments, 
opportunities exist for distributing benefits to low- 
income lower-tier jurisdictions. 

The scanty evidence available indicates a less- 
than-major redistributive thrust by consolidations 
and federations to date. As Willbern observes with 
respect to Unigov, a new governmental structure 
may make a redistributive thrust easier legally, but 
the present contours of political power do not allow 
a strong movement in this direction.107 

A number of factors contribute to less than com- 
prehensive change in the collection and distribution 
of resources by reform governments. Certain impor- 
tant functions may be assigned to authorities, dis- 
tricts, and constitutional officers which are at least 
partially beyond control of the new jurisdiction. 
About two-thirds of the total local spending in Jack- 
sonville, for example, is in the hands of independent 
agencies. 108 

The property tax remains the dominant source of 
revenue for most reorganized governments, as it was 
prior to change. Although the charters generally 

provided the new governments with little more dis- 
cretion regarding tax rates, they did allow for two 
changes which have affected the property tax sys- 
tems. First, the general tax base has been enlarged 
to the boundary limits of the county, which, potenti- 
ally at least, makes resource redistribution possible. 

In Nashville-Davidson and in Toronto Metro, for 
example, a common areawide property tax rate es- 
tablished a measure of equity in funding the public 
schools. Certain areawide activities, which previous- 
ly had been financed by the central city, have be- 
come services of the consolidated government. For 
example, the Tennessee consolidation assumed re- 
sponsibility for parks, an airport, and an auditorium 
whose costs were formerly borne by the "old" Nash- 
ville. Second, the new government has often pro- 
vided an impetus for a more efficient system of 
assessment and collection of property taxes. In Dade 
County, tax assessment and collection activities 
previously performed by the county and the munici- 
palities within it are now centralized at the second- 
tier level. 

Although total revenues have increased under 
reorganization, property tax rates have tended to 
stabilize. Property tax expenditures in Marion 
County rose four percent from the last year before 
Unigov to the second year after it was established. 
During that period total expenditures rose 30 per- 
cent.109 In Nashville-Davidson, the property tax 
rate was stabilized during the first eight years of the 
new government; in Jacksonville, the rate declines 
each of the first three years of the consolidated 
government's operations.110 

Through its history, Dade Metro has been re- 
stricted in the property tax millage it may impose 
under the general county law. This legal constraint 
has been reinforced by the Dade County council's 
natural reluctance to extend property tax rates be- 
cause homeowners within municipalities are forced 
to pay property taxes for services outside as well 
as inside city boundaries. 

User charges have been adopted by almost all 
metropolitan city-county consolidations, as well as 
by Dade Metro. Including hospital receipts and bus 
fares, Dade collects substantial revenue from gar- 
bage collections, water and sewage charges, and a 
utilities tax in the unincorporated areas of the 
county. In 1967 one-third of the locally raised reve- 
nues in the Miami SMSA came from user charges; 
nationally SMSA's raised one-fifth of their locally 
raised funds in this manner. Since consolidation, 
Nashville-Davidson has increased user charges for 
water, sewers, hospitals, and other services. Jack- 
sonville imposed a number of new user charges after 
merger . I  

The principle of taxing according to benefits re- 
ceived has taken a popular and systematic form in 



service districts in city-county consolidations. The 
principle has widespread support, and is employed 
in consolidation campaigns to win affirmative votes. 
One pre-election newspaper article relating to the 
proposed merger of Lexington and Fayette County 
held out the prospect that "(m)erging city and 
county governments would eliminate the problem of 
paying for services we don't re~eive.""~ 

Service districts were provided for in all post- 
World- War-I1 central city-county consolidations 
save Unigov, where many political subdivisions 
continued after the merger. But even here, the 
majority leader of the unigov council underlined 
the support of the basic principle in commenting 
that a pending local taxation study rested on "an 
effort to have the user pay the cost of the ser- 
v ice~ ."~  l 3  

A counter-redistributive principle appears to be 
illustrated in the Baton Rouge Plan of Govern- 
ment, which provides for an industrial services dis- 
trict. In that area, the maximum tax rate is estab- 
lished at the rural level of four mills, conditional 
upon the industries providing their own "municipal 
service~."~ l 4  

Encompassing 27 municipalities with variable tax 
rates, the Dade County federation does not provide 
for service districts as such. However, a system of 
service districts has often been proposed for the un- 
incorporated areas of the county; as recently as 197 1 
the Dade County Metropolitan Study Commission 
made such a recommendation.ll5 

In a number of respects, the federative principle 
further complicates the application of the principle 
of fiscal equity. First, the lower-tier jurisdictions 
have widely varying tax bases upon which to provide 
services of equal quality. Second, an upper-tier juris- 
diction such as Dade County may have major re- 
sponsibilities as a first-tier government in unincor- 
porated areas. Services provided such areas may be 
financed in part by municipalities which may be 
hard-pressed financially. 

Third, such upper-tier jurisdictions as the Twin 
Cities Council and Seattle Metro have no direct 
power to pursue fiscal equity through reforms in tax 
assessment, administration, or redistribution of tax 
resources. Seattle Metro's revenue is derived from 
the sale of services; the Twin-Cities Council is 
allowed by statute seven-tenths of a mill. 

Finally, federative tax systems leave many finan- 
cial decisions to the lower tier, where fiscal equity 
may not be vigorously pursued. Most lower-tier units 
have their own taxes to spend for local purposes, 
although certain upper-tier jurisdictions may have 
the opportunity to pursue equity considerations in 
performing tax assessment and collection functions 
for the cities in the federation. Dade County per- 
forms both of these functions for its cities; the 

Province of Ontario assesses property in the Toronto 
area, where the six municipalities collect their own 
taxes. 

Reform jurisdictions such as Unigov, Nashville- 
Davidson, Jacksonville, and Dade County have been 
successful in securing vastly more intergovernmental 
revenue than were the pre-merger governments in 
their areas. The first consolidated Nashville-David- 
son budget in 1963 provided about $20 million in 
intergovernmental revenues; in 1970 these revenues 
amounted to approximately $37 million.116 In its 
second year of operation, Unigov expenditures from 
intergovernmental revenues were 1 10 percent greater 
than the amount the "old city" spent the year be- 
fore consolidation; for general county government 
purposes, the increase was almost 80 percent.117 

In Jacksonville, the consolidated budget in its 
third year was $24 million larger than the last com- 
bined budgets of the old city and county. Of this, 
almost $8 million of the increase took place in new 
programs, most of which were Federally financed.'18 
A Federal programs coordinator vigorously sought 
funds "in such areas as housing, urban renewal, and 
recreation, in sharp contrast to the indifference or 
hostility toward Federal help that characterized the 
old government ."ll9 

This may be not only because the political leaders 
and the professional administrators of the new gov- 
ernments are more knowledgeable of Federal grants, 
and of ways of securing them, but also that certain 
Federal agencies are sympathetic to the development 
of areawide governments, and favor grant requests 
from such units. 

ADMINISTRATIVE EFFECTIVENESS 

Campaigns for annexation, consolidation, and 
federation are regularly fueled by assertions that 
greater administrative efficiency, economy, and ef- 
fectiveness will result from adoption of the pro- 
posals. Although generalizations on this subject can- 
not be drawn with confidence, a few relevant obser- 
vations can be made concerning the extent to which 
centralized governments embody these cost-related 
virtues:l20 

1. Centralization almost always leads to a total 
dollar increase in public service costs. Post-con- 
solidation decreases in tax rates, such as have oc- 
curred in 'the Jacksonville and Indianapolis areas, 
do not necessarily reflect budget decreases stemming 
primarily from greater efficiency, although this may 
have occurred. Rather, the reduction in tax rates is 
fundamentally explained by a larger property tax 
base. 

2. Centralized governments almost invariably 
strengthen such overhead services as personnel, 



budgeting and finance, and management. Although 
this is perhaps most dramatically illustrated in an- 
nexations of unincorporated territory by a munici- 
pality, it is also apparent in consolidations and 
annexations. More adequately staffed, profession- 
alized, overhead services may result in more effective 
policy planning and in delivery of services than was 
previously the case, but it is not likely that im- 
proved staff services reduce overall administrative 
costs. Improved administrative staff capabilities may 
have the effect of stimulating demand for a further 
extension of public services. 

3. Reorganized governments in urban areas have 
generally been more active in construction and physi- 
cal development activities than in the areas of social 
services and human development programs. This is, 
of course, often true of local governments generally; 
States and the Federal government have in recent 
decades taken the initiative in the provision of social 
services. 

The federated jurisdictions have records of ac- 
complishment in public works programs. One stu- 
dent calls Toronto Metro ". . .a magnificent develop- 
ment machine."l2l Like certain metropolitan special 
districts to which it bears a resemblance, Seattle 
Metro has been cited for its administrative effective- 
ness. Through a large sewage transport and treat- 
ment program, Seattle Metro restored Lake Wash- 
ington to earlier standards of purity. Since its or- 
ganization in 1968, the Twin Cities Council has 
played an important policy and fiscal role in the 
development of facilities for sewage and solid waste 
disposal. On the other hand, Dade County has been 
unable to exert an equivalent control role in the 
development of water and sewage facilities through- 
out its area in the face of municipal opposition and 
because of restricted tax resources. 

Most consolidated city-counties have also pur- 
sued physical development in a vigorous fashion. 
The construction of streets and highways and of 
sewage and water facilities are the most significant 
of their public works undertakings. 

The State of Florida, by assuming welfare costs 
formerly borne at the local level, indirectly aided 
Jacksonville's capital construction program. The 
financing of capital projects has been eased in a 
number of jurisdictions by the lower interest rates 
accorded bonds issued by consolidated and federated 
governments. 

Finally, in annexation actions new public works, 
particularly water and sewer facilities, are dominant 
goals of fringe-area residents seeking inclusion in 
municipalities. 

4. Reorganized governments have spotty to weak 
records in effecting change in matters touching im- 

portantly the life-styles of metropolitan area resi- 
dents. To date, few consolidations have had much 
direct impact upon existing patterns of minority 
housing and education. Apart from Nashville-David- 
son County, which has importantly conditioned 
education policies in the area, the traditionally well- 
insulated school function has remained largely in- 
dependent of consolidations and federations. How- 
ever, the consolidated governments have partici- 
pated much more actively in Federal programs, some 
of which (model cities and manpower, for example) 
have had an impact on social needs and problems. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The past decade of American experience ' with 
annexation, city-county consolidation, and federa- 
tion experience may be highlighted as follows: 

-The three approaches to reform outlined in this 
chapter aspire to comprehensive change. Compre- 
hensive change is atypical in urban political systems 
where local policy inputs are numero'us and diverse 
in nature, where there are many veto groups, and 
where no breakdown in social order has occurred. 

-Other than in the East and in the largest cities, 
annexation is extensively used to enlarge municipal 
boundaries. Most individual annexations are small, 
but the total area added by this method is signifi- 
cant (during 1970 and 197 1, 1,5 17 square miles were 
annexed). Although annexation continues to be a 
useful method in bringing urban services to fringe 
areas, it has not been an effective tool for achieving 
metropolitan government in this century. 

-Within the past decade legislatures in seven 
States established discretionary boundary review 
boards at the State and local levels. Three States 
have a single statewide board; in three States sys- 
tems of county or areawide boards are employed; 
and a seventh State has established a statewide 
agency which will be in full operation in 1974. A 
number of the presently operating commissions are 
making constructive contributions to the orderly and 
logical expansion of municipal boundaries, and to a 
slower growth rate in the numbers of new special 
districts and municipalities within States. 

- Eleven city-county consolidations took place in 
the United States during the 1962-72 decade. Of the 
five which involved consolidation of the central 
cities of the metropolitan areas, four occurred in the 
South. Each of the four took place in counties where 
few municipalities existed and where previous an- 
nexations impinged on consolidation decisions. Each 
resulted in less than complete consolidation and in 



strong mayor-council governments, with unicameral 
bodies chosen largely on a single-member district 
basis. Unigov in Indianapolis represented the first 
consolidation in the North and the first mandated 
by a State legislature in the twentieth century. 

-Although they have been successful in securing 
Federal grants, metropolitan city-county consolida- 
tions have served as the focus for very few Feder- 
al substate and regional districting efforts. 

-Few federative approaches have been utilized in 
American metropolitan areas. The Toronto-type 
federation has remained untried, and Dade County 
represents the sole example of a deliberate chartering 
of a federated urban county. Few States allow the 
incorporation of metropolitan multi-purpose special 
districts, and no more than two or three such dis- 
tricts are presently functioning. . 

-The State supported umbrella regional council 
represents the chief innovation in federative forms 
during the .past decade. This is a general purpose 
policy-making body, which has the responsibility 
for developing areawide plans, for coordinating the 
major independent functional agencies within the 
region, and controlling the development of the 
metropolitan area. It is illustrated by the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Council. 

-To an even greater extent than whites, blacks 

resist metropolitan reform efforts largely because 
of fear that their central city voting strength would 
be diluted by the adoption of areawide government. 
In the two campaigns where black majorities sup- 
ported consolidation efforts, influential black leaders 
participated from the beginning, "black" single- 
member districts were delineated, and a possibility 
existed that the central city would annex the urban 
fringe if the reform attempt failed. To date, formal 
black representation on consolidated city-county 
councils has generally equalled or exceeded the pro- 
portions held on pre-reform central city councils. 

-Although metropolitan federations or consolida- 
tions might make redistributions easier legally, no 
fundamental shifts have yet been made in the collec- 
tion and distribution of local tax revenues in favor 
of those at the lower end of the economic scale. 
Evidence exists, however, that reform governments 
have been more successful than their predecessors 
in securing Federal aid for the administration of 
programs that are redistributive in nature. 
- Less than conclusive data suggests that although 

consolidated and federated governments result in 
higher total costs for local government, they do not 
always result in higher tax rates. Further, reform 
governments are likely to bring strengthened over- 
head management, more effective use of tax money, 
and a higher level of public services, especially in 
those programs which depend heavily upon major 
physical facilities. 
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Chapter VI 

THE 
NON-METROPOLITAN 
GOVERNMENTAL 



Census Bureau figures for 1970 show that approxi- 
mately 30 percent (63.8 million) of the American 
people live outside the Standard Metropolitan Sta- 
tistical Areas (SMSA's), in non-metropolitan areas 
covering more than 95 percent of the Nation's total 
land area. So talking about the urban majority with- 
out taking rural America into account does not give 
the full picture. 

These non-metropolitan areas contain 85 percent 
of the Nation's county governments, 80 percent of 
the townships, and 70 percent of the municipalities, 
in addition to 67 percent of all local special dis- 
tricts and authorities, and 45 percent of the new- 
style substate districts described in Volume I of this 
report. 

This chapter briefly examines the characteristics 
of the Nation's non-metropolitan local governments 
and focuses primarily on those features which dis- 
tinguish them from metropolitan local governments. 
In addition to describing counties, municipalities, 
and townships, this chapter probes the use of inter- 
governmental agreements for the joint performance 
of local functions. 

The term "non-metropolitan" is used here as a 
general adjective to describe local governments 
located outside of the Standard Metropolitan Sta- 
tistical Areas as defined by the U.S. Office of Man- 
agement and Budget. Unless otherwise indicated 
the statistics used represent an SMSA/non-SMSA 
breakdown. For example, the number of non-metro- 
politan counties was obtained by subtracting the 
number associated with SMSA's from the U.S. 
total. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS I N 
NON-METROPOLITAN AMERICA 

One of the major problems in non-metropolitan 
areas is local governments. Their sheer number is 
staggering. Of the 78,218 units of local government 
reported in 1972 by the Bureau of the Census, 
56,033 were outside of SMSA's.' Such a figure might 
be viewed more favorably if the majority of those 
governments were operating at maximum effective- 
ness and efficiency, but that is not the case. In a 
1968 report, ACIR found: 

Rural governmental institutions are fre- 
quently unable to provide the type of pub- 
lic services needed. They w.ere originally 
designed with less acute problems in an age 
of greater self-sufficiency. They can adjust 
only with difficulty to declining popula- 
tion. Local government expenditures per 
person in such areas are disproportionately 
high for what frequently are inadequate 
levels of service. Furthermore, the small 

local governments are frequently ill- 
equipped to undertake the planning and de- 
velopment activities necessary to overcome 
their handicaps. 2 

Several tables in this section underscore the large 
percentage of non-metropolitan local governments 
which serve small, highly dispersed populations. In 
looking at them, the question of economies or dis- 
economies of scale inevitably arises. There is no 
consensus at this time as to precisely what popu- 
lation size or density is most nearly ideal for mini- 
mizing per capita expenses in providing govern- 
mental services, or what the upper and lower popu- 
lation levels are at which costs go up.3 Nevertheless, 
it is generally conceded that very small governmental 
units, particularly tiny general-purpose local govern- 
ments, almost always suffer diseconomies of scale 
(higher per capita costs) in their servicing activities. 

Table VI-1 reveals that 70 percent of all non- 
SMSA counties have populations under 25,000; 
71 percent of all non-SMSA townships have popu- 
lations under 1,000; and 62 percent of all non- 
SMSA municipalities have populations under 1,000. 
A large number of these governments have a diffi- 
cult time providing adequate services to their citi- 
zens. Subsequent sections of this chapter on counties, 
townships, municipalities, and intergovernmental 
agreements will probe this issue more thoroughly. 

To discover the sources of many of the problems 
facing non-metropolitan local governments, one must 
turn to the technological revolution that has occur- 
red in the production and processing of natural re- 
source commodities. The drop in employment in 
these and related industries, with the concomitant 
decline in local businesses and severe outmigration, 
has frequently left non-metropolitan counties, town- 
ships, and municipalities with diminishing tax bases 
and thinly spread-out populations. The cost of pro- 
viding even traditional services has risen enormously, 
while the money to pay for them has dwindled. 
Moreover, the demand for new services has grown 
rapidly while the money for providing them has 
not. Professor Eber Eldridge, writing in the 1971 
Yearbook of Agriculture, sums up this situation: 

Three of the four applications of techno- 
logy - farming, manufacturing, and trans- 
portation - essentially are reducing the 
economic base in the rural community. 
The fourth application - services and 
institutions - is pressing for a constantly 
larger base.4 

Compounding the governmental and economic 
problems in non-metropolitan areas is a shortage of 
qualified professionals. In a governmental context, 



Table VZ-1 

Selected Characteristics of Non-SMSA Local Governments-Counties, Townships, Municipalities, and Special 
Districts, by Geographic Region: 

1972 

North 
U.S. Total Nort hea'st Central South West 

Counties 
Total Number 
Percent of Total That are 

Outside SMSA's 

Percent of Non-SMSA Counties 
With Less Than 50,000 Population 90 49 93 9 2 90 

Percent of Non-SMSA Counties 
With Less Than 25,000 Population 70 

Townships 
Total Number 
Percent of Total That are 

Outside SMSA's 

Percent of Non-SMSA Town- 
ships With Less Than 2,500 Population 90 

Percent of Non-SMSA Town- 
ships With Less Than 1,000 Population 71 

Municipalities 
Total Number 
Percent of Total That are 

Outside SMSA's 

Percent of Non-SMSA Munici- 
palities With Less Than 25,000 Population 99 9 8 99 99 

Percent of Non-SMSA Munici- 
palities With Less Than 1,000 Population 62 44 70 55 

Special Districts* 
Total Number 23,886 3,937 8,024 5,525 
Percent of Total That are 

Outside SMSA's 67 47 75 7 5 

Percent of Non-SMSA Special 
Districts Having Power of Taxation 46 

Percent of Non-SMSA Special 
Districts That are Uni-Functional 98 95 99.7 98 

"Special district data is based on preliminary figures from the 1972 Census of Governments. 
Source: Bureau of the Census, 1972 Census of Governments, I ,  and preliminary aata for 1972 Census of 

Governments. 



this frequently shows up in the proportion of part- 
time employees. Table VI-2 shows that local govern- 
ments outside SMSA's account for only one-third 
of all local public servants, but 44 percent of the 
part-time ones. 

To sum up, the problems of non-metropolitan 
local governments are many. There are too many 
governments for too few people. The governments 
are faced with serious diseconomies of scale. While 
they perform many needed services, their offerings 
are less complete than those of most urban govern- 
ments, and they usually have small, often part- 
time staffs. 

Counties? 

According to the 1972 Census of Governments, 
2,600, or 85 percent of the Nation's 3,044~ counties, 
are outside SMSA's. Seventy percent of these non- 
metropolitan counties have fewer than 25,000 resi- 
dents, and the typical one has a much lower popu- 
lation density than its metropolitan counterpart- 
62 persons per square mile versus 1,114.7 

Most county governments in non-metropolitan 
areas have not changed or updated their operations 
much over the years. In many States, they still 
serve primarily as administrative arms of the State 
government, performing few truly local functions. 
Tax assessment and collection, election and judicial 
administration, public record keeping, license is- 
suing, sheriffs office, health and welfare services, 
roads and highways-these are the State-mandated 
types of services that have come to be called "tra- 
ditional" county functions. Table VI-3 shows that 
the activities of the smaller (mostly non-metropolitan) 
counties have clustered around these treditional 
functions more than those of the larger (mostly 
metropolitan) counties. 

The two categories of the smallest counties- 
those with less than 10,000 inhabitants and those 
with a 10,000 to 24,999 population-are the most 
typical in non-metropolitan areas. The 1967 figures 
(latest available) show that these two sizes have the 
highest average per capita expenditures for the total 

of all functions - $106.94 and $75.1 1 ,  respectively.8 
This may well suggest that the counties having the 
greatest problem with diseconomies of scale are those 
with populations under 25,000. Based on 1972 data, 
99 percent of this group of counties are non-metro- 
politan; they account for 78 percent of all counties 
located outside SMSA's. Because of this major over- 
lap, they are used here as the best available proxy 
for certain information about non-metropolitan 
counties. 

Table VI-3 also shows that the average per capi- 
ta expenditures of the very smallest counties-the 
less-than- 10,000-population category - are signifi- 
cantly higher than those of other counties in the 
areas of education, highways, financial administra- 
tion, and general control. The figures for education 
and highways underscore the high concentration of 
the small counties' limited finances in two tradi- 
tional service areas. But, just as significantly, the 
per capita expenditures for the other two functions- 
financial administration and general control - are 
indicative of the high overhead costs of running 
small county governments. 

Comparing the general expenditures of counties, 
it is found that those with populations under 25,000 
(99 percent metropolitan) spend about 30 percent 
for highways, while those with populations over 
50,000 -largely in metropolitan areas- spend about 
half (11 to 17 percent) that proportion for this 
purpose. The figures are reversed for health and 
welfare expenditures, where the larger, mostly 
metropolitan counties allocate proportionately 
twice the figure of the smaller, chiefly non-metro- 
politan counties. The latter also spend significantly 
smaller proportions of their budgets for police, cor- 
rections, parks ' and recreation, public buildings, 
and debt interest. 

The forms of county government organization in 
non-metropolitan America have changed little in re- 
cent years. Eighty-four percent of them still have 
the plural executive or commission form (see Table 
VI-4). This contrasts markedly with metropolitan 
counties, where structures have been altered to 

Total Employment 
Full Time 

. Part Time 

Table VI-2 

Government Employment Within and Outside SMSA's: 
1967 

Total Percent Outside Percent 
(A) Within SMSA of (A) SM SA of (A) 

6,538,909 4,367,015 66% 2,171,894 33% 
5,227,777 3,634,629 69 1,593,148 30 
1,311,132 732,386 55 578,746 44 

Source: Bureau of the Census, Compendium of Public Employment, 111, 2, (Washington, D.C.: 1967), p. 25. 



Table VI-3 

Selected l tems of County Government Finance for Population-Size Groups of Counties: . 
1966 - 1967 

Counties With a 1966 Population of- 

All 100,000 50,000- 25,000- 10,000- Less than 
Counties or more 99,999 49,999 24,999 10,000 

Number of Counties 
Population, 1966 
General Expenditure, all 
Functions ($000'~) 

Average per capita 
Education ($000'~) 

Percent of total* 
Average per capita 

Highways ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Public Welfare ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Hospitals ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Health ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Police Protection 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Parks and Recreation ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Natural Resources ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Corrections ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Financial Administration ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

General Control ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

General Public Buildings ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Interest on Public Debt ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

Other and Unallocable ($000'~) 
Percent of total 
Average per capita 

*The percentages in each vertical column will not necessarily total exactly 100, due to rounding of figures. 
Source: Bureau of the Census, 1967 Census of Governments, IV.  



Table Vi-4 

Forms of County Government: Metro and Non-Metro: 
May 1971 

Counties Non-Metropolitan 
Reporting Metropolitan Counties Counties 

Percent Percent Percent Percent "Percent 
County Form N o. of (A) N o. of (A) of (B) N o. of (A) of (C) 

Plural Executive or 
Commission Form 793 80% 87 9% 59% 706 71 % 84% 

County Administrator 184 18 5 2 5 35 132 13 15 
Weak Variation (147) (15) (43) (4) (29) (1 04) (1 0) (1 2) 
County Manager Plan ( 37) ( 3) ( 9) (1) ( 6) ( 28) ( 3) ( 3) 

County Executive Plan 16 2 9 (1) 6 7 ( 1) 1 

TOTAL 

Source: Derived from Table 1, International City Management Association, "County Government Organization and 
Services," Urban Data Service Reports (Washington, D.C.: May 1971), p. 2. 

allow for more centralized and coordinated adminis- 
tration and policy making in 41 percent of the cases. 
About 6 percent of the metropolitan counties have 
adopted strong, elected executive reforms; only 1 
percent of the metropolitan counties have undertaken 
this type of change. Thus, despite the fact that com- 
plexities of government are certainly not limited to 
large urban areas, the large majority of non-metro- 
politan counties are still operating under the tradi- 
tional commission-type organization with no profes- 
sional administrator or executive. 

Municipalities 

There are l8,5 17 incorporated municipalities in 
the United States,g and over 70 percent of them are 

located in non-metropolitan areas. Moreover, 63 per- 
cent of all municipalities are non-SMSA communi- 
ties with populations under 5,000. Only 18 percent 
of all municipalities with populations of 25,000 or 
more are located in these areas. 

The most common forms of municipal government 
organization are the mayor-council and council- 
manager forms. The International City Manage- 
ment Association (ICMA) conducted a survey of 
municipalities for its 1972 Munic@al Year Book,lO 
and of the responding municipalities with popula- 
tions over 5,000, 47 percent operate under the 
council-manager form and 44 percent under the 
mayor-council form (see Table VI-5). In this table, 
the central city and suburban municipality cate- 

Table VI-5 

Form of Government: 
1971 

Number of 
Cities 

Reporting Mayor-Cou ncil Council-Manager Other 
Percent Percent Percent 

(A) No. of (A) N 0. of (A) No. of (A) 
Total, all Cities 1,875 825 44% 886 47% 164 9% 
l ndependent 775 336 43 360 46 7 9 10 
Central 206 89 43 96 47 2 1 10 
Suburban 894 400 45 430 48 64 7 
Source: l nternational City Management Association, The Municipal Year Book 1972 (Washington, D.C.: The Asso- 

ciation, l972),  p. 16. 



Table VI-6 

Summary of Municipal Finance Items by Population-Size Groups Percent of Total General Expenditures: 
1966-1 967 

Municipalities With a 1960 Population of- 

Total, All 1,000,000 500,000- 300,000- 100,000- 50,000- 25,000- 10,000- 5,000- 2,500- Less than 
Municipalities or more 999,999 499,999 299,999 99,999 49,999 24,999 9,999 4,999 2,500 

General Expendtture, all functions 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Education 16.6 21.1 15.3 20.3 17.2 18.8 16.8 9.4 5.5 2.9 0.7 

Highways 10.5 4.9 8.5 10.0 11.2 11.0 13.3 16.9 19.3 23.7 22.2 

Public Welfare 6.6 13.5 9.3 2.9 3.1 4.1 2.4 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.5 

Hospitals 5.4 8.7 5.9 3.2 4.1 2.8 4.6 3.5 4.5 2.9 1.4 

Health 1.4 2.0 2.1 1.3 1.4 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.2 

Police Protection 10.6 10.5 10.3 10.1 10.1 9.8 9.7 12.3 12.9 14.5 11.1 

Fire Protection 6.8 4.7 6.5 7.6 8.7 8.6 8.4 8.2 6.0 5.1 4.3 
Sewerage 5.8 2.0 4.9 8.5 5.6 5.8 6.7 9.9 12.1 12.5 12.2 

Sanitation Other Than Sewerage 4.1 3.8 3.7 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.0 5.1 5.2 5.1 3.8 
Parks and Recreation 4.7 2.7 5.9 7.4 5.6 5.4 4.9 5.5 5.3 4.8 3.0 
Housing and Urban Renewal 4.2 5.0 6.1 3.0 5.9 5.8 2.4 1.4 1.0 0.2 0.0 
Libraries 1.6 1.2 1.4 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.1 1.8 1.5 1.1 
Financial Administration 1.7 1.2 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.8 2.1 2.4 3.1 3.0 
General Control 2.8 2.4 2.6 2.0 2.2 2.5 2.8 4.0 4.9 6.2 5.7 
General Public Buildings 1.7 1.2 1.5 0.9 1.8 1.8 2.2 2.5 2.8 3.3 3.6 
l nterest on General Debt 3.9 4.3 3.2 4.0 4.0 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.9 4.0 5.0 
Other General Expenditure 11.7 10.7 10.8 11.5 11.1 11.1 13.9 12.2 11.6 9.7 22.2 

Source: Bureau of the Census, 1967 Census of Governments, IV.  

gories are metropolitan, while the independent 
municipalities are non-metropolitan. The breakdown 
shows that the council-manager and mayor-council 
forms are almost as common in non-metropolitan as 
metropolitan areas. 

ICMA also found "an important trend toward the 
introduction of professional administration in mayor- 
council cities."ll Overall, more than half of the 
mayor-council cities responding to the survey have 
a designated administrator. However, a larger per- 
centage of the central cities (27 percent) and subur- 
ban municipalities (27 percent) operate under the 
mayor-council form with a designated administrator 
than do non-metropolitan respondents (20 percent). 
On the other hand, a larger percentage of the non- 
metropolitan municipalities (23 percent) operate 
under the mayor-council form with an administra- 
tor than either the central cities (17 percent) or 
suburban municipalities (18 percent). These figures 
are characteristic of the overall governmental scene, 
in which non-metropolitan local governments usually 
show up as having less professional administration. 

Census data reveal that 90 percent of all munici- 
palities have populations under 10,000 and 75 per- 
cent of these are non-metropolitan. These munici- 
palities account for nearly 22 percent of all munici- 

pal population, but less than 10 percent of all munici- 
pal expenditures.12 

Table VI-6 shows the distribution among func- 
tional categories of the general expenditures of each 
populatioa-size group of municipalities for 1966-67. 
While municipalities overall spent 16.6 percent of 
their total outlays on education, the very small 
municipalities- those with populations under 2,500 
-spent less than 1 percent of their expenditures 
on education. This is due largely to the fact that 
counties or school districts are more likely to have 
primary responsibility for education in non-metro- 
politan areas-where most of the small municipali- 
ties are located. 

Overall, municipalities spent about 10.5 percent 
of their outlays on highways. The largest munici- 
palities (all of which are metropolitan) spent only 
4.9 percent o f .  their expenditures on that function, 
while the three lowest population-groups, which are 
chiefly non-metropolitan, spent close to 20 percent 
of their outlays on highways. 

The very large municipalities spent a much larger 
proportion of their total expenditures on public 
welfare, hospitals, and health than did the smaller 
ones. In non-metropolitan areas health and welfare 
services are provided less frequently, and where 



provided they are more the responsibility of counties 
rather than municipalities. 

All population-groups of municipalities show ex- 
penditures of between 10 and 15 percent of total 
outlays going to police protection and between 4 
and 9 percent for fire protection. Moreover, munici- 
palities in the population-group of fewer than 2,500 
spent just about the same percentage (4.3 percent) 
o f  their outlays on fire protection as the municipali- 
ties in the largest population-group (4.7 percent). 

The mostly non-metropolitan municipalities with 
populations under 10,000 spend considerably greater 
percentages of their ' outlays on sewerage than the 
larger municipalities. The high costs of sewerage 
services - more than 1 2 percent of total expenditures 
-appear to be particularly characteristic of small 
non-metropolitan governments with their small, com- 
paratively dispersed populations. 

As with counties and townships, there are definite 
indications that diseconomies of scale enter into the 
administrative expense of operating small non-metro- 
politan municipalities. The smallest municipalities, 
over 83 percent of which are non-metropolitan, spend 
a larger share of total expenditures on general con- 
trol and financial administration than municipali- 
ties in any other population group. The marked 
increase in proportionate outlays for these func- 
tions begins with municipalities in the 10,000 to 
24,999 population group and the percentage in- 
creases with each smaller population-group. 

Townships 
There were l6,W 1 township governments in 1972, 

including units officially designated as "towns" in 
the six New England States, New York, and Wis- 
consin, and units known as "plantations" in Maine 
and "locations" in New Hampshire.13 This figure 
represents a decrease of 114 townships since 1967 
and of 15 1 since 1962.14 Of the total number, 13,529, 
or 80 percent, are located outside SMSA's (see 
Table VI-7). 

Townships generally are very small units of gov- 
ernment; they are found in only 21 States. Sixty 
percent of them have populations of fewer than 
1,000, while only 27 townships-less than 0.5 per- 
cent - had populations greater than 100,000. Even 
SMSA townships are predominantly small, nearly 
half of them having populations of fewer than 2,500. 
However, non-metropolitan townships are clearly 
smaller overall than their metropolitan counter- 
parts. About 90 percent of the non-SMSA town- 
ships have fewer than 2,500 residents. And while 
21 percent of the SMSA townships have populations 
of 10,000 or more, only about 1 percent of non- 
SMSA townships are that large. 

The tables in this section provide data for two 
classes of townships, those within SMSA's and those 

outside SMSA's. The Bureau of the census; how- 
ever, describes townships on the basis of two dif- 
ferent classifications, with some grouped in "strong- 
township States" and others in "weak-township 
States." The basis for the census designations is 
primarily functional, but it also has historical dimen- 
sions. 

The New England "towns" have existed almost 
from the genesis of formal government in that re- 
gion, and this basic form of government was suc- 
cessfully extended to New York, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania. The major characteristic setting these 
towns apart from the majority of other townships, 
for practical purposes, is that they were actually 
formed to serve existing communities. That cannot 
be said of many of the townships in what are now 
called the North Central States. 

Under the Ordinance of 1785 for the survey of 
public lands in the Northwest Territory, the Con- 
federation Congress established the "congressional 
township," a 36-mile square, as the survey plot. 

Table VI-7 

Number of Township Governments Within and Outside 
SMSA's, by Population Size: 

. 1972 

Within Outside 
Total SMSA's SMSA's 

Township Governments, total 16,991 3,462 13,529 
With a 1970 Population of 

50,000 or more 94 92 2 
25,000 to 49,999 185 161 24 
10,000 to 24,999 621 459 162 
5,000 to 9,999 816 472 344 
2,500 to 4,999 1,454 627 827 
1,000 to 2,499 3,575 977 2,598 
less than 1,000 10,246 674 9,572 

Source: Bureau of the Cerisus, 1972 Census of 
Governments, I .  

Although the congressional township was nothing 
more than a survey measurement, it had a definite 
effect on the drawing of township boundaries. A 
number of States, by law, used the congressional 
township as the basis for the civil township, and 
Clyde F. Snider has pointed out that "even in the 
absence of such a statutory requirement, the disposi- 
tion toward conformity (to congressional township 
boundaries) is frequently evident."l5 The civil town- 
ship boundaries in many States were drawn without 
concern for either geographic features or actual 
population patterns, which in most cases had not 
even emerged when the boundaries were set. In 1937, 
Professor Lane W. Lancaster described the diffi- 
culties of the predetermined township: 



.its boundaries did not correspond 
either to the social groupings of the people 
or to the methods of land cultivation. For 
this reason it seldom embodied a real com- 
munity. Settlements of human beings are 
not likely to go up hill and down dale and 
across rivers to please the government 
surveyor.16 

small to serve the needs of its people efficiently. 
In some States, many townships have been abolish- 
ed altogether or their functions transferred to coun- 
ties or municipalities. In other States, part of the 
township has been incorporated as a municipality, 
while the remainder has been left as a rural town- 
ship surrounding the incorporated area but per- 
forming almost no functions. In still other States, 
especially in New England, steps have been taken to 

Nevertheless, this should not be construed as have the towns function as municipalities. 
meaning that New England towns and townships As a general rule, the towns in New England and 
in the Mid-Atlantic States are necessarily ideal townships in New York, New Jersey, and Pennsyl- 
units of government either. Townships in general vania perform services that are comparable to those 
face similar problems no matter where they are of municipalities. Michigan and Wisconsin have 
located, and the greatest is size. In many cases, the been able to bring about at least a semblance of that 
township has proved to be either too large or too type of township government in their unincorporated 

Type of Expenditure 

Table VI-8 
Township Expenditures: 1966-1 967 

(in millions of dollars) 

I n SM SA's Outside SMSA's 

All Percent Percent 
Towns hips Amount of Total Amount of Total 

Direct General 
Expenditures 

Education 
Highways 
Public Welfare 
Hospitals 
Health 
Police Protection 
Fire Protection 
Sewerage 
Sanitation (Other Than 

Sewerage) 
Parks and Recreation 
Natural Resources 
Housing & Urban Renewal 
Airports 
Water Transport & Terminals 
Parking Facilities 
Correction 
Libraries 
Financial Administration 
General Control 
General Public Buildings 
Interest on General Debt 
Other & Unallocable 
Utility Expenditures 
Employee Retirement 

Expenditures 

TOTALS 

"Figures available only for SMSA's. Any amounts outside SMSA's are included in "Other and Unallocable" cate- 
gory. The comparable SMSA figure for "Other and Unallocable" is 126.0. 
Source: Bureau of the Census, 1967 Census of Governments, / V  and V. 



non-metropolitan areas. Townships in the other 
States, excluding Washington," are functionally in 
a different category. Nearly all of them are very 
small, and they perform limited functions, spending 
over half their outlays on highways alone. 

Table VI-8 highlights the latest available (1967) 
data on township expenditures. In that year, there 
were 13,850 non-SMSA townships (as opposed to 
13,529 in 1972) and they accounted for about 81 
percent of all townships (80 percent in 1972). The 
non-SMSA townships, however, accounted for only 
$774.9 million in total expenditures, while the 
SMSA townships had general expenditures totaling 
$1,43 1.7 million. In other words, 81 percent of all 
townships - the non-SMSA . townships- spent only 
35 percent of all township outlays, indicating both 
the smallness and the limited activities of these 
units. And even these figures might be considered 
somewhat optimistic, since they include the finances 
of non-SMSA townships in the strong-township 
States, which generally provide a much broader 
range of services than the average non-metropolitan 
township. 

In only one function-highways-do non-metro- 
politan townships spend more than metropolitan 
townships.tt The largest expenditures for both non- 
SMSA and SMSA townships go for education and 
highways. However, these two functions make up 
a larger share of the non-metropolitan townships' 
total outlays (64 percent as against 54 percent). 
Actually, education and highways are about the 
only functions that many non-metropolitan town- 
ships perform. 

In at least two other functional areas - financial 
administration and general control -the expendi- 
tures of non-SMSA townships appear not to be 
much smaller than those of SMSA townships. While 
the total general expenditures of non-SMSA town- 
ships are only about half as large as those of SMSA 
townships, their combined financial administration 
and general control expenditures are nearly two- 
thirds as large. As is the case with rural counties 
and municipalities, this feature is indicative of the 
high overhead costs of running small non-metropoli- 
tan governments. 

Table VI-9 describes some of the basic differences 
in the size of non-metropolitan and metropolitan 
townships. Non-SMSA townships existing in 1967 
had a combined population of 15,712,385 (using 
1960 census data), or 40 percent of the total town- 
ship population. The average population of the typi- 
cal non-SMSA township was 1,134, while the coun- 
terpart figure for an SMSA township was 7,266, 

.nearly six and one-half times as great. The average 
general expenditures of a non-SMSA township 
amounted to only $55,949, compared to an SMSA 

township outlay of $439,846 -about eight times 
larger. 

The main feature that sets townships apart from 
other local governments-probably their most 
attractive feature-has been the town (or township) 
meeting. This traditional form of direct democracy 
was established so that every citizen would have 
the right to voice an opinion about any issues in the 
township's affairs and to vote on every decision. 
By now, however, many townships have instituted 
the limited, or representative, form of town meeting, 
in which representatives elected from the town- 
ship's precincts speak and vote for their consti- 
tuents. This form of organization came about basic- 
ally for two reasons: the physical limitations on the 
number of citizens that most township halls would 
hold, and the cumbersome nature of the larger meet- 
ing. 

Usually, townships also have a group of elected 
officials, frequently called the board of selectmen, 
who ovzrsee the administration of the township 
government. They are responsible for executing the 
decisions of the town meeting and generally have 
authority over all township employees. A more re- 
cent development in township organization has been 
the position of chief administrative officer. He or 
she is usually appointed by the board of selectmen 
as a full-time, professional administrator of the 
township government but seldom has executive 
authority. This form of organization is found in 
about half of the States having townships, primarily 
in the larger townships that perform municipal- 
type functions. 

These organizational developments notwith- 
standing, township government in the United States 
has been slow to change. About the biggest change 
has been the decrease, over a long period of time, 
in the number of townships. Those that remain do 
not exist without controversy. Dvorin and Misner 
have noted recently that the township "is still rooted 
in values of another day and age."19 

Calls for the abolition of township governments 
usually cite their similarity to municipalities, coun- 
ties, or special districts, and suggest that there is no 
apparent functional reason that they could no t  be 
replaced by one or another of these more common 
units. Professor Lancaster argued as far back as 
1937 for doing away with townships, addressing 
himself principally to the non-metropolitan town- 
ships: 

. . .it may be argued that the township 
represents the last remaining area in which 
the population can "run things" to suite 
themselves. It must be remembered, how- 
ever, that 25 of our States never had town- 
ships and that 11 others never gave them 



Measure of Size 

Table VI-9 

Average Size of Township Governments: 
1967 

' All 
Townships 

SMSA 
Townships 

Non-SMSA 
Townships 

Number Townships 17,105 
1960 Population 39,363,189 
Average Population1 

Township 2,310 
General Expenditures $2,206,600,000 
Average General 

ExpenditureslTownship $1 29,003 
Number Employees 

(Full-time equivalent) 175,395 
Average Number Employees1 

Township 10 
Number Employees11 0,000 

Population (Full-time 
equivalent) 45 

Source: Bureau of the Census, 1967 Census of Governments, I and 111. 
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any important powers. This is pretty good 
evidence that they are not indispensable 
units of government even in the States 
where they now exist. What we are doing 
is keeping alive mere shells of government, 
staffed by do-nothing officials whose 
titles are empty ones and whose salaries 
are gifts. If, as seems clear, the most hope- 
ful way of attacking the problem of admini- 
strative inadequacy of local areas is through 
the reallocation of functions, the persis- 
tence of the township as a legal entity 
simply delays this attack or compels il- 
logical subterfuges. The elimination of this 

'area, either through its outright abolition 
or through the process of attrition, might 
be expected to reduce the overhead cost of 
local government, make possible a larger 
and more efficient area of government, 
bring about greater uniformity in the quali- 
ty of governmental services and equalize 
the burden of taxation.20 

The conclusions to be drawn about townships are 
simple. First, they are the least widespread units of 
general purpose government. And even in the 21 
States where they do appear, townships are far from 
uniform. In some States they are located only in un- 
incorporated rural areas, while in the State of Wash- 
ington, they are located. only in urban areas. In 
several States they appear within counties; in two 
others (Connecticut and Rhode Island) they exist 
in the absence of counties. In the "strong-township 

NIA 

States" they frequently perform municipal-type 
functions. In the "weak-township States" they 
usually perform very limited functions, much like 
small, very weak counties. 

Annexation and City-County Consolidation 

The 1970 Census of Population shows that of the 
6,639,107 people annexed to municipalities with 
1960 population of 2,000 or more during the decade 
of 1960 to 1970, 2,785,240 (or 42 percent) were lo- 
cated in non-metropolitan areas (outside SMSA's).21 
Chapter V of this volume also points out that four of 
the 13 post-World-War-I1 city-county consolidations 
have occurred in non-metropolitan areas (see Table 
V-1). These findings suggest that annexation and 
city-county consolidation are applicable in non- 
metropolitan areas, but not to the same extent as in 
urban America. 

l ntergovernmental Agreements 

Many local governments have been able to solve 
some of their service problems through intergovern- 
mental cooperation agreements22 However, non- 
metropolitan local governments appear to participate 
in such agreements far less frequently than metro- 
politan governments. 

An interlocal service contract allows a local 
government to receive from or provide to another 
local government a desired product or service. In 
addition to agreements for the receipt and provision 
of services, agreements for the joint construction or 
leasing of facilities and joint provision of services 
are also relatively common. Usually, two or more 



Table VI-10 

Municipalities With Service Agreements: 
1972 

Total Central City Suburban Non-Metropolitan 

Atfir- Atfir- Aff it- Affir- 
Number mative Number mative Number mative Number mative 

Reporting Response Percent Reporting Response Percent Reporting Response Percent Reporting Response Percent 

Municipalities Receiving 
Services from Others 

Municipalities Providing 
Services to Others 

Municipalities Receiving 

a Package 
Municipalities Having 

Joint Service Agreements 2,061 726 35 130 80 62 897 , 348 39 959 298 31 
Municipalities Having 

Joint Construction and 
Leasing Agreements 2,120 440 21 134 53 40 969 209 22 1,017 178 18 

Municipalities Discon- 
tinuing Services by 
Another Government 2,367 137 6 152 18 12 1,768 8 7 5 1,147 32 3 

Source: ACIR-ICMA survey on lntergovernmental Service Agreements, 1972. 

governments are coequal partners in such joint agree- 
ments, and they establish a joint body to administer 
the program. 

A recent ACIR-ICMA survey23 reveals that the 
reason given most frequently for entering inter- 
governmental service agreements is achieving econo- 
mies of scale. This is certainly an appropriate rea- 
son for their use in non-metropolitan areas. 

Of the municipalities responding to the ACIR 
survey, 7 5  percent of the central cities and 7 1 per- 
cent of the suburban governments receive services 
from another government under interlocal agree- 

ments, but only 53 percent of the non-metropolitan 
municipalities do so (see Table VI-10). Major rea- 
sons for the less frequent participation by non-metro- 
politan municipalities are the. fewer suppliers of 
services in non-metropolitan areas and the smaller 
demand for services. 

Most services received under interlocal service 
agreements are specific separate services, but 13 
percent of all the municipalities responding to the 
survey receive packages of services. Only 9 percent 
of the non-metropolitan municipalities receive pack- 
ages of services, as opposed to 22 percent of the 

Table VI-11. 

Municipalities With Agreements for Receipt of Services: ' 
1972 

Non-Metropolitan 
N=1164 

Central City Suburban 
N=155 N=1076 

Number Having Agreements 61 2 
Percent of Agreement With: 

County 62 
State 29 
Special Districts 2 1 
Municipality 2 1 
School District 2 1 
Public Authority 11 
Other 12 

Source: ACI R-ICMA survey on Intergovernmental Service Agreements, 1972. 



central cities and 16 percent of the suburban munici- 
palities. The lower percentage for non-metropolitan 
governments is again due primarily to the much 
smaller number of available sources of service pack- 
ages and the smaller demand for services. 

Central cities, suburban communities, and non- 
metropolitan municipalities all reported more agree- 
ments for receipt of services from counties than from 
any other unit of government (see Table VI-11). The 
next most frequent provider of services to both cen- 
tral cities and non-metropolitan governments was 
State government; for suburban communities, it was 
another municipality, probably a central city in 
most cases. Of the non-metropolitan municipalities 
that reported having agreements for the receipt of 
services, 62 percent had agreements with counties, 
29 percent with State governments, 21 percent with 
other municipalities, 21 percent with school dis- 
tricts, 21 percent with special districts, and 1 1  per- 
cent with public authorities. However, in each case 
the percentage of non-metropolitan municipalities 
having such agreements was smaller than that of 
either suburban municipalities or central cities. 
Here is more evidence of the limited participation 
of non-metropolitan municipalities in intergovern- 
mental agreements. 

Non-metropolitan municipalities are slightly more 
likely to provide services to other governments under 
contract than are suburban municipalities, but they 
provide services much less frequently than central 
cities do. In a non-metropolitan area, one munici- 
pality may be the only unit of government with the 
capability, albeit limited, of providing services to 
other governments; whereas in metropolitan areas, 
there are likely to be a number of capable providers 
of services, including central cities, counties, and 
private firms, so that suburban municipalities are 
less likely to be called upon to provide services to 
other governments. 

Although only a small percentage of the survey 
respondents reported having terminated agreements, 
central cities terminated agreements with greater 
frequency (1 2 percent) than suburban (5 percent) 
or non-metropolitan (3 percent) municipalities (see 
Table VI-11). This may be partly due to more care- 
ful evaluation of agreements by central cities, since 
data also show that cities with council-manager 
organizations (more of which are central cities) are 
most likely to terminate agreements. That fion- 
metropolitan governments terminate agreements 
least often is probably due mainly to their having 
few if any alternative sources of services. It may 
also be affected by the fact that fewer of the non- 
metropolitan municipalities have professional man- 
agers who can evaluate agreements closely. 

Large municipalities are more likely to enter into 
agreements for joint provision of services or for 

joint construction or leasing of facilities than small 
ones (see Table VI- lo). Non-metropolitan munici- 
palities, most of which are small, enter such agree- 
ments with less frequency than either central cities 
or suburban governments. The data show that, of the 
responding municipalities, 3 1 percent of the non- 
metropolitan governments entered agreements for 
joint provision of services, as opposed to 39 per- 
cent of the suburban and 62 percent of the central 
city governments. With respect to agreements for 
joint construction or leasing of facilities, only 18 
percent of the responding non-metropolitan munici- 
palities participated while 40 percent of the central 
cities and 22 percent of the suburban municipalities 
did. 

As part of a 1971 ACIR-NACO-ICMA survey of 
county governments, counties were asked to answer 
several questions dealing with intergovernmental 
agreements. Agreements were categorized according 
to three types: county-to-local services agreements, 
joint county-local agreements, and joint county- 
county agreements. Of the counties responding to the 
pertinent question, about one-third indicated that . 
they provided services to local governments under 
contract. About 75 percent of these were non-metro- 
politan counties. About 38 percent of the responding 
counties indicated that they provide services on a 
joint basis with other local governments, and again, 
75 percent of them were non-metropolitan. With re- 
gard to providing services jointly with other county 
governments, 30 percent of the responding counties 
indicated that they are parties to such agreements; 
83 percent of the affirmative answers came from 
counties in non-metropolitan areas. 

Thus, it is clear that many metropolitan counties 
are acquainted with the interlocal agreement mecha- 
nism. However, remembering that 85 percent of all 
counties are non-metropolitan, it should not be im- 
plied from this limited survey that there is neces- 
sarily a greater incidence of county agreements in 
non-metropolitan areas. The data do not adequately 
address this question, but it is likely that the pro- 
portion of all non-metropolitan counties involved is 
actually lower than in metropolitan areas, thus 
paralleling municipal patterns. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

-The majority of local governments in the United 
States are in non-metropolitan areas: 

70 percent of the municipalities, 
85 percent of the counties, 
80 percent of the townships, and 
67 percent of the special districts. 

This might be  expected, since over 95 percent of 
the Nation's land area is non-metropolitan, but only 
about 30 percent of the Nation's population lives in 



these areas. Non-metropolitan governments, then, 
serve fewer people, on the average, than do govern- 
ments in metropolitan areas. 

-Compared to local governments in metropolitan 
areas, the non-metropolitan governments provide 
fewer services, possess less executive or adminis- 

. trative leadership capacity, exhibit ' diseconomies 
of scale, have weaker financial bases, and use inter- 
governmental cooperation agreements less fre- 
quently. 

- Non-metropolitan municipalities concentrate 
their expenditures on highways, sewerage, general 
control, and financial administration much more 
than large metropolitan municipalities (about 47 
percent versus approximately 22 percent). However, 
they use the mayor-council form of government with 
a designated administrator less frequently than 
metropolitan municipalities (20 vs. 27 percent); and 
their expenditures account for less than 10 percent 
of all municipal general expenditures although their 
populations represent nearly 22 percent of the total 
for all municipalities. 

- Non-metropolitan counties have smaller popu- 
lations than their metropolitan counterparts (70 
percent have fewer than 25,000 residents); they 
concentrate more heavily on the traditional adminis- 
trative functions assigned by the States (tax assess- 
ment, election and judicial administration, health 
and welfare services,. and highways); they have the 
highest per capita expenditures of all counties 
($106.94 for those under 10,000 people and $75.1 1 
for those with 10,000 to 24,999); and non-metro- 
polit an counties are organized to provide executive 

or administrative leadership much less frequently 
than metropolitan counties (16 vs. 41 percent). 

- Non-metropolitan townships have an average 
population only one-seventh as great as metropolitan 
townships (1,134 people vs. 7,266); their average 
budget is only one-eighth as large ($55,949 vs. 
$439,846); their average staff is only ten people; 
the bulk of their expenditures are for highways and 
education; they spend disproportionate amounts on 
financial administration and general control; and in 
only half the States with townships has the chief 
administrator form of organization been used. 

-Local governments in non-metropolitan areas 
use inter-local cooperation agreements for the per- 
formance of their functions much less frequently 
than those in metropolitan areas (43 vs. 75 percent). 

- Municipal annexation in non-metropolitan areas 
accounts for 42 percent of the Nation's citizens who 
were annexed in the decade of the 1960's, while four 
of the 13 post-World-War-I1 city-county consolida- 
tions occurred in non-metropolitan areas. 

Clearly, local governments in non-metropolitan 
America find it difficult on their own, as presently 
constituted, to provide efficient and effective ser- 
vices for their people. There are three basic ways to 
remedy this situation: (1) greater and more coor- 
dinated use of intergovernmental service agreements 
-a  partial solution at best, (2) greater use of umbrel- 
la multi-jurisdictional organizations - as discussed 
in Volume I of this report, and (3) reorganization 
of existing units. This last option, of course, is the 
primary subject of this volume. 
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Chapter VI I  

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

ISSUES 



The first volume of this report underscored the 
absence of a clear and consistent substate districting 
policy to guide Federal, State, and local responses 
to the challenges of population growth and techno- 
logical change. During the 1960's the substate region- 
al ambivalence of these governments-in terms of 
their wavering reliance on special districts and gener- 
al-purpose local units, and on single- and multi- 
purpose areawide bodies - became apparent as 
numerous intergovernmental policies were adopted 
to meet diverse areawide needs. These actions were 
in part a product of earlier failures to achieve a 
major overhauling of local governmental structure. 
Jurisdictional fragmentation in both metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan areas encouraged different 
Federal, State, and local agencies to pursue separate 
strategies to fill the institutional void at the area- 
wide level. 

Beginning in the mid- 1960's and continuing 
through the early 1970's, the Federal government 
assumed a major regional leadership role. Twenty- 
four Federal programs embodied an areawide ap- 
proach, in the form of requirements and incentives 
for multi-jurisdictional planning, grant-in-aid appli- 
cation review and comment, and administrative dis- 
tricting. Nineteen of these had multicounty insti- 
tution-building components, and 10 gave preference 
to single-purpose organizations designed specifically 
to handle planning, administrative, and funding 
relationships under the program. 

The regional organizations inspired and sustained 
by Federal legislation and funds are a mixed lot. 
They include approximately 1,800 single-or multi- 
function planning districts responsible for a wide 
range of regional activities, such as air quality con- 
trol, health, manpower, law enforcement, and anti- 
poverty, and 450 clearinghouses responsible for con- 
ducting reviews of applications for over 100 different 
Federal grant programs pursuant to OMB Circular 
A-95. 

For the most part, the Federally encouraged area- 
wide functional planning and administrative bodies 
have been established with State acquiescence. At 
the same time, 40 States themselves have carved 
out substate district systems for State planning, 
developmental, of administrative purposes involving 
488 separate areas. Many of the 273 regional organi- 
zations established thus far to serve these areas are 
multifunctional. 

At the local level, the availability of Federal 
financial support for comprehensive planning by 
areawide bodies composed of general-purpose local 
government elected officials or their appointed 
representatives nurtured the growth of over 600 
regional councils between 1965 and 1973. In addi- 
tion to comprehensive and functional planning, 
these organizations attempt to develop through 

their professional staffs intergovernmental and inter- 
disciplinary approaches to dealing with multicounty 
problems, and to- facilitate communications and 
coordination among local elected officials and func- 
tionaries. Many regional councils also serve as A-95 
clearinghouses. 

These Federal, State, and local areawide actions 
have occasionally coincided to produce a single 
multicounty body responsible for several functions. 
More often, however, a regional council has been 
used as the organizational unit (or "piggybacked") 
for some areawide programs, while separate bodies 
have been created for other functions. For example, 
on the average A-95 clearinghouses have been piggy- 
backed by about two-fifths of the Federal areawide 
programs operating in their respective areas. The 
boundaries of one-third of the Federally supported 
substate districts in 10 major program areas con- 
form to those of State districts, but only one-sixth 
have both geographical and organizational confor- 
mance. If air pollution and anti-poverty are ex- 
cluded, half of the Federally encouraged districts 
are geographically coterminous with State districts, 
and one-third are both geographically and organi- 
zationally coterminous. While some linkages do exist 
between the various mechanisms used by Federal, 
State, and local agencies, nevertheless in many 
urban and rural areas single-purpose areawide 
planning and development bodies have contributed 
to further fragmentation of governance structure. 

Recent substate districting developments, then, 
have resulted in a myriad of multicounty bodies. 
Their prime functions are planning, communications, 
coordination, and grant administration. Their acti- 
vities may be confined to a single function or in- 
volve several areas. These organizations are not 
able to bind their membership to decisions they 
make, to implement the plans they prepare, to de- 
liver the public services they believe necessary, or 
to levy the taxes they need to avoid heavy depend- 
ence on Federal funds. Moreover, their policy board 
members are neither directly elected by nor ac- 
countable to the public. Clearly, regional councils 
and areawide planning and development districts 
are not governments. 

Although a general consensus exists regarding 
what these recently established regional bodies are 
not, there is relatively little agreement concerning 
their proper place in the American political system. 
Some observers consider them to be a new breed of 
special district which, putting aside the accounta- 
bility question, may be a politically desirable and 
economically feasible way to handle certain areawide 
planning and servicing problems. Others view these 
multicounty organizations as unresponsive and well- 
insulated regional bureaucracies, which tend to 
divert resources away from communities having the 



greatest needs and impede progress toward large- 
scale local institutional reorganization. Still others 
believe that more authoritative regional councils in 
particular represent a desirable result of the meshing 
of intergovernmental areawide policies and pro- 
grams, which could offset the diseconomies and in- 
effectiveness inherent in a fragmented local govern- 
ment structure that is unlikely to change. At the 
same time, a number of people see the regional 
council as a transitional device or an institutional 
catalyst that will eventually lead to an effective 
areawide governance system. A few consider these 
bodies the forerunners of metropolitan governments, 
which would eventually swallow up smaller locali- 
ties or impose a new tier over such units. 

Mounting concern on the part of local officials 
over the nature and direction of their regional re- 
lationships and responsibilities has paralleled the 
rapid growth of substate districts. What roles should 
city and county governments play vis-a-vis regional 
councils and areawide districts? Is the strengthening 
of these bodies through increased funding, program 
assignments, and grant administration responsibili- 
ties contrary to the interests of general purpose 
local governments? What will be the short- and long- 
term effects of recent substate regional policies on 
traditional methods of interlocal cooperation as well 
as on the prospects for achieving institutional re- 
structuring at the local level? And what steps should 
be taken by the State and Federal governments to 
achieve areawide goals? 

Before examining these and other governmental 
reorganization issues, certain criteria need to be 
explained briefly. While the following four factors 
are by no means exhaushe, they do provide a basis 
for considering the more salient regional issues and 
a1ternatives:l 

(1) authority-the unit responsible for 
areawide functions should have the legal 
and administrative capacity to perform 
services it is assigned or assumes; 

(2) efficiency- the unit responsible for 
areawide functions should have a geogra- 
phic area of jurisdiction adequate for 
effective performance and the realization 
of economies of scale; 
(3) equity- the unit should provide citi- 
zens with equal access to areawide ser- 
vices, reduce economic externalities or 
spillovers in the performance of functions, 
and achieve interpersonal and inter-juris- 
dictional equalization in financing a pub- 
lic service; and 

(4) accountability- the performance of 

areawide functions by the unit should be 
accessible to and controllable by the pub- 
lic, and maximize opportunities for direct 
citizen participation in service delivery. 

LOCAL STRATEG I ES 

Many metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas 
in the Nation have a polycentric political system, 
featuring multiple decision-making centers and 
service delivery mechanisms. The typical SMSA, for 
example, contains 91 local governments, while nine 
States each have more than 3,000 such units. During 
1962-1972 this condition was reinforced by a 24 per- 
cent increase in the number of special districts in 
SMSA's and a 45 percent rise outside SMSA's, as 
well as by the incorporation of 5 16 municipalities. 

Meanwhile, the proliferation of areawide planning 
and development bodies since the mid-1960's has 
heightened polycentricity in some areas and pro- 
duced a confederal system in others, depending on 
the degree of piggybacking. Each metropolitan area 
now contains a generalist-oriented regional council 
or A-95 clearinghouse, in addition to a number of 
specialist-oriented single-purpose districts which 
may have separate policy boards and staffs. About 
three-fifths of the metropolitan areas have weak 
confederal systems (0-2 Federal programs piggy- 
backed), featuring a multifunctional voluntary re- 
gional council with planning, grant review, and 
coordination responsibilities but lacking direct im- 
plementation, fiscal, or servicing authority. 

Despite the amount of attention given to recent 
Federal, State, and local actions on the regional 
council and substate districting fronts, certain tra- 
ditional methods of areawide cooperation should 
not be overlooked. The major local strategies used to 
deal with problems crossing the boundaries of single 
jurisdictions include intergovernmental service agree- 
ments, functional transfers, the urban county, area- 
wide special districts, annexation, city-county con- 
solidation, and f e d e r a t i ~ n . ~  A fuller appreciation of 
these approaches is particularly important since most 
are an integral part of a patchwork response to the 
heavy demands placed on public service delivery sys- 
tems by urbanization, which to date has been suc- 
cessful in preventing the collapse of the fragmented 
local governmental system. Depending upon one's 
assessment of the past performance record and con- 
siderations of political feasibility and effectiveness, 
some of these older devices may be viewed either as 
alternatives or supplements to newer ones or as ulti- 
mate objectives. In the remainder of this section an 
attempt will be made to evaluate the pros and cons 
of these traditional local strategies, especially in light 
of the four criteria discussed earlier. 



. l ntergovernmental Service Agreements 

Formal and informal intergovernmental service 
agreements are one of the oldest types of procedural 
adaptation to meet areawide needs. They also are 
perhaps the most popular approach, with nearly 
two-thirds of the 2,372 municipalities over 2,500 
population reporting in 1972 that another unit, usual- 
ly a county or city, had furnished services to their 
citizens through this arrangement. Three-tenths 
indicated receiving certain services from the State - 
police and fire training, criminal identification, 
police patrol, traffic control, and water pollution 

. abatement. 
Most agreements involve relatively non-contro- 

versial functions. Formal written contracts are 
typically used for water supply and sewage dis- 
posal, while informal verbal understandings are 
common for police and fire mutual aid. A related 
but less utilized type of agreement involves the joint 
provision by two or more governmental units of a 
service or construction and operation of a facility, 
such as a jail or sanitary landfill. 

Supporters of intergovernmental service agree- 
ments point out that their major advantage is flexi- 
bility. They facilitate the solution of local and area- 
wide problems without requiring basic structural 
reorganization, and in most cases do not need voter 
approval. Local governments enter into agreements 
on a voluntary basis, although on occasion a State 
may mandate that certain counties or cities pro- 
vide a service to neighboring jurisdictions. In some 
States, for example, counties are required to assess 
property, collect taxes, and administer elections, 
while in other States municipalities perform these 
functions. 

As a result of generally permissive State legis- 
lation, a city or county can readily enter into an 
agreement to obtain needed services or commodities 
that it could not deliver itself or could produce only 
at an excessively high cost, such as water or sewage 
disposal. Both the provider and the receiver can take 
advantage of economies of scale. At the same time, 
contracts usually can be terminated on short notice, 
so the freedom of action and autonomy of the re- 
cipient jurisdiction are not unduly restricted. Be- 
cause service agreements potentially can cover either 
a wide or narrow range of services and involve a 
temporary functional consolidation, proponents be- 
lieve that they maximize economy and efficiency and 
minimize disruption of the local political system. 

Critics argue that intergovernmental service agree- 
ments are only a short-term, piecemeal way for cities 
and counties to solve their servicing problems. These 
expedients, in the long run, may well complicate the 
local governmental system, make it less responsive 
and accessible to citizens, and less amenable to re- 

organization. They note that most agreements are 
limited to two localities and involve a single service 
rather than a comprehensive package of services 
offered to a large number of jurisdictions, like the 
Lakewood Plan. Hence a plethora of two-party con- 
tracts tends to fragment local government opera- 
tions. 

Skeptics contend that many critical service needs 
cannot be readily met through intergovernmental 
service agreements, particularly in controversial 
problem areas - such as housing, transportation, and 
health care-which require broad multi-jurisdictional 
action. They also point out that this approach is 
not an effective way to tackle interstate problems. 
Some also question whether these agreements are 
really as temporary, efficient, and non-threatening 
as some local officials believe. After all, many con- 
tracts are multi-year; there frequently are no guaran- 
tees that either the provider or recipient jurisdiction 
will benefit from economies of scale given the limited 
jurisdictional scope and narrow range of services 
covered by agreements. Also, a demonstrated ser- 
vice delivery capacity on the part of larger jurisdic- 
tions could lead to a further reduction of the recipi- 
ent jurisdiction's functional responsibilities. 

In summary, intergovernmental service agree- 
ments for the most part meet the criteria of authority 
and efficiency, at least in terms of responding to 
intrastate problems. This type of procedural adapta- 
tion, however, does not provide a significant amount 
of equity or accountability in service delivery. 

Transfer of Functions 
A more permanent type of adaptive, piecemeal 

response to areawide problems is the transfer of 
functional responsibilities between higher and lower 
units. The most common transfers have been from 
municipality to county, usually involving such func- 
tions as airports, fire and police protection, jails, 
sewage disposal, water supply, libraries, and health. 
Of course, the regional special district also is a popu- 
lar mechanism for delivering health and hospitals, 
sewerage, and utility services. Recently, however, 
there has been growing interest in the transfer of cer- 
tain local functions to regional councils (such as sup- 
portive police services) or to the State government 
(especially in public welfare and education). 

At the same time, some transfers have involved 
the decentralization rather than the centralization 
of functions. In California, for example, State mental 
health and corrections programs are being shifted 
to the county level, while in New York certain State 
transportation responsibilities are being handled 
by regional authorities. Some decentralization of 
county and city functions to neighborhoods is also 
taking place, largely due to the influence of the 



Model Cities and Community Action programs. 
Services often provided through neighborhood city 
halls or multiservice centers include street main- 
tenance, sanitation, recreation, welfare, health care, 
vocational education, and housing rehabilitation. 

Proponents of functional transfers, particularly 
those from the municipal to county levels, point to 
recent surveys and stress that, contrary to conven- 
tional wisdom, municipal officials tend to be the 
initiators of instead of the resisters to such reassign- 
ments. The transfer arrangement, then, is a politi- 
cally feasible way to provide efficiently and eco- 
nomically particular services having areawide impli- 
cation, they contend, since it avoids the obstacles 
inherent in approaches that call for consolidation of 
the local governmental structure or creation of a 
metropolitan government. Moreover, unlike inter- 
governmental service agreements, a transfer is a 
permanent reassignment of responsibility and does 
not necessarily contribute to local fragmentation 
since most upward shifts are to existing county 
governments rather than to newly formed areawide 
districts or special districts and public authorities. 
Supporters also assert that the fiscal and servicing 
benefits resulting from a functional transfer from the 
local to State levels should not be overlooked. Com- 
pared with intergovernmental service agreements, 
then, the transfer of functions offers the same flexi- 
bility, more permanence, and less fragmentation at 
only a slightly higher local political cost. 

While agreeing with some of the advantages pro- 
vided relative to service agreements, some observers 
recognize a number of basic problems in upward 
functional transfers. To begin with, they argue, 
there is little justification for assuming. that shifting 
functional assignments to a county will result in 
efficient, economical, or effective service delivery. 
Most county governments, after all, have not mod- 
ernized their structure or demonstrated a capacity 
or interest in furnishing services beyond those they 
have performed traditionally as an arm of State gov- 
ernment. Furthermore, the boundaries of many 
counties may be too small to administer certain func- 
tions effectively on an areawide basis, to harness 
spillover costs and benefits, and to achieve econo- 
mies of scale. Truely areawide functions, these ob- 
servors argue, probably would be transferred from 
municipalities to special districts, further frag- 
menting local government structure. And, they em- 
phasize that the record to date provides only slight 
assurance that the States would be willing to assume 
fully fiscal responsibility for either welfare or schools. 

These skeptics also cite the legal roadblocks that 
must be overcome. Only nine States have specific 
constitutional provisions authorizing transfers from 
the municipal to the county levels; the functional 
transfer approach obviously encounters legal ob- 

stacles in dealing with interstate problems. In addi- 
tion, critics note, some States require referenda to 
be conducted in the local jurisdiction' involved in a 
proposed shift. Hence this arrangement may not be 
as flexible or viable as its supporters believe. 

Functional transfers, on balance, have the po- 
tential of achieving some scale economies. In the 
interstate context they also appear consistent with 
the authority criterion. The degree to which they 
.meet the equity and accountability standards, how- 
ever, depends in large part on the type of unit as- 
signed the responsibility for performing a particular 
service. 

The Urban County 
The 1960's witnessed growing interest in the role 

of counties in the governance of the Nation's metro- 
politan and non-metropolitan areas. This concern 
has continued during the early 1970's, largely due to 
the limitations of the patchwork response to rising 
public service demands inherent in intergovernment- 
al service agreements and functional transfers. It 
also reflects some disenchantment with regional 
councils, areawide districts, and other recent sub- 
state approaches because of their inability to re- 
spond authoritatively to problems crossing juris- 
dictional lines. The county, after all, contains the 
requisite geographical and fiscal capacity to tackle 
certain areawide functions, it exists in all but three 
States and serves as the political base for party or- 
ganization, and it has a long history of involvement 
with State government. Moreover, 127 of the Na- 
tion's metropolitan areas encompass a single county, 
while the population of several multicounty SMSA's 
is concentrated in the central county. 

Spokesmen for county government point out that 
the most politically feasible way to address regional 
problems on more than a temporary, function-by- 
function basis is to gradually transform this unit 
from an administrative arm of the State into a full- 
scale urban government capable of performing a 
range of regional and municipal-type services. They 
point out that this incremental process is already 
underway, particularly in single-county SMSA's, 
which govern 38.2 million people. Forty-seven per- 
cent of these jurisdictions have a council-adminis- 
trator or an elected county executive form of govern- 
ment, and they serve two-thirds of the unicounty 
metropolitan area population. Proponents also note 
that a growing number of counties have assumed new 
or expanded servicing responsibilities as a result 
of functional transfers from municipalities, or have 
contracted with constituent jurisdictions for the 
provision of services. And, they contend, counties 
have been the building blocks in past attempts to 
reform the fragmented local governmental system; 
every successful major metropolitan reorganization 



except the Twin Cities, for example, has involved 
a single restructured county. 

Other observers have a less sanguine and more 
d!fferentiated view of the county's potential role 
as an areawide government. They feel that the 
county does not represent an across-the-board ap- 
proach to solving structural or service delivery 
problems. Rather, in some cases the county would 
be responsible for performing areawide services in 
both unincorporated and incorporated areas, while 
in others county operations would be confined to the 
former. The demands placed upon the county and 
the approaches taken to meet these needs may well 
differ depending on whether the unit serves a pre- 
dominantly rural or urban area. 

The prospects for achieving metropolitan gover- 
nance through a restructured county also are af- 
fected by whether the county's boundaries are coter- 
minous with or smaller than those of the SMSA. 
Particularly in the latter case, competition for 
functional responsibilities occurring between the 
central city and suburban counties or between the 
county and its constituent cities complicates reor- 
ganization of the service delivery system. 

In addition to geographic and boundary varia- 
tions, the past performance of counties has led to 
some misgivings about the ability of these units to 
undertake increased service responsibilities. Critics 
point out, for example, that with respect to non- 
metropolitan counties-which constitute 85 percent 
of the Nation's total-the assumption of an area- 
wide servicing capacity would be extremely diffi- 
cult in light of the fact that only 15 percent have 
modernized their structure by adopting a county- 
administrator or elected executive form of govern- 
ment. Moreover, the argument runs, with the ex- 
ception of urban counties in California, Florida, 
Maryland, New York, and Virginia, most county 
governments do not utilize non-property taxes or 
incur significant expenditures for functions that 
are not traditionally State-assigned. Regional and 
municipal-type services provided at the county 
level are generally confined to health and hospitals, 
parks and recreation, solid waste disposal, and air 
and water pollution abatement. Only a handful of 
the Nation's 3,044 counties, it is asserted, are active 
in countywide police and fire protection, mass trans- 
it, housing and urban renewal, and other urban 
development areas. As a result, special districts 
often perform what otherwise would be county re- 
sponsibilities, although counties exercise some 
supervision over them through approval of their 
formation, budgets, and tax methods and rates. To 
date, however, special district abolition or con- 
solidation is mostly a dream. Others claim that even 
if county governments were willing to perform ur- 
ban and regional functions, in many cases the "prob- 

lem shed" would exceed their jurisdictional bounda- 
ries. 

Another line of criticism is directed to the State. 
The less than glowing overall county performance 
record in the structural, fiscal, and servicing areas, 
some contend, is due more to State constitutional 
and statutory restrictions than to county reluctance. 
Only 15 States, after all, have home rule charter 
counties, while some others have granted counties 
limited home rule powers. Unless State-imposed 
shackles are removed, it is argued, it is highly un- 
likely that counties will be able to achieve a suffi- 
cient degree of modernization to become areawide 
governments. 

To sum up, then, in many Rarts of the Nation 
counties offer a politically feasible way within the 
intrastate framework to achieve areawide governance 
and comprehensive service delivery in both urban 
and rural areas, without creating new regional units 
or consolidating existing municipalities. The poten- 
tial for meeting the accountability and equity cri- 
teria is quite high. In at least two-thirds of the 
States, however, the absence of significant home 
rule powers runs contrary to the authority standard, 
while the relatively small size of some counties is 
not conducive to the efficiency criterion. 

Areawide Special Districts 

The fragmenting effects of intergovernmental 
service agreements, the reluctance to transfer func- 
tions from the municipal to the county or State 
levels, the sluggish response, by county governments 
to urban and regional service needs, and the failure 
of most major local governmental reorganization 
proposals to gain voter approval have revived in- 
terest in areawide special districts. Although tra- 
ditionally these bodies have been assigned responsi- 
bility for a particular service or facility, increasing 
attention is being given to multifunctional, multi- 
jurisdictional districts. 

Single-Function Areawide Special Districts. In 
both urban and rural areas local and. areawide spe- 
cial districts commonly perform fire protection, soil 
conservation, water supply, housing, and drainage 
functions. Their establishment has been occasionally 
encouraged by Federal grants-in-aid, often required 
by State statute, and usually strongly supported by 
county and city officials. Special districts are par- 
ticularly popular in rural America; in 1972, 67 per- 
cent of the national total of 23,886 such bodies were 
found outside of metropolitan areas. 

For several years, however, areawide special dis- 
tricts have been a key component of metropolitan 
service delivery systems. Currently 900 metropoli- 
tan special districts exist, but only 10 percent of 
these are located in the 72 largest SMSA's. The vast 



majority are unifunctional, and are typically respon- 
sible for airports, bridges, housing, tunnels, termin- 
als, sewage disposal, public transportation, water 
supply, and parks and recreation. 

Special district supporters point out that com- 
pared with intergovernmental service agreements, 
functional transfers, and the urban county, this 
approach offers substantially greater territorial 
flexibility, fiscal self-sufficiency, authoritative ac- 
tion, and political feasibility. They note that since 
special districts are able to cross State as well as 
local lines, they are probably the most adaptable and 
acceptable response to the steadily growing number 
of problems that spill over borders. Hence, unlike 
the general purpose local government experience, 
the jurisdiction of the service delivery unit is 'not 
normally eclipsed by the "problem shed," since 
territorial boundaries can be redefined in accordance 
with changing functional and areal relationships. 
For example, 14 interstate special districts are al- 
ready in operation and more are in the offing in the 
33 interstate SMSA's. 

Fiscal self-sufficiency is another major advantage 
of the special district. Since they usually obtain the 
bulk of their revenues from user charges or special 
assessments, districts do not place a burden on the 
already strained local property tax nor are they sub- 
jected to constitutional and statutory tax limits. In 
general, proponents assert, only those who benefit 
from a service must pay for it. 

Special districts can be readily established through 
local initiative or State mandate to respond directly 
and authoritatively to urgent needs. They are one of 
the most politically feasible institutional alternatives 
since they do not seriously disrupt the local govern- 
ment status quo and are part of a well established 
tradition in American politics. 

Supporters also claim that because these bodies 
are relatively free from local government personnel 
restrictions, a higher calibre of public servant can 
be recruited. Coupled with this increaszd technical 
competency is greater operational efficiency, which 
is a product of scale economies and functional 
specialization. 

On the other hand, for several years reformers 
have contended that the continuing popularity of 
special districts cripples efforts to achieve much- 
needed local government structural reorganization. 
A typical metropolitan area, for instance, contains 
16 non-school special districts, which may have dif- 
fering geographical boundaries as well as organiza- 
tional structures. 

Many observers feel that these bodies are basical- 
ly unaccountable to citizens and local public officials 
within their jurisdiction and despite claims to the 
contrary, that they may be far less deomcratic than 
a general purpose metropolitan government. Such 

districts often may be formed rather easily due to 
State laws requiring only a single areawide majority; 
in many cases a popular vote is not necessary at all. 
Moreover, only a small minority of their governing 
boards are popularly elected. Sometimes bonds may 
be issued without voter approval. 

The unifunctional focus of most areawide special 
districts is a major weakness in the view of some 
observers. Whatever gains in efficiency result from 
their territorial flexibility, specialized services, and 
professional competency, so the argument runs, are 
compromised by the inability of a single-purpose 
body to coordinate effectively and set priorities 
among related programs and activities administered 
by other areawide units, including special districts, 
and general purpose local governments. For ex- 
ample, the independent activities of a special dis- 
trict-such as the bridge and tunnel construction 
programs of interstate transportation bodies - may 
well create additional mass transit headaches for 
general purpose local governments. As a result, the 
problems of overlapping, waste, and confusion stem- 
ming from jurisdictional and functional fragmenta- 
tion are exacerbated. 

Multifunctional Areawide Special Districts. While 
recognizing some of the limitations in this approach, 
in light of the persisting inability of some cities and 
counties to solve areawide problems and the stub- 
born resistance on the part of many local officials 
and large segments of the general public to major 
structural reorganization, some reformers have 
recommended the creation of multifunctional area- 
wide special districts. Certain western States - 
including California, Oregon, Colorado, and Wash- 
ington - now authorize the organization of such 
bodies. Very few have been set up under these laws, 
however, and the operations of those which have 
been established have scarcely surpassed those of 
traditional areawide special districts. Under Wash- 
ington law, for example, Seattle Metro is author- 
ized to undertake six functions. Yet for 15 years it 
handled just one-sewage; in 1973 bus transit opera- 
tions were added. The Portland Multi-Service Dis- 
trict has to date performed only solid waste dis- 
posal. The East Bay (San Francisco) Municipal 
Utility District was a single-purpose special dis- 
trict from 1923 to the late 1940's, when sewage 
disposal was added to its responsibilities. In 1972, 
Colorado enacted legislation allowing the creation of 
regional service authorities for performing one or 
more of 16 statutorily specified functions. While none 
has been set up so far, efforts are underway in the 
Denver metropolitan area, but specific functipal 
assignments have not been determined. 

Those who support the multipurpose areawide 
district approach emphasize the benefits - both 
direct and indirect - flowing from the increased 



jurisdictional and functional coverage. These in- 
clude the ability to achieve economies of scale, to 
retain a more highly qualified staff at the technical 
and managerial levels, and to plan over a larger 
geographical area. As opposed to a general local 
government, proponents argue, a multipurpose dis- 
trict can focus on a limited number of areawide 
functions, and deal with them in a rriore effective 
manner on a multi-jurisdictional basis. As an illus- 
tration of what can be done, they point to the suc- 
cess of Seattle Metro in dramatically improving the 
quality of the waters of Lake Washington and to the 
efficient management of East Bay Municipal Dis- 
trict operations. They also indicate that the Port- 
land Multi-Service District experience shows that 
this approach works well in interstate areas. 

Although supporters concede that there has been 
little accretion of servicing responsibilities to date, 
they believe that areawide districts could become 
truly multifunctional as a result of a greater State 
role in. overseeing the delineation of districts. They 
also foresee increased State initiative in making 
these districts more viable areawide' instruments 
by mandating .them to perform certain functional 
assignments. In all this, they see the same political 
feasibility advantages that accrue to single-purpose 
districts. 

On the other hand, critics of multifunctional area- 
wide districts hold that State legislatures probably 
will continue to be reluctant to approve enabling 
laws for these bodies, and will persist in restricting 
the powers of any that are approved. Consequently, 
the range of activities undertaken by districts will 
be so narrow as to preclude a coordinated or com- 
prehensive approach to regional problems. Because 
their policy boards focus on but one or two specific 
problem areas, decisions will be made without giving. 
full consideration to the externalities they create. 

Skeptics also contend that both multipurpose and 
unipurpose areawide special districts are less ac- 
countable to the public then general units of local 
government. Their accountability is particularly re- 
stricted by a system of governing board representa- 
tion to which the one man-one vote principle does 
not apply. Members of the Portland Multi-Service 
District and Seattle Metro Council, for instance, are 
chosen from constituent local governments. Direct 
election from single-member districts, however, is 
required in the East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
and will be the method used in any regional service 
authorities established in Colorado. 

Other opponents point out that the existing multi- 
functional areawide districts have made no signifi- 
cant attempts to redistribute resources. In support 
of this contention, they note that the service charge, 
which is not easily adapted to redistributive pur- 
poses, dominates the financing practices of Seattle 

Metro and the East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
as it will the operations of the Portland Multi- 
Service District and the Colorado regional service . 

districts. A minor accommodation to the equity 
principle is found in Seattle Metro, which provides 
for a reduced bus fare for persons 65 years of age or 
over. Lacking general taxing powers, then, districts 
tend to undertake activities which can be financed 
on a break-even or better basis, and this virtually 
precludes programs which are significantly redistri- 
butive. 

Critics also charge that the multifunctional area- 
wide districts have acted without adequate advance 
planning and that their relationships with regional 
councils and substate planning districts are limited, 
if not hostile. No operating district encompasses 
the entire area of a regional council's jurisdiction. 
Seattle Metro covers only one of the four counties 
in the Puget Sound Governmental Conference. 
Similarly, the East Bay district includes but a frac- 
tion of the area of the Association of Bay Area Gov- 
ernments, as does the Portland Multi-Service Dis- 
trict in relation to the Columbia Region Association 
of Governments. To date, the few existing multi- 
functional district-regional council relationships 
involve only planning, an activity in which some 
consider the former bodies especially weak. 

To summarize, both unifunctional and multifunc- 
tional areawide special districts fall substantially 
short of the equity and accountability criteria. They 
do possess adequate authority to administer func- 
tions effectively and sufficient territorial flexibility 
to perform their tasks efficiently on an interstate 
as well as intrastate basis. The coordination prob- 
lems inherent in their single- or limited-purpose 
orientation, however, in some cases may create 
difficulties in the efficiency area. 

Annexation 
Unlike areawide special districts, the annexation 

approach to linking problem areas with public ser- 
vice delivery instruments relies upon general pur- 
pose local governments. Historically, many Ameri- 
can cities - particularly the largest ones - achieved 
the bulk of their current size as a result of success- 
ful annexation attempts during the early years of the 
20th century. More recently, the number of munici- 
palities that have annexed unincorporated territory 
in response to the rapid urbanization following 
World War I1 has steadily increased, with nearly 
three-tenths of all cities over 2,500 population 
having expanded their boundaries through this 
means in 197 1 alone. 

Proponents point out that half of the urban areas 
that became SMSA's during the 1960's did so be- 
cause their central cities had engaged in annexation. 
This approach, then, can serve as a catalyst in de- 



veloping a sense of regionality, while providing a 
multifunctional service delivery mechanism in the 
form of the city government to handle fringe and 
certain areawide problems. In light of the fact that 
larger and older cities are typically ringed by in- 
corporated suburban communities, reformers feel 
that annexation is particularly well suited for small 
and moderate-sized municipalities and for smaller 
metropolitan areas having a dominant municipality. 

In addition to the advantages annexation offers 
in terms of an authoritative, general purpose ser- 
vice delivery system, some observers note that eco- 
nomies of scale and greater administrative effective- 
ness could well result from the provision and coor- 
dination of services over an entire urban area. En- 
compassing unincorporated territory also could be 
financially beneficia! to a central city since indus- 
trial property, commercial developments, and cer- 
tain types of residential. areas which might be slated 
for such an area are likely to generate higher reve- 
nues than costs. 

Supporters emphasize that unlike the special 
district situation, in about three-fifths of the States 
annexation proceedings directly involve the affected 
public through petitions and referenda in deter- 
mining whether local boundary expansion will take 
place. Furthermore, citizens are able periodically to 
exercise some degree of influence over operations in 
the annexed territory as well as in the annexing 
jurisdiction through the ballot box. Annexation, 
then, is a "democratic" way of boundary adjustment. 

Cognizant of the potential problems involved in 
unbridled annexations and defensive incorporations, 
proponents contend that annexation is increasingly 
becoming a more systematic and rational device for 
tackling fringe area problems due to the emergence 
of permanent local boundary adjustment boards. 
Three States- Alaska, Minnesota, and Michigan - 
have a single commission charged with statewide 
responsibilities, while in three others - California, 
Oregon, and Washington -boards have been estab- 
lished at the county or areawide levels by State 
mandatory or permissive legislation. These bodies 
all possess power to approve or disapprove petitions 
for annexation or incorporation, and thus play a 
significant role in monitoring boundary changes. 

On the other side of the coin, some reformers are 
skeptical that annexation is a viable response to pub- 
lic service needs. While conceding the substantial 
amount of activity that has taken place in recent 
years, they note that the average size of individual 
annexations is quite small-often less than one 
square mile. As a result, they ask how annexation 
can deal with problems that cover large amounts of 
territory, both unincorporated and incorporated. 
How can any scale economies be realized through 
small-scale boundary adjustments? Critics also main- 

tain that annexation will do little to help the fiscal 
and servicing plight of many larger central cities 
since throughout this century it has not 'generally 
enabled them to encompass their urban areas or 
even to maintain their proportion of the total metro- 
politan population, let alone tap the resources of 
more affluent suburbs. Nor will annexation come to 
grips with the problems stemming from the frag- 
mentation of incorporated localities and separation 
in interstate areas. Hence, at best annexation is a 
useful tool for dealing in a piecemeal fashion with 
the needs of an unincorporated urban fringe area for 
water, sewage treatment, or other services that have 
not been provided by adjacent local units on an 
extraterritorial basis. 

Although on the surface annexation may appear 
to be a relatively simple way to adjust boundaries, 
some observers note tough procedural obstacles that 
must be overcome. The outlying unincorporated area 
usually must initiate an annexation action or ap- 
prove a proposition, or both. For a host of reasons, 
such residents view annexation with fear. Concerns 
about the application of city subdivision and zoning 
regulations, higher taxes, domination by city poli- 
ticians, loss of direct citizen participation in local 
affairs, and satisfaction with existing service levels 
have led to the defeat of many proposed annexations. 
They also have encouraged residents of unincor- 
porated fringe areas to take advantage of fairly 
liberal incorporation processes and become separate 
municipalities. In these cases, the mere availability 
of the annexation device may generate defensive 
incorporations - and further fragmentation. 

Another target of criticism is the boundary ad- 
justment board. These bodies, it is pointed out, exist 
in merely a half dozen States and only three have 
statewide jurisdiction. Most boards have received 
low levels of funding and staff support. Their per- 
formance record to date suggests that, while they 
have had some impact on curbing special district 
growth and new incorporations, they tend to rubber 
stamp proposed annexations, since nearly all pe- 
titions are approved. At the same time, critics assert, 
most boundary adjustment boards have not played 
a sufficiently aggressive role in guiding urban de- 
velopment by encouraging or requiring cities to in- 
dicate their "spheres of influence," or areas which 
will eventually be annexed. 

On balance annexation represents a popular, but 
restricted approach to solving areawide problems 
through existing general purpose local government 
machinery. While it meets the accountability stand- 
ard, limitations on both the areal coverage of most 
annexations and the jurisdictional applicability of 
this device raise serious doubts about whether the 
authority, efficiency, or equity criteria can be at- 
tained. 



City-County Consolidation 
Compared with annexation, city-county consolida- 

tion offers a jurisdictionally and geographically 
broader but less politically acceptable approach to 
areawide servicing and governance using an existing 
general purpose local unit. Like annexation, con- 
solidation activity can be traced to the early years of 
the 19th century. Just as the pace of annexation 
slackened during the first half of the 20th century 
only to resurge in the post-war period, after a barren 
period between 1907 and 1962 a dramatic rekindling 
of interest in consolidation occurred during the last 
decade. 

City-county consolidation basically involves the 
merger of a county with one or more of the munici- 
palities within its borders into a single unit of gov- 
ernment. Often special districts are included in the 
merger. Consolidations have occurred in 19 areas, 
1 1  since 1962. Twelve have involved an SMSA 
central city and five the State capitol. During the 
last 25 years, six consolidations resulted from cam- 
paigns for the creation of a metropolitan area gov- 
ernment; in three of these- Baton Rouge-East 
Baton Rouge Parish, Jacksonville-Duval County, 
and Lexington-Fayette County - the merged area 
was coterminous with the SMSA boundaries, while 
in the others - Nashville-Davidson County, India- 
napolis-Marion County, and Columbus-Muscogee 
County-it encompassed at  least 70 percent of the 
metropolitan population. 

In support of this approach, reformers point out 
that because it produces a single areawide general 
purpose government, jurisdictional fragmentation 
is reduced and nonviable local units are eliminated. . 

Consolidation can deter the creation of independent 
special districts, as well as provide an authoritative 
organizational unit for the piggybacking of Federal 
and State substate planning and development pro- 
grams. Even if some special districts are not folded 
into the merger, they assert, the consolidated gov- 
ernment would still be able to exercise a consider- 
able amount of supervision and leverage over their 
activities. 

Proponents also note that unlike other multi- 
jurisdictional approaches - particularly service agree- 
ments and special districts - a responsive and re- 
sponsible areawide governing mechanism results 
from consolidation. The public would not only be 
able to vote on the desirability of a proposed merger, 
but also could consider periodically the performance 
of the consolidated government in the course of cam- 
paigns for local office. In response to expressions of 
concern over minority group opposition, exempli- 
fied by the failure of all but two mergers-Jack- 
sonville and Lexington - to win approval of a majori- 
ty of black voters, they indicate that blacks have 
in most cases increased their formal representa- 

tion on the newly formed governing bodies despite 
a reduction in their proportion of the total popula- 
tion within the consolidated area. 

Consolidation also offers numerous economic 
advantages in both metropolitan and non-metropoli- 
tan areas. Supporters contend that reducing over- 
lapping basic local services and furnishing them 
throughout the consolidated area on a uniform level 
and tax rate through a general services district 
would produce significant economies of scale. In 
addition, since certain service needs or preferences 
may exist in some parts of the county but not in 
others, the use of urban service districts would 
allow for their provision and financing on a dif- 
ferential basis. The total size of the local bureaucra- 
cy also would be diminished, and administrative 
streamlining would have a positive impact on per- 
formance. Hence, both the level and quality of pub- 
lic services and the flexibility of the delivery system 
would be improved. Furthermore, some proponents 
claim that due to merger, taxes would be reduced, 
while others assert that if nothing else it would help 
hold the line of rate hikes and make the assessment 
and collection of property taxes more efficient. 

Critics are quick to point out that for various 
reasons the public is likely to continue to resist con- 
solidation. Minority groups, for example, fear dilu- 
tion of their recently acquired political power in the 
central city, taxpayers' associations are concerned 
about the escalating costs of governmental services, 
while many citizens are wary of a potentially unre- 
sponsive and inaccessible "metro" government. As 
a result of these and other factors, of the more than 
30 consolidation proposals that have been subjected 
to referenda since World War 11, only 12 were 
approved. And four of these were in one State. 

A related concern voiced by some observers is that 
city consolidation as a dramatic way of tackling 
tough multi-jurisdictional problems has been ex- 
cessively compromised to gain political support. 
They note that the term "consolidation" itself is a 
misnomer, since despite the claims of reformers that 
a single government will be created, each metro- 
politan consolidation during the last quarter century 
has been a partial merger, producing a mix of a 
federated and a unitary system. With respect to 
small municipalities, for instance, four escaped mer- 
ger in Jacksonville, two in Baton Rouge, six in 
Nashville, and one in Columbus. In four of the six 
major metropolitan consolidations, schools were left 
out. While excluding certain municipalities, town- 
ships, or special districts from a proposed con- 
solidation may be politically astute in the short run, 
in the long run the semi-fragmented subcounty sys- 
tem may impair the performance of functions on an 
areawide basis. 

For similar reasons, city-county consolidation has 



not achieved a complete integration of executive 
branch offices. In each of the six mergers, for in- 
stance, a number of elective "constitutional" county 
officers-such as the sheriff, assessor, district attor- 
ney, and auditor - have substantial independence. 
Thus, skeptics assert, only a limited amount of ad- 
ministrative streamlining has been achieved. 

Another bone of contention is whether consolida- 
tion provides sufficient areal scope to deal effective- 
ly with a problem. Successful mergers have occurred 
mainly in medium-sized SMSA's; only seven of the 
referenda approved since 1945 have involved areas 
over 100,000 population. And no consolidation, of 
course, has crossed State lines. Hence, the argument 
runs, in some areas consolidation may well result in 
diseconomies of scale. The limitations of county 
boundaries for certain areawide activities are under- 
scored by the fact that only a handful of Federally 
supported substate regional programs and State 
planning and development districts have been piggy- 
backed on merged units. Further evidence is pro- 
vided by the experience of four of the major con- 
solidated governments - Nashville, Indianapolis, 
Jacksonville, and Baton Rouge - which have been 
encompassed by multicounty regional councils and 
must share A-95 review and comment responsibili- 
ties with their neighboring unconsolidated juris- 
dictions. 

Finance is another battleground for the pro- 
ponents and opponents of merger. The former state 
that consolidated governments have been success- 
ful in securing vastly more intergovernmental reve- 
nue than were pre-merger jurisdictions and in sta- 
bilizing tax rates. The latter cite studies showing 
that despite expansion of the property tax base con- 
solidation usually has not reduced tax rates, nor has 
it had any significant redistributive effects due to 
the heavy reliance on user charges. They also ques- 
tion the claim made by supporters that taxes under 
the consolidated government are lower than they 
would have been if the merger had not been accomp- 
lished. 

To summarize, then, the city-county consolidation 
approach would meet all four of the criteria posited 
earlier in this chapter, but to differing degrees. It 
is fully consistent with the accountability standard. 
In most cases, the consolidated unit possesses the 
legal and administrative capacity to perform func- 
tions, although in some areas authority is shared with 
or held exclusively by a special district, constituent 
municipality, or independent official. Efficiency 
depends largely on the areal and population size and 
the service involved, and consolidation does not 
automatically produce economies of scale. Finally, 
while citizens have equal access to basic services, 
little redistribution of wealth is likely to result 
initially from merger. 

Federation 

Federation is a middle ground between "one 
government" areawide approaches like city-county 
consolidation and the polycentric governmental sys- 
tem found in many of the Nation's metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan areas. Federation may be defined 
as a process for systematically dividing public 
functions between upper- and lower-tier jurisdictions. 
The former are responsible for areawide activities 
requiring central policy making or administration, 
while the latter deal with local functions amenable 
to decision making and operation on a uni-jurisdic- 
tional basis. With respect to power relationships in 
a two-tiered system, the policy making process of 
the newly created areawide government is controlled 
by representatives of constituent local units or by 
the public. 

The distinctions between the functional and legal 
interpretations of federation must be kept in mind 
in discussing the desirability and feasibility of this 
local strategy. As was noted earlier, the functional 
performance record of urban counties reveals that 
they have increasingly acquired federative charac- 
teristics as the scope of their authority and munici- 
pal-type services in incorporated as well as unin- 
corporated territory have expanded. Due to the ex- 
clusion of certain municipalities or special districts, 
some city-county consolidations have reflected the 
federated principle in their operations. The upward 
transfer of functions may be considered an incre- 
mental federative adjustment; the areawide multi- 
purpolse district is another form federated arrange- 
ments might take. Finally, while not governments 
in a strict sense, the State-supported umbrella re- 
gional councils in the Twin Cities area and Atlanta 
serve as second-tier policy bodies controlled by 
State and/or local governments, while the first-tier 
local units perform service delivery functions. 

For purposes of this discussion, the focus will be 
upon upper-lower tier relationships that are more 
akin to the legalistic view of federation. The proto- 
type of a comprehensive federated system in which 
first-tier governments make policy for the second 
tier is the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. 
In the United States, only Dade County, Florida, 
at on2 time partially met this criterion-through a 
provision that cities over a certain size would select 
half of the representatives on the county governing 
body-- but this system was later replaced by direct 
election. Early and unsuccessful attempts to estab- 
lish federated systems, however, were made in 
Boston (1 896 and 193 1); Alameda County, Califor- 
nia (1921); Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (1929); 
and St. Louis (1930). 

Proponents of federation argue that this approach 
provides a .means of systematically tailoring the pub- 



lic service delivery system to maximize efficiency 
and effectiveness in the performance of certain func- 
tions, depending on the degree to which they in- 
volve externalities. In comparison with the dis- 
tricting experience of consolidated governments, the 
division of functional responsibilities can be more 
easily adjusted as conditions change without having 
to create new local or areawide service delivery 
machinery. 

Supporters also contend that the federative princi- 
ple recognizes that even though it is economically 
desirable to centralize certain functions or com- 
ponents thereof and to decentralize others, it gener- 
ally is politically unfeasible to consolidate all of 
them into a single metropolitan government. Witness 
the less than glowing city-county consolidation adop- 
tion record to date, Hence, areawide and local ser- 
vicing needs can be met without further fragmenting 
local governmental structure, while at the same time 
not producing serious disruptions by eliminating 
lower-tier governing bodies. 

Critics counter these claims by pointing out that 
the theoretical division of powers and responsibilities 
in federated systems is less precise in actual practice. 
They note that in both Toronto and Dade County the 
trend has been for the upper tier to assume in- 
creasing operational roles,. many of which were not 
specified in the original enabling act. Thus, rather 
than a well-balanced and neatly ordered two-tier 
arrangement, a unitary functional relationship ap- 
pears to be evolving despite the policy controls ex- 
ercised by constituent units. Furthermore, in both 
areas adjustments have been made in policy board 
representation. Hence, some observers believe that 
the tasks of dividing powers and functions and 
reconciling conflicting claims will be unending and 
controversial, leading to governmental instability 
and ineffective service delivery. The need to umpire 
these disputes may place a heavy burden on State 
legislatures and the courts. 

Another limitation of the federated arrangement, 
it is argued, involves boundaries. Like the ex- 
perience of consolidated governments and urban 
counties, a particular problem may well spill over 
the boundaries of the areawide unit. In Toronto, for 
instance, adjacent urban areas and their prchlems 
continue to grow, while Dade County is nQw rt I.' 
a three-county urban region. A federation also can- 
not cross State lines without an interstate compact 
or similar enabling action. As a result of these fac- 
tors, the extent to which economies of scale exist 
may be limited. 

Federation also would require State constitutional 
authorization, a step that proved to be the down- 
fall of the St. Louis and initial Miami efforts. An 
additional hurdle is the requirement for federation 
plans to be submitted to the voters for approval, 

and multiple majorities may be necessary. This 
would be especially troublesome if the proposed 
charter calls for replacement of existing county 
governments or their merger into a new areawide 
unit. 

Fiscal equity is difficult to attain under the fed- 
erated arrangement, skeptics state, since lower-tier 
jurisdictions have widely varying tax bases and many 
key financial decisions are left at the local level. 
In addition, although the areawide unit may bring 
about some redistribution of wealth through tax 
assessment and collection on behalf of lower-tier 
jurisdictions, this may be limited by the upper tier's 
having heavy service delivery responsibilities but 
inadequate resources. 

Federated systems, then, in theory are consistent 
with all four criteria. In practice, however, while 
the authority and accountability 'standards are 
achieved, efficiency in the delivery of certain area- 
wide services and equity in the distribution of re- 
sources may be more difficult to realize. 

The preceding discussion of the pros and cons of 
certain local strategies for dealing with substate 
regional problems reveals that, at  least in terms of 
the authority, efficiency, equity, and accountability 
criteria, comprehensive reforms involving general 
purpose local governments appear to offer the most 
promising approach. Federation, city-county consoli- 
dation, and the urban county all score high on the . 
accountability, equity, and authority measures and 
moderately well on efficiency. In comparison, the 
patchwork responses - intergovernmental service 
agreements, functional transfers, and multipurpose 
areawide districts - fare well on both authority and 
efficiency but poorly on equity and accountability. 

At the same time, however, it must be recognized 
that while major local structural reforms may be the 
most desirable, they are also the most difficult to 
achieve, especially on a nationwide scale. As was 
pointed out, the applicability of some of these strate- 
gies is limited. City-county consolidation, for ex- 
ample, seems most appropriate for small and medi- 
um-sized metropolitan areas. On the other hand, the 
most fertile ground for federation is an urban or 
rural area having weak county government and few 
special districts. The urban county, while perhaps 
the most applicable approach, will encounter stiff 
resistance in areas having large and powerful subur- 
ban or central city governments. None of these 
institutional alternatives can readily cross State 
lines. In short, no one local strategy appears to be 
viable across the country. 

Local official opposition, voter apathy and ignor- 
ance, and State constitutional and statutory restric- 
tions have smothered most major efforts to restruc- 



ture and redirect the local governmental system. As 
a result, areawide needs have been met largely 
through a patchwork arrangement designed to re- 
spond to problems crossing jurisdictional boundaries 
through procedural adaptations -intergovernmental 
service agreements and upward functional trans- 
fers - and the creation of new mechanisms - special 
districts -without seriously disrupting the local 
government institutional and political status quo. 
Regional councils and areawide -planning and de- 
velopment districts also reflect this patchwork 
approach. 

STATE STRATEG I ES 

A common feature of the local strategies examined 
in the previous section is their reliance on specific 
or general State enabling action. Moving from the 
patchwork to various institutional strategies-the 
urban county, annexation, consolidation, and federa- 
tion -greater State constitutional hurdles and stiffer 
legislative resistance are encountered. Yet many 
reformers believe that the State role is pivotal in 
future attempts to overcome city and county official 
and public opposition and to achieve areawide gov- 
ernance through reshaping the local political system. 

The purpose of this section is to analyze the 
strategies that State governments can employ to deal 
with substate regional problems and local reorgani- 
zation needs. Before turning to this discussion, how- 
ever, it is necessary to review certain legal aspects 
of State-local relationships as well as trends that 
may be suggestive of a changing State position vis- 
a-vis local governmental structure. 

Local Is as Local Does? 
The polycentric nature of the local political system 

implies that city and county governments have a 
substantial degree of independence and leeway in 
terms of their form of government, financial authori- 
ty, and methods for responding to problems spilling 
over their borders. These assumptions, coupled with 
beliefs that local units are closer to the public than 
either the Federal or State governments, create the 
impression that, concerning their planning, service 
delivery, and fiscal activities in a regional setting, 
"local is as local does." 

These views are more a product of State ambiva- 
lence than of local autonomy. In fact, most States 
still follow "Dillion's rule," under which cities and 
counties cannot perform particular functions for their 
citizens in the absence of an express or clearly im- 
plied authorization from the State legislature. Since 
local units are "creatures" of State government, 
only the States can expand or contract the powers 
of their political subdivisions. 

The States' key position in areawide governance 
is an outgrowth of these legal relationships with 

localities, which essentially are those of a unitary 
system. Their specific powers include the following: 

- They have life-and-death legal authori- 
ty over local units and determine their 
boundaries. 

- They are the sole source of authority 
enabling local governments to tackle their 
problems. 

- They alone possess legal power to in- 
tervene and to direct localities to act in 
certain ways or to end interlocal impasses. 

- They serve as niediators between local 
units and the Federal government and be- 
tween their local jurisdictions and other 
States. 

- They enjoy far greater taxable resources 
than localities, and have the authority to 
equalize resources and services effectively 
among these units. 

- They have the requisite geographic 
scope to. provide directly or to establish 
machinery for furnishing services in urban 
and rural areas which cannot be adminis- 
tered adequately by individual jurisdic- 
tions. 

, - They traditionally have handled major 
programs of vital concern to the social 
and economic well-being of their residents, 
including education, highways, public 
assistance, health, and hospitals. 

- They have the administrative structure 
and personnel to offer technical assistance 
to local governments. 

- They have the opportunity to play a 
negative role through using their powers 
to obstruct, undermine, and even veto 
various intergovernmental programs. 

Many observers believe that the States have 
exercised these powers in a predominantly negative 
rather than positive manner. Local fiscal opera- 
tions, for example, have traditionally been major 
objects of State restraints. Practically all States have 
imposed limitations on property taxes, the principal 
source of local revenues, usually in the form of a 
restriction on the maximum tax rate to a certain per- 
centage of assessed valuation. But little aggressive 
State action has been taken on the property tax 
reform front. 



A second type of State fiscal control over local 
governments involves the power of localities to bor- 
row funds to finance needed public services. Many 
States have limited the total amount of both the debt 
that local units may incur and the taxes which may 
be levied in order to make principal and interest 
payments on their bonds. Some States also have re- 
quired voter approval, often by a wide margin, of 
any sizable local bond offering. 

These limits on local taxation and borrowing 
powers have been opposed by those who believe 
that States should "unshackle" their local govern- 
ments, since restrictions on revenue sources force 
local officials to turn to higher levels of govern- 
ment for financial assistance. Fiscal unshackling, , 

it is also contended, should be accompanied by re- 
moval of State-imposed limitations on such devices 
as municipal annexation of unincorporated terri- 
tory, multipurpose areawide special districts, and 
city-county consolidation, which would enable local 
units to deal more effectively with areawide prob- 
lems. 

Because the States continue to set the ground rules 
for local structural, functional, and fiscal trans- 
actions, a large share of the responsibility for un- 
solved areawide problems and ungovernable metro- 
politan and non-metropolitan areas falls upon their 
doorstep. Critics assert that most State govern- 
ments have been reluctant either to give their locali- 
ties 'sufficient autonomy and resources to deal effec- 
tively with regional needs or to assume the burden of 
areawide programming and related structural and 
procedural modifications. Many observers conclude 
that the initial establishment and the growing num- 
ber of direct relationships between Federal agencies 
and local units in grant-in-aid programs and the 
Federal government's assumption of a major leader- 
ship role in substate regionalism highlight the con- 
tinuing failure of the States to shoulder their respon- 
sibilities and to serve as viable members of the inter- 
governmental partnership. 

While conceding that some of the above charges 
have historical validity, spokesmen on behalf of 
State governments point out a number of recent 
developments which indicate that the States are 
moving to unshackle their local governments and to 
provide positive direction to regional efforts. As 
of 1972, for instance, 42 States had enacted some 
form of legislation authorizing interlocal coopera- 
tion in planning and service delivery. Fifteen States 
have granted general home rule powers to their 
political subdivisions, and others have authorized 
more limited home rule in structural, functional, or 
fiscal matters. And since 1968, 17 States have 
established local government study commissions; 
three are currently active. 

Supporters also note certain steps that the States 

have taken to put their own houses in order. Con- 
stitutional modernization efforts, for example, have 
proceeded at a rapid pace. At the November 7, 1972, 
general election, voters in 37 States were offered 
constitutional revision proposals ranging from 
practically complete o~erhaul  to relatively minor 
changes. In the last three years, 11 States have 
achieved major reorganization of their executive 
branches. And in 1972 alone, 17 States passed 
measures to improve legislative operations or to 
remove constitutional restraints upon their law- 
making bodies. 

Also noteworthy are specific State efforts to equip 
themselves to deal effectively with critical problem 
areas that often spill over local jurisdictional bounda- 
ries. As of early 1973, for instance, nearly all States 
had a department or agency responsible for local or 
community affairs. Nineteen States had set up de- 
partments of transportation, eight had established 
new environmental protection agencies, and 44 had 
created consumer protection units. These develop- 
ments, many observers feel, coupled with the actions 
taken by 44 States to delineate areawide districts, 
demonstrate that most States have the interest and 
the capability to handle substate regional policy- 
making and problem solving. 

Not to be overlooked, according to State spokes- 
men, are the fiscal dimensions of State regional and 
urban activities. Most States have made significant 
revenue raising efforts. At the close of 1972, 40 
States had a full-fledged personal income tax, 45 had 
a broad-based sales tax, and 36 had tax systems 
that included both. State tax collections increased 
by more than 225 percent between 1959 and 1971; 
521 new taxes or higher rates were enacted over this 
period. Moreover, it is pointed out, State aid to 
local governments nearly tripled during the 1960's. 
By 1970-71, States were allocating $3 1.1 billion to 
their local units, $8.3 billion of which came from 
State sources. In addition, 24 States now provide 
some type of State-financed property tax relief for 
low-income and elderly homeowners, 15 have State- 
mandated, locally-financed programs, and six have 
State-authorized, locally-financed programs. 

Although there have been overall increases in 
recent years, some local officials - particularly big 
city mayors-have contended that State financial 
assistance has not kept pace with mounting local and 
areawide problems. T.hey point out that over 75 per- 
cent of all State aid to local units is earmarked for 
public education and welfare, and that almost one- 
half of such funds is provided to school districts 
while municipalities receive only a little more than 
one-fifth of the remainder. Moreover, although a few 
States -such as Arizona, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New York, Oregon, and Wisconsin- 
have made significant allocations for general local 



government support, and others- such as Connecti- 
cut, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, and Washington -have State agen- 
cies for community affairs which administer sub- 
stantial financial assistance programs, many States 
still provide grossly inadequate amounts of funds 
to assist various local public services. With respect 
to "buying into" direct Federal-local urban devel- 
opment grant programs, for example, 34 States in 
1969 provided on $230 million in matching funds for 
12 programs - low-rent public housing, urban 
renewal, urban planning assistance, model cities, 
urban mass transportation, airport development, 
community action, waste treatment facilities, air 
pollution control, juvenile delinquency prevention, 
solid waste disposal, and aid for educationally 
deprived children. New York alone accounted for 
more than half of the total amount of "buying 
in." In view of these facts, many local officials have 
urged their States to expand existing aid greatly and 
to undertake new aid programs. When confronted 
by unwillingness or inability at the State level, they 
have turned unhesitatingly to the Federal govern- 
ment for remedial action. 
Cooperation or Coercion? 

On balance, most observers agree that within the 
last decade many State governments have sufficient- 
ly modernized their executive and legislative branch- 
es and tax systems to enable them to deal effective- 
ly with regional and urban problems. At the same 
time, increasingly the States are unshackling their 
local governments and providing them with the 
capacity to respond to citizen needs. 

Despite these favorable trends, in light of the 
persistence of certain problems stemming from 
fragmentation of local governmental structure and 
service delivery systems, some reformers believe 
that the States should move beyond permissive and 
supportive actions vis-a-vis local units. They assert 
that the time has come for States to adopt a more 
directive and supervisory substate regional policy. 

Proponents of aggressive State action on the area- 
wide front argue that where counties and cities have 
been hesitant to take advantage of permissive home 
rule legislation, the States should step in and man- 
date the performance of functions as well as neces- 
sary structural, administrative, and fiscal adjust- 
ments. In some cases, the establishment of sub- 
ordinate State agencies may be justified. These units 
would perform regional functions - such as trans- 
portation in Massachusetts and New York- in cer- 
tain parts of the State. 

Another dimension of this authoritative State role 
involves coming to grips with local governmental 
fragmentation. Possible remedial steps that could be 
taken include establishment of boundary adjust- 
ment boards with power to approve or disapprove 

proposals for annexation or incorporation; liberali- 
zation of '  procedures relating to city-county con- 
solidations, or, if conditions warrant, achieving 
such mergers through State law, like the Indianapo- 
lis experience; and enactment of legislation setting 
forth specific criteria for assessing the political and 
economic viability of local governments to avoid 
further propping up of ineffective local units with 
State aid. 

A third line of attack is State establishment of 
umbrella regional councils, as in the Twin Cities 
area and Atlanta. These bodies would have a wide 
range of areawide planning and program responsi- 
bilities and authority to coordinate and control 
special district operations within their boundaries. 

Critics of these strategies contend that for sound 
political reasons most States are unwilling or unable 
to go beyond permissive legislation in dealing with 
their local governments. They note that only recently 
has much unshackling occurred, and even so 35 
States still have not approved general home rule 
powers for local units. Furthermore, merely a hand- 
ful of States have taken aggressive action on area- 
wide and local institutional matters. For example, 
there are only six boundary review commissions, only 
one State has brought about a city-county consolida- 
tion, and only two have set up umbrella regional 
councils. Moreover, a majority of the substate dis- 
tricting efforts reveal no clear purpose as to how 
these districts will meet local, regional, or State 
purposes. Hence, it is asserted, political feasibility 
dictates a State approach to substate regional prob- 
lems that will continue to be structurally and func- 
tionally permissive and fiscally supportive, but not 
authoritative. 

FEDERAL STRATEGIES 
During the second half of the 1960's and con- 

tinuing throughout the early part of the 1970's, the 
Federal government exercised a major regional 
leadership role, partially in response to an institu- 
tional void at the multicounty level created by local 
and State inaction. The areawide efforts of Federal 
agencies were directed primarily at multifunctional 
regional councils and single-purpose districts. How- 
ever, Federal incentives or requirements for regional 
planning, grant application review, and program 
development had major implications for general 
purpose local governments as well. 

Some critics point out that the by-passing of city 
and county governments in favor of multicounty 
bodies resulted in a growth of regional bureaucracies 
that were unresponsive to local needs and priorities, 
a siphoning off of Federal funds that otherwise 
would have been available for local purposes, and a 
preoccupation with areawide planning programs 
that were divorced from city and county implementa- 
tion activities. These developments in turn, they 



claim, provided few compelling reasons for local 
governments to reorganize and regionalize, particu- 
larly when the bulk of the Federal substate cate- 
gorical grants were still being allocated to existing 
local governments. Other observers, however, look 
at these same trends and conclude that the Federal 
areawide programs have provided the only strong 
stimulus for local units to begin to make the in- 
stitutional and operational. adjustments necessary 
to be able to respond better to multi-jurisdictional 
problems and to fill the governmental vacuum at the 
multicounty level. 

While there is disagreement over whether recent 
substate regional developments under Federal 
auspices generally increased or impeded the pace of 
reforms in city hall and county courthouse, it is 
clear that the Federal government has a keen in- 
terest in the shape and substance of local govern- 
mental organization. Most agree that the ultimate 
success of revenue sharing, block grants, and cate- 
gorical assistance- not to mention a national growth 
policy -rests heavily on the resolution of this issue. 
It is equally apparent that Federal grants-in-aid 
can have profound effect upon structures and func- 
tions at both the substate regional and local levels. 

Some reformers, particularly those who are skepti- 
cal about the prospects for authoritative State action 
on local governmental reform matters, contend that 
certain modifications in Federal aid policies could 
give real impetus to local and areawide reorganiza- 
tion efforts. They recall the decisive impact upon the 
States of requirements attached to Federal condition- 
al grants for education and social services, calling 
for a single State agency to be established to handle 
intergovernmental program relationships and man- 
dating certain qualifications for State adminis- 
trators. If States are willing to make major'adjust- 
ments in their executive branch organization and 
personnel systems in return for Federal grants, they 
ask, why can't this approach work at the local and 
areawide levels? 

These observers favor "strings" on Federal 
assistance to induce this restructuring. Several 
different triggering devices have been discussed. 
In project and formula grant programs, for example, 
bonus grants could be made available for projects 
submitted by combinations of local units, as was 
authorized in the Clean Water Act of 1966. To take 
another approach, building upon the provision of 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 that 
gave general purpose local governments priority over 
special districts in Federal grant decisions, prefer- 
ence in awarding grants could be given to applica- 
tions submitted by local consortia and by general 
purpose governments performing a variety -not a 
handful - of local functions. A more hard-nosed 
approach advocated by some is simply to include a 

population or limited-purpose government cut-off 
in Federal aid legislation. As a result, smaller and 
presumably less viable units would be ineligible for 
funds unless they combined with larger jurisdictions. 
In addition to more effective utilization of available 
Federal dollars, proponents contend that these ap- 
proaches would expedite the A-95 and grant appli- 
cation processes, since clearinghouses and Federal 
agencies would have to deal with fewer potential 
applicants. 

For several years prior to the enactment of the 
State and Local Government Financial Assistance 
Act of 1972, reformers debated the desirability and 
feasibility of limiting eligibility for revenue sharing 
funds to general purpose local governments over 
10,000, 25,000, or 50,000 population. A restriction 
of this type, it was believed, would make available 
proportionately more funds for larger jurisdictions 
having the greatest needs, as well as avoid propping 
up inefficient local units. This approach was recom- 
mended by both ACIR and the National Commis- 
sion on Urban Problems (the Douglas Commission), 
and was embodied in the revenue sharing proposal 
introduced in 1969 by Senators Muskie and Goodell. 

The 197 1 Humphrey-Reuss revenue sharing bill 
contained a different approach to subnational re- 
form. Instead of a population cut-off as a condition 
of eligibility for revenue sharing, localities as well 
as States were required. to prepare comprehensive 
modernization plans, periodically report on progress 
in their implementation efforts, and make necessary 
revisions from time to time. 

In addition to strings that might be attached to 
categorical grants and revenue sharing, some advo- 
cate greater direct Federal support for on-going 
local and areawide reform efforts. This might in- 
clude, for example, financial aid to local govern- 
ment boundary commissions and to State or metro- 
politan/regional study commissions on local and 
areawide governmental reorganization. Technical 
assistance also might be provided to these organi- 
zations. 

Besides the Federal financial "carrot," supporters 
of more consistent and aggressive Federal action on 
substate regional and local matters point out certain 
administrative "sticks" that could be employed to 
achieve this objective. A major weapon is OMB 
Circular A-95, which some believe should be re- 
vised to require Federal funding agencies to rely 
exclusively on existing regional governments - such 
as city-county' consolidations - where they encompass 
most of a substate district's area and are capable 
of performing areawide functions. On a related 
front, the Office of Management and Budget and the 
Bureau of the Census, it is argued, should cooperate 
in developing metropolitan area designations that 
clarify rather than confuse reorganization and dis- 



tricting endeavors. Moreover, these agencies should 
develop operational definitions of general purpose 
local government, including viability criteria, and 
ensure that they are used in administering Federal 
assistance programs, including revenue sharing. 

On the other side of the coin, opponents charge 
that conditions attached to Federal categorical 
grants requiring or encouraging local reorganiza- 
tion represent an unwarranted intrusion into city 
and county as well as State affairs, and run counter 
to recent trends toward decentralization of greater 
decision making responsibility to the State and local 
levels. After all, they contend, there is no proof that 
smaller localities are non-viable or even inefficient. 
Indeed, the opposite may well be the case, since 
these local units are closer to the sources of prob- 
lems and more accountable to the public for the 
effectiveness of remedial actions. A population cut- 
off or requirements and incentives favoring con- 
sortia of local applicants, then, are arbitrary pro- 
visions reflecting more of a reformer's penchant for 
jurisdictional neatness and order than the results 
of a systematic analysis of the requisites for efficient 
and effective grant administration. 

Particularly with regard to revenue sharing, it is 
asserted, smaller local units are just as deserving of 
their share of available funds as larger jurisdictions 
-after all, residents of both pay taxes and have 
public service demands that need to be met. More- 
over, such provisions are a clear contradiction of 
the "no strings" thrust of revenue sharing. 

LINGER1 NG QUESTIONS 

This chapter has attempted to put in analytical 
perspective the wide range of critical problems and 
issues involved in substate regional developments, 
and to examine the pros and cons of various strate- 
gies that have been employed traditionally to achieve 
areawide governance. Basic questions have been 
raised concerning the present status and future di- 
rections of local governmental reorganization in the 
substate regional framework, including: 

- Are recent Federal and State substate 
regional districting policies and programs 
a help or a hinderance to local and area- 
wide reform? 

- Are restructured 
reform goal in and of 

regional councils a 
themselves or a half- 

way point for complete governmental re- 
organization in metropolitan and/or non- 
metropolitan areas? 

- Can the patchwork approach to area- 
wide problems continue to keep the local 
political system from collapsing? 

- Are areawide general purpose local 
units such as city-county consolidations 
or urban counties a desirable end result 
of reform or a feasible building block in 
a regional governance system? 

- Should the State adopt a permissive 
or authoritative position vis-a-vis local 
governmental reorganization? 

- Should the Federal government through 
grants-in-aid and revenue sharing en- 
courage or require basic structural and 
operational changes at the local and area- 
wide levels? 

- Should criteria relating to the economic 
and social viability of local governmental 
units be developed and applied in State 
and Federal grant programs? 

- How can the unique problems of inter- 
state areas be handled through general 
purpose local government machinery? 

- Is there . a single intergovernmental 
strategy for substate regional reform that 
public officials and citizens will support? 

The following chapter focuses on the State and 
Federal roles in local and areawide governmental 
reorganization and considers these and other ques- 
tions in terms of several recommended actions to 
achieve a more effective regional governance process. 

Footnotes 

ar or an in-depth treatment of criteria for the performance of 
urban functions, see Volume IV. 

2 ~ w o  other areawide alternatives will not be considered because 
of their limited applicability: extraterritorial powers and city- 
county separation. 





Chapter VIl l  

RECOMMENDATIONS 



INTRODUCTION 

This volume of the Commission's study of Sub- 
state Regionalism and the Federal System has fo- 
cused on the more traditional means of promoting 
interlocal cooperation and of achieving local as well 
as areawide governmental reorganization. In this 
second phase of the study, we have moved beyond 
the districting issues and recommendations detailed 
in Volume I '  and confronted the long range, more 
elemental questions subsumed under the general 
heading of modernizing local government. 

In the Commission's view, no analysis of the com- 
plexities and challenge of recent substate regional 
developments would be complete without full con- 
sideration of this basic issue. Federally supported 
districts, State established substate districts, special 
districts and public authorities, regional councils and 
coordinative areawide procedures and devices are, 
after all, a sad commentary on the fact that the pres- 
ent jurisdictional and functional assignment pattern 
at the substate level, in all but a few cases, is 
markedly dysfunctional and increasingly undemo- 
cratic. 

Efficiency, equity, and political accountability are 
basic goals that are difficult to approximate in any 
free governmental system, given the tension and con- 
flict between and among them. But, at the substate 
regional level, again with some notable exceptions, 
no formal arena or familiar political process exists 
to even grapple with these issues and the countless 
specific policy questions-all of an areawide nature 
-that relate to them. This pushes many of these is- 
sues and policies to the Federal and State levels and 
prompts these levels to sustain or mandate a variety 
of substate regional bodies and mechanisms. Legiti- 
mate and directly accountable authority, then, is the 
missing piece in the metropolitan and non-metropoli- 
tan regional mosaics. Moreover, the jurisdictional 
fragmentation and structural and fiscal weakness of 
many governmental units at the local level have 
compounded the problem of coping with servicing 
challenges. 

This in no way denigrates the constructive role 
that can be assumed by the umbrella multi-jurisdic- 
tional organizations (U M JO's) which emerge from 
the recommendations advanced in Volume I of this 
series. 

As we view them, there is full compatibility be- 
tween our UMJO proposals and the agenda for gen- 
eral local governmental reform set forth in this chap- 
ter. An overall effort in both areas must be mounted 
to bring the structure, functions, and personnel units 
below the State level to a point where they can cope 
with the electorate's current and future servicing 
needs and in a more efficient, effective, and account- 
able fashion than now generally prevails. 

In some large substate regions, the UMJO would 
be the only politically feasible regional alternative- 
either now or in the future-yet, local government 
modernization would still be possible and needed to 
facilitate many of the U M J o y s  difficult assignments2 
In other, smaller, less complicated areas, the UMJO 
might be only a short range response to the immedi- 
ate problems of mushrooming districts, and here 
areawide governmental reorganization efforts might 
be strengthened by the umbrella organization -to 
the point that some form of regional government 
eventually would supersede it. In a handful of sub- 
state regions, a regional government already is in 
place and no UMJO would be necessary. Quite 
clearly, the differences among all these regions as to 
size, jurisdictionai complexity, political attitudes, and 
servicing problems preclude any across-the-board 
generalizations about the specific relationship be- 
tween our UMJO and general local governmental 
modernization proposals. 

But despite this diversity, four facts stand out: 

-All substate regions require an authoritative, 
areawide decisionmaker, whether an UMJO or 
a government; 
-All but a handful of these areas require a 
strengthening of their local units; 
-Certainly a majority of them face major 
hurdles in achieving areawide governmental re- 
form in the near future; and 
-All of the interstate metropolitan areas con- 
front insurmountable regional reorganization 
hurdles, save perhaps for the UMJO option. 

These are the factors that explain the linkages be- 
tween the UMJO and local governmental mod- 
ernization components of our substate regional strat- 
egy. The third element in this strategy is provided 
by the pair of recommendations in Volume IV of this 
series, relating to the need for more systematic func- 
tional assignment processes. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
The following constitutes a summary of this vol- 

ume's findings relating to the assignment of substate 
functions, county reform, other local government 
restructuring efforts, and the pattern of government 
in non-metropolitan areas. These findings, in turn, 
provide a background for the reorganization recom- 
mendations that complete this volume and this sec- 
ond phase of our report on Substate Regionalism and 
the Federal System. 

Assignment of Functions: Local and Areawide3 

Two distinct levels of functional assignment 
affect substate regions nationally: one between 
Federal, State, and local governments, and the 



other among different kinds of local govern- 
ment. The Federal government tends to be the 
foremost direct provider of natural resource de- 
velopment and air and water transportation 
services. State governments are the major pro- 
viders of higher education, highways, welfare, 
and correctional services. At the interlocal level, 
counties provide the bulk of welfare, health, and 
hospital functions while municipal governments 
remain the major providers of primary and sec- 
ondary education, police, fire protection, sewer- 
age, parks and recreation, and water supply 
functions. 

Intergovernmental service agreements are 
among the most popular means of changing sub- 
state functional assignments. As of 1972, 42 
States had general interlocal cooperation stat- 
utes, with 32 permitting cooperation across 
State lines and one authorizing agreements 
with Canadian subnational governments. The 
two chief impediments to the fullest use of these 
statutes are (1) both of the governments in- 
volved in 31 States must possess the power sep- 
arately in order to exercise it jointly, and (2) 
the general law in 13 States does not supersede 
a separately enacted contracting statute in a 
specific functional area. 

Intergovernmental service agreements are 
among the most popular meks of changing sub- 
state functional assignments. As of 1972, 42 
States had general interlocal cooperation stat- 
utes, with 32 permitting cooperation across 
State lines and one authorizing agreements 
with Canadian subnational governments. The 
two chief impediments to the fullest use of these 
statutes are (1) both of the governments in- 
volved in 31 States must possess the power 
separately in order to exercise it jointly, and 
(2) the general law in 13 States does not super- 
sede a separately enacted contracting statute 
in a specific functional area. 

The most popular functions and activities 
covered by service agreements include technical 
components of the police function (such as 
training, crime laboratories, and communica- 
tion), planning, engineering services, sewage 
and solid waste disposal, water supply, jails, 
libraries, street lighting, refuse collection, and 
animal control. Functions or activities that are 
rarely the subject of intergovernmental service 
agreements include record maintenance, zoning, 
urban renewal, basic police services, and build- 
ing inspection. 

Transfers and consolidations of functions are 
less used means of changing substate functional 
assignments. Only 8 percent of all intergovern- 
mental servicing agreements covered in the 1972 
ACIRIICMA survey involved the shared or 
consolidated provision of a service. The ACIR/ 
ICMA/NACO survey of county government 
(197 1, 1972) indicated that service transfers 
and consolidations were most prevalent in the 
functions of libraries, planning, health, and cor- 
rections, and were least practiced in the areas 
of power supply, natural resources, transporta- 
tion and housing. 

Service agreements are considered distinct 
from functional transfers, with a transfer being 
more permanent and constituting a major shift 
in fiscal responsibility and policy control. This 
distinction, however, is often blurred. Of the ten 
States allowing general functional transfers, five 
provide for revocation, five require voter ap- 
proval, and three require payment to the gov- 
ernment assuming the function. 

Of the 2,3 16 incorporated municipalities re- 
sponding to the ACIR-ICMA survey, 63 per- 
cent enter into servicing agreements with other 
governments. The larger the government, the 
greater its tendency to enter into agreements. 
Council-manager cities were more prone to 
servicing cooperation than . other municipal 
types, and central and suburban cities entered 
into more agreements than non-metropolitan 
units. The dominant motive behind these ef- 
forts was to benefit from economies of scale, 
and the main inhibiting factor was the fear that 
local independence would be limited. 

Recently established substate agencies and 
procedures have added a new functional dimen- 
sion to the substate performance of functions. 
State substate districts and regional councils 
have performed useful. auxiliary tasks. They 
have raised the level of comprehensive planning 
in substate regions, provided a forum for inter- 
local communication on pressing functional 
matters, and better identified the goals and ob- 
jectives of various regional functions. They oc- 
casionally have encouraged establishment of 
new areawide servicing organizations and some- 

. times have directly provided controversial sub- 
state functions. 

Federally encouraged substate districts have 
played several distinct roles in the performance 
of functions. All such agencies prepare com- 



prehensive or functional plans in order to for- 
mulate project funding priorities within their 
jurisdiction. Some mobilize funds. for their 
program purposes, and a few implement their 
programs. In addition, most have supplied sig- 
nificant functional technical assistance to local 
governments in their jurisdictions. 

Regional special purpose districts remain im- 
portant service providers in many metropolitan 
areas. Over half of all such districts in the 72 
largest metropolitan areas were responsible for 
more than 40 percent of all metropolitan ex- 
penditures in their particular area of functional 
responsibility. Health and hospital, sewerage, 
and utility districts were most important in this 
regard. 

Most counties continue to perform mainly 
the traditional State assigned functions, namely, 
various types of correctional, police, health and 
welfare services. They are less important pro- 
viders of such urban and regional services as 
parks and recreation, urban renewal, solid 
waste disposal, sewerage, airports and air pol- 
lution control. Strong urban counties in Cali- 
fornia, Maryland, New York, and Florida are 
major exceptions to this generalization. 

Assignment or reassignment of governmental 
functions through comprehensive structural 
change is rare. Where it has occurred, central- 
ized functions have improved in their scope 
and quality and the financing of these functions 
has been broadened as reorganized governments 
have received more intergovernmental aid and 
utilized more non-property revenue sources. 
On the other hand, in most metropolitan reor- 
ganizations, pressures for lower tier units to 
provide a variety of human resource functions 
also have developed. 

Four main guides to functional assignment 
emerge as pivotal substate regional considera- 
tions: fiscal equity, economic efficiency, admin- 
istrative effectiveness, and political account- 
ability. The specific components of economic 
efficiency include the conditions of economies 
of scale, public sector competition, and public 
service pricing. Fiscal equity is concerned with 
reduction of economic spillovers and implemen- 
tation of interpersonal and interjurisdictional 
fiscal equalization policies. The main facets of 
political accountability subsume citizen access 
to, control of, and sometimes participation in 
the performance of a function. Administrative 
effectiveness centers on the legal authority and 

geographic reach a government possesses in 
meeting its functional responsibilities, as well 
as on the management capability and degree 
of intergovernmental cooperation it exhibits. 

A functional assignment policy frequently 
hinges on procedural conditioners, as well as 
structural means of allocating functions. Pro- 
cedural mechanisms include the A-95 process, 
the intergovernmental service contract, and 
transfer and consolidation of functions. All 
these measures have permitted voluntary and 
ad hoc changes in functional assignments. 
Structural means of changing functional as- 
signments include State substate and Federally 
encouraged substate districts, regional coun- 
cils, regional special districts, metropolitan 
counties, and full-scale areawide governmental 
reorganizations. 

Analysis of individual services is vital to a 
functional assignment policy. Functions, in 
actuality, are composed of numerous subfunc- 
tions and activities, all or part of which may be 
assigned to one or another level of government. 
While it is difficult to describe fully the char- 
acteristics of a local or areawide function, local 
services tend to focus on the individual or his 
immediate neighborhood, or  to have minor 
impact on surrounding communities or on the 
performance of other functions. Areawide func- 
tions tend to have the opposite characteristics. 
In more general terms, areawide functions gen- 
erally have a redistributive or regulatory di- 
mension, while local ones are those where so- 
cial control and program choice are more sig- 
nificant. 

County Reform 
While county governments began as adminis- 

trative units of the States, with responsibilities 
limited to courts, welfare, and public health, 
some have now added an array of urban func- 
tions. Where city-county consolidation has 
taken place, the full set of municipal functions 
have been undertaken by restructured govern- 
ments having strong, unified executive or ad- 
ministrative leadership. Some suburban coun- 
ties in metropolitan areas also have taken on 
municipal-type functions and forms. 

In single-county SMSAs, county reorganiza- 
tion has been looked upon as a potential means 
of providing a two-tier approach to regional 
reform. The 127 unicounty SMSAs have a pop- 
ulation range of between 60,000 and 7 million 



persons, but 80 percent are under 400,000 pop- 
ulation, compared with 48 percent of all multi- 
county metropolitan areas. 

Forty-five percent of the unicounty SMSAs 
function under a county commission form of 
government, while the remainder have county 
manager or administrator systems. In 13 States, 
all single-county SMSAs operate under a com- 
mission form of government; while in 15, one or 
more are home rule charter counties. 

Nearly 75 percent of all metropolitan county 
expenditures are made for traditional county 
functions-corrections, welfare, roads, health 
and hospitals, natural resource development, 
financial administration, and general control - 
but unicounty SMSA jurisdictions concentrate 
more of their outlays on these services than 
counties in multicounty SMSAs. 

.Two-thirds of the single-county SMSA units 
have adopted zoning or subdivision regulations 
for their unincorporated areas, but less than 
two-fifths review or comment on land-use con- 
trols in incorporated areas. 

With a few exceptions, metropolitan county 
governments have been unable to utilize non- 
property taxes or to incur major expenditures 
for functions that are not traditionally State 
assigned. 

Most metropolitan counties have some for- 
mal controls over special districts through ap- 
proval of their formation, budgets, and/or tax 
systems, but special district consolidation or 
abolition has been attempted infrequently. 

Over two-thirds of the single-county SMSA 
jurisdictions have been involved in inter- 
governmental cooperation in the provision of 
certain services, particularly planning, health, 
corrections, police and highways. 

Half of the unicounty SMSA governments 
are coterminous with A-95 clearinghouse, HUD 
"701" metropolitan planning agency, and OEO 
Community Action Agency boundaries. Rarely, 
if ever, however, does the Federal government 
use such jurisdictions as the basis for Resource 
Conservation and Development Districts, Eco- 
nomic Development Districts, Air Quality Con- 
trol Regions, or Local Development Districts. 

Only five unicounty SMSAs are coterminous 

with State planning and .development dis- 
tricts, and less than ten States provide for 
county representation on the policy boards of 
such organizations. 

.Only 20 of the unicounty SMSA govern- 
ments have locally sponsored metropolitan 
planning organizations that are coterminous 
with county boundaries. 

Local Government Restructuring 

T h e  recent record shows that annexation has 
been employed extensively to enlarge municipal 
boundaries. During the 1960's, 63.2 percent of 
all urban municipalities annexed territory, but 
most individual annexations were small. Never- 
theless, the aggregate population and total area 
added are significant. More than 6 million per- 
sons became residents of municipalities through 
annexation during the decade of the 1960's and 
during the two-year period of 1970 and 1971, 
1,5 17 square miles were annexed. Annexation 
was least used in t,he East and by the largest 
cities. 

Since 1959, six States have established broad- 
gauged local boundary review boards. Three 
States have single statewide commissions; in 
three others, systems of county or areawide 
boards are employed; and a seventh State has 
established a statewide agency which will be in 
full operation in 1974. A number of the exist- 
ing commissions are contributing to the orderly 
and logical expansion of municipal boundaries, 
and to a slower growth rate in the numbers of 
special districts and municipalities within their 
jurisdictions. 

More city-county consolidations (1 1) took 
place in the United States during the 1962-72 
decade than occurred during the previous cen- 
tury and a half. Of the five which involved 
consolidations with metropolitan central cities, 
four occurred in the South. The exception, 
Unigov in Indianapolis, was the first in the 
North and the first mandated by a State legis- 
lature without a referendum in the twentieth 
century. City-county consolidations have 
served as the focus for very few Federally aided 
areawide programs and State districting efforts. 

The two and three-tier approaches to local 
and areawide governmental reorganization are 
beginning to command attention in the United 
States. Dade County represents the sole ex- 



ample of a deliberate chartering of a federated 
urban county. A few States now allow the in- 
corporation of metropolitan multifunctional 
servicing districts, and a handful are presently 
functioning. The State-supported umbrella re- 
gional council, best represented in the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Council, is the past dec- 
ade's chief three-tier innovation. This general 
purpose policy making body has responsibility 
for developing areawide plans, for coordinating 
the major independent functional agencies 
within the region, and controlling the physical 
development of the metropolitan area. 

The enlarged jurisdictions created by second- 
tier governments and metropolitan consolida- 
tions make fiscal equity easier to accomplish, 
although no fundamental shifts have been 
made yet in the collection and distribution of 
local resources in favor of those at the lower 
end of the economic .scale. Yet, these restruc- 
tured governments, especially the city-county 
consolidations, have apparently been more 
successful than their predecessors in securing 
Federal aid for the administration of programs 
that are redistributive in nature. 

*Although evidence exists that consolidated 
. . 

and second-tier governments, but not State sup- 
ported regional councils, result in higher total 
expenditures for local government, they do not 
always result in higher tax rates. Further, such 
reform governments have generally produced 
strengthened executive management and coor- 
dination, more effective use of tax money, and 
a higher level of public services. 

The Non-Metropolitan Governmental Pattern 

@The majority of local governments in the 
United States are in non-metropolitan areas, 
including 70 percent of the municipalities, 85 
percent of the counties, 80 percent of the , 

townships, and 67 percent of the special dis- 
tricts. This should be expected, since over 95 
percent of the nation's land area is non-metro- 
politan. Yet, only about 30 percent of the na- 
tion's population lives in these areas and non- 
metrbpolitan governments as a result generally 
serve fewer people than do the governments in 
metropolitan areas. 

Compared to local governments in metropol- 
itan areas, the non-metropolitan units provide 
fewer services, exhibit less executive or admin- 
istrative leadership capacity, suffer from more 
diseconomies of scale, have weaker financial 

bases, and use intergovernmental cooperation 
agreements less frequently. 

The non-metropolitan municipalities concen- 
trate their expenditures on highways, sewerage, 
general control, and financial administration 
to a much greater extent than the larger metro- 
politan municipalities; their expenditures ac- 
count for less than 10 percent of all municipal 
general expenditures, although their .popula- 
tions account for nearly 22 percent of the city 
total. 

*Non-metropolitan counties, not unexpected- 
ly, are smaller in population than their metro- 
politan counterparts (70 percent have fewer 
than 25,000 residents); they concentrate more 
heavily on the traditional administrative func- 
tions assigned by the States (tax assessment, 
election and judicial administration, health and 
welfare services, and highways); they have the 
highest per capita expenditures of all counties 
($106.94 for those under 10,000 people and 
$75.11 for those with 10,000 to 24,999); and 
they are less likely to have modernized struc- 
tures (only 16 percent of the non-metropolitan 
counties surveyed had reorganized their execu- 
tive branches, compared to 41 percent of the 
metropolitan counties). 

Non-metropolitan townships have an average 
population which is one-seventh that of metro- 
politan townships (1,134 people vs. 7,266); 
their average budget is one-eighth as large 
($55,949 vs. $439,846); their average staff num- 
bers ten people; the bulk of their expenditures 
goes for highways and education; they spend 
disproportionate amounts on financial adminis- 
tration and general control; and in only half 
of the States having townships is the chief ad- 
ministrator form of township organization 
used. 

Non-metropolitan special districts account 
for two-thirds of all the independent special 
districts in the nation; they average only about 
six per county, however, as opposed to about 18 
per county in metropolitan areas; and they are 
countywide more often th.an their metropolitan 
counterparts (14 vs. 6 percent), but slightly less 
citywide or townshipwide (7 vs. 10 percent and 
5 vs. 7 percent, respectively). 

In marked contrast to those in metropolitan 
areas, only a little over two-fifths of the local 
governments in non-metropolitan areas use 



interlocal cooperation agreements for the per- 
formance of their functions. 

Because of the sparseness and small size of 
the non-metropolitan governments' populations 
and the limited nature of their functions, re- 
sources and capabilities, regional interest and 
institutions have emerged in non-metropolitan 
America. But, the setting is somewhat different 
than that in metropolitan areas, and the region- 
al concerns are somewhat dissimilar. Achieving 
economies of scale, promoting economic devel- 
opment, and protecting natural resources are the 
prime goals in these areas, whereas interagency 
coordination of conflicting governmental pro- 
grams, the provision of areawide services, and 
equity considerations tend to dominate in the 
urban regional scene. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

In urging this agenda for reform, the Commis- 
sion is fully cognizant of the wide variations in local 
governmental forms, functions, and finances within 
and among the States. The Commission also recog- 
nizes that no single reform option could possibly 
apply to all substate regions and all local govern- 
ments, that effective umbrella multi-jurisdictional 
organizations may be the most suitable and feasible 
option in many instances, that local reorganization 
efforts may be as crucial as areawide ones, that the 
timing of implementation of reform options will 
vary, and that no across-the-board formula can or 
should be devised to cover all the ways the States 
can assume a positive role in this vital process. 
Hence, this agenda incorporates considerable flexi- 
bility while providing a clear direction and consis- 
tent basic purposes. Specific proposals will require 
State-by-State adaptations. But the prime goal of a 
more responsive system of local and areawide gov- 

ernance should not be lost sight of in this adaptive 
process. 

The State Role 

Recommendation 1. A Comprehensive State Policy 
and Process 

The Commission concludes that the time has 
come for all States to adopt a comprehensive, long 
range policy with respect to the structure and func- 
tions of their local governments and the relation- 
ships of such governments to one another, the State, 
and official umbrella multi-jurisdictional organi- 
zations established pursuant to substate districting 
statutes. It notes that existing State policies in this 
pivotal area for the most part have been piecemeal, 
partial, and out-dated. It finds that continuing ur- 
banization and technological change have strained 
the capacity of most local governments within sub- 
state regions to effectively plan, administer, and 
finance needed public services. 

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

The Commission recommends that States through 
statutory, and, where necessary, constitutional ac- 
tion adopt a comprehensive local government struc- 
ture and functions policy involving immediate goals 
as well as an on-going process for their implementa- 
tion and updating. This policy should be geared ( a )  
to structuring the system of  local governments so 
as to make it more responsive and adaptable to the 
areawide as well as local needs of individual com- 
munities, ( b )  to  interrelating substate regional dis- 
tricting and related activities with local govern- 
mental reform efforts, and ( c )  to striking a balance 
between State initiative and local as well as area- 
wide self-determination in achieving the above two 
goals. 

i%e Commission recommends that, at a mini- 
mum, such State legislation and, where necessary, 
constitutional enactments should . . . 

A. Set specific standards for - 
( 1 )  assessing the structural, functional, Jiscal, 
and geographic viability of all existing and 
proposed local governments -special districts 
and school districts as well as units o f  general 
government - using such factors as ( a )  their 
capacity to raise revenues adequately and 
equitably, ( b )  their mix of residential, indus- 
trial or other tax base components, ( c )  their 



population and geographic size, and socio- 
economic and racial composition, and ( d )  
the assignment of areawide and local gov- 
ernmental functions, including components 
thereof, to appropriate and accountable units 
of government. 
(2) governing the orderly and equitable ex- 
tension of municl'pal boundaries to embrace 
unincorporated territory, including pro- 
cedures for - ( a )  assignment of initiating 
authority to municipal governing bodies as 
well as to residents in an unincorporated area 
seeking to be annexed; and ( b )  elimination of  
any absolute power on the part of inhabitants 
of outlying unincorporated areas, which are 
proposed to be annexed, to veto a proposed 
annexation meeting statutory standards, in- 
cluding the provision of urban services. 4 

B. Establish a broadly representative local 
government boundary commission at the State 
and/or local level(s). In addition to exercising 
those powers regulating municl'pal incorpora- 
tions, non-viable units of general local govern- 
ment, special districts, and interlocal servicing 
agreements that were recommended in previous 
Commission  report^,^ the boundary commis- 
s i o n ( ~ )  should be authorized to . . . 

( 1 )  oversee the implementation of the statu- 
tory standards, cited above, and apply them, 
where pertinent, to individual boundary de- 
cision cases that come before it; 
( 2 )  recommend modification of  substate dis- 
trict boundaries, subject to action by the ap- 
propriate State authority; 
(3) recommend modification of individual 
county boundaries in light of changing settle- 
ment and servicing patterns; 
(4) monitor, recommend, and, where ap- 
propriate, facilitate municipal annexations of  
adjacent unincorporated areas; 
( 5 )  develop in conjunction with affected 
local jurisdictions, including counties, 
"spheres of inJluenceV or "staged expansion 
limits" that delimit the ultimate boundaries 
of existing individual municipalities and 
help identify areas of potential municipal in- 
corporation; 
( 6 )  make annual reports with recommenda- 
tions to the governor and legislature on ef- 
forts to strengthen the basic pattern of  local 
government. 

C .  Provide for a complete package of county 
structural reform options and initiatives that, in 
addition to an optional forms authorization.6 
includes at a minimum: 

( 1 )  the requirement that any county embrac- 
ing the predominant portion of a metro- 
politan area's population shall have a full- 
time executive officer, either appointed by the 
county board or popularly elected; 
(2) placing county officers on a statutory 
rather than a constitutional basis; 
(3) empowering the governing bodies of 
contiguous counties within substate regions 
to consolidate identical or comparable 
county offices and functions; 
(4) authorizing the governing bodies of con- 
tiguous counties within substate regions to 
execute a multicounty consolidation, sub- 
ject to a simple concurrent majority of the 
votes in a referendum in each of the counties 
encompassed in the proposed merger. 

D. Clarify and systematize the functional 
responsibilities and relationships of counties 
and municipalities, by establishing the county 
as the basic service provider for its unincor- 
porated areas.' in addition to  performing basic 
county functions, and by . . . 

( 1  ) authorizing counties to perform urban 
functions8 in order to eliminate situations 
where they are barred from providing such 
services when ( a )  the service is being 
provided by a countywide or less than 
countywide special district, ( b )  a constituent 
municipality requests the county to perform 
the service, or ( c )  the public expresses 
through a popular referendum a preference 
for the county to perform the service on a 
countywide basis, and requiring that such 
functions when undertaken in.  incorporated 
areas meet performance standards developed 
by the county and affected municipalities 
and be set forth in a county ordinance; 
(2) requiring that in instances where coun- 
ties undertake to perform functions already 
provided by their constituent municipalities, 
such counties either enhance the quality or 
scope of such services or make proportionate 
payments to their municipalities in lieu there- 
of pursuant to a joint agreement; 
(3) delineating uniform procedures for trans- 
ferring functions between and among mu- 
nicipalities, counties, and multi-county re- 
gional bodies including officially designated 
u m  brella multi-jurisdictional organizations; 
at a minimum, such procedures should ( a )  
involve the repeal of State constitutional and 
statutory provisions requiring voter approval 



of proposed transfers,* ( b )  authorize revoca- 
tion of a transfer when its performance falls 
below standards initially agreed to in the 
transfer, and ( c )  empower a jointly agreed 
upon body to determine whether a trans- 
ferred function has not met such performance 
standards. ** 

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

(1) requiring counties having unincorporated 
territory or municipalities contiguous to  such 
areas to develop within a specified period ef- 
fective planning, zoning, and subdivision 
regulations for such areas, where such do not 
now exist, provided that where such regula- 
tions have not been adopted within the time 
span stipulated an appropriate State agency 
would assume the responsibility; and 
(2) establishing a program of State technical 
and fiscal assistance to counties and munici- 
palities for ( a )  managemen t feasibility studies 
on transferring and consolidating functions 
and ( b )  extraordinary initial costs incurred in 
actual transfers or consolidations. 
F .  Permit, where the electorate by refer- 

endum chooses, the establishment of govern- 
mental units capable of providing areawide 
services. The Commission does not necessarily 
recommend affirmative action with respect to 
any of the following options in any specific situ- 
ation, but believes the people should have 
available to them a range of choices, which 
would include: 

(1) Multi-coun ty consolidation and assign- 
ment to it of all areawide functions and- 
where its geographic scope is adequate - of  
all umbrella multi-jurisdictional organiza- 
tion functions; 
( 2 )  City-count y consolidation wherein all 
areawide and local functions are assigned to 
the new government and special districts are 
either merged with or are subordinated to it; 
(3) The modernized county, possessing all of 
the structural, functional, and fiscal powers 
detailed in Components C and D, with such 
powers embodied in a new county charter; 
(4 )  The possibility of converting a substate 
region's officially designated umbrella multi- 

*Congressman Brown dissented from the decision to include 
this provision in this subcomponent. 

**County Executive Michaelian favored inclusion of an addi- 
tional provision requiring full State financing of newly man- 
dated or of major expansions of existing State mandated pro- 
grams. 

jurisdictional organization in to  a general 
purpose government with a directly elected 
council or a bicameral council, one chamber 
popularly elected and the other composed of  
representatives of  constituent units of  general 
government; 
(5) The right to create a regional service 
corporation ( a )  subsuming all existing and 
proposed areawide special districts, ( b )  hav- 
ing responsibility for certain areawide func- 
tions including, but not limited to, areawide 
comprehensive planning and land use, trans- 
portation, waste disposal, and water supply, 
which heretofore may or may not have been 
performed on a regional basis, and ( c )  with 
popular election of its policy body. 

Such enabling legislation should require that 
all o f  the above options would involve approval 
in a popular referendum by simple concurrent 
majorities in the central city or cities and in the 
outlying area or areas in metropolitan areas, 
by a simple concurrent majority in each of the 
counties involved in non-metropolitan areas or 
districts, or by a simple areawide majority. 

Such legislation also should stipulate that 
such referenda could be initiated by any of the 
following within a substate region: 

(1) a single or concurrent resolution of one 
or more units of general local government 
comprising a certain percentage of the re- 
gion's population; 
(2) petition of a certain percentage of  the 
eligible voters in the area proposed for in- 
clusion within a new regional unit; or 
(3) direct action by the State legislature. 

G.  Provide for a broadly representative, per- 
manent Advisory Commission on Intergov- 
ernmental Relations to be constituted with 
adequate staff and funding and charged with 
studying and reporting on: 

(1) the current pattern of local governmental 
structure and substate regional organization 
and their viability; 
(2) the powers and functions of  local govern- 
ments and substate regional bodies, including 
their fiscal po wen; 
(3) the existing, necessary, and desirable re- 
lationships between and among local govern- 
ments and substate regional organizations, 
including official umbrella multi-jurisdiction- 
a1 organizations; 
( 4 )  the existing, necessary, and desirable 
allocation of State-local fiscal resources; 
( 5 )  the existing, necessary, and desirable 
roles of the State as the creator of  the local 



governmental and substate regional gov- 
ernance systems; 
(6) the special problems in interstate areas 
facing their general local governments, intra- 
state regional units, and areawide bodies, 
such studies where possible to be conducted 
in conjunction with those of  a pertinent sis- 
ter State commission(s); and 
(7 )  any constitutional amendments and 
statutory enactments required to  implement 
appropriate commission recommendations. 

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

This omnibus State recommendation, with its 
seven major components and nearly two dozen sig- 
nificant subcomponents, is designed to achieve five 
broad and interrelated objectives. 

First, it seeks to place the full force of State 
statutory authority behind a set of enforceable 
standards relating to new incorporations, local 
governmental viability, and municipal annexa- 
tion. 

Second, it urges establishment by the States 
of local governmental boundary commissions 
to apply these standards in specific cases and 
to assume an on-going responsibility with refer- 
ence to such other matters as the dissolution or 
consolidation of special districts and non-viable 
general governmental units, adjustments of 
county and substate regional boundaries, and 
annexation developments. 

Third, it provides a packet of nine reform 
proposals designed to revitalize the structure of 
counties, to reconcile and rationalize county 
and municipal functional responsibilities, and 
to carve out a supportive State role in some of 
these undertakings. 

Fourth, it sets forth a range of five basic 
areawide governmental reorganization options 
-each with special features and suitable for 
specific regional circumstances - with a variety 
of initiating moves provided, but popular ap- 
proval required in all cases. 

Finally, this multi-faceted, State-oriented 
recommendation calls for the formation, where 
lacking, of broadly representative State advis- 

ory commissions on intergovernmental rela- 
tions to probe on a continuing basis the struc- 
ture, functions, finances, and relationships of 
lower-tier, middle-tier, and State governments. 
These commissions would publish reports on 
specific topics, make recommendations for solv- 
ing interlevel problems, and submit an annual 
report to their respective governors, legisla- 
tures, local and regional units, and electorates. 

All these efforts are geared to facilitating the mod- 
ernization of local and areawide governmental in- 
stitutions, so that they may discharge their servicing 
responsibilities to their respective communities in a 
more effective, equitable, efficient, and accountable 
manner. The primary burden for leadership in this 
matter is placed on the States. This is as it should 
be. States no longer can assume the role of the pas- 
sive bystander in this vital matter. Given the ple- 
thora of programs, mechanisms, and special pur- 
pose bodies that have by-passed or superseded gen- 
eral local governments, it does not overstate the 
case to claim that the existence of such local gov- 
ernments, as we have known them, is very much at 
stake. At this juncture, the State, as the legal par- 
ents of the localities and of many of the institutions 
that compete with them, must assume an active 
stance, as some States recently have done. The local- 
ities obviously have a role here, and a complemen- 
tary Federal role could be of critical help. In the 
final analysis, however, the electorate has the final 
word on all major reforms advanced here. But, the 
initiating thrust must come from the States and such 
is the basic assumption undergirding this recom- 
mendation. 

The first component (A) of this recommended 
comprehensive State policy on local government cen- 
ters on the development of specific statutory stand- 
ards or criteria for assessing the structural, func- 
tional, and fiscal viability of existing and proposed 
local governments and for guiding municipal an- 
nexations. Such criteria have been previously en- 
dorsed by this Commission. Here, they are re- 
affirmed, but in simplified and somewhat more 
specific terms. In practice, standards relating to 
proposed new governments mean more restrictive 
municipal and special district incorporation statutes. 
Those relating to existing units, on the other hand, 
involve specifying fiscal, socio-economic, and serv- 
icing criteria that can be converted into guides for 
practical implementation. 

The Commission, in its 1961 report Governmental 
Structure, Organization and Planning in Metropoli- 
tan Areas, recommended that States enact legisla- 
tion providing for rigorous statutory standards for 



establishing new municipal incorporations in metro- 
politan areas. Over the last five years, municipal 
incorporations have increased by over 450, the bulk 
of these occurring in urban areas. Metropolitan 
municipal incorporations now stand at 5,400 and the 
average metropolitan area contains about 21 mu- 
nicipalities. 

Forty-one States have standards for municipal in- 
corporations. Yet, most such standards are confined 
to such matters as minimum population, area, and 
property-value concentrations. Only a handful of 
States go beyond these standards and require spe- 
cific services to be supplied by the incorporating 
municipality. The need for more comprehensive 
and rigorous State incorporation standards obvious- 
ly is as strong as ever. 

The character and purpose of some, but not all, 
proposed municipal incorporations underscore this 
need. Many involve exceedingly small areas and tiny 
populations. A substantial portion of all municipal 
incorporations since 1970 fall into the 5,000 or less 
population category or encompass a very small 
amount of territory, frequently less than five square 
miles. As of 1967, two-thirds of all metropolitan 
municipalities had less than 5,000 population and 
60 percent possessed a land area of less than two 
square miles. 

Incorporations sometimes occur for defensive or 
exclusionary purposes. Over 30 percent of all mu- 
nicipal incorporations between 1967 and 1972, for 
example, occurred in Texas and Oklahoma, where 
municipal annexation activities were on the rise. 
Other incorporations have been prompted for rea- 
sons of racial or social exclusion, while still others 
have been induced by programs of State tax sharing 
with municipalities. The foregoing highlights some 
of the negative practices that could be curbed by 
more rigorous incorporation standards. 

Controlling special district formation has been a 
Commission concern for a decade. The basic thrust 
of its earlier recommendation was that new dis- 
tricts should be established only where no better 
alternative is available. State legislation then should 
specify a procedure to ascertain whether there is a 
need for the proposed service and whether any unit 
or combination of units of existing general govern- 
ment or even an existing special district is willing 
and able to provide it, subject to adequate provision 
for political accountability to the citizens affected.9 

Some States have acted to establish an on-going 
process for administering and applying comprehen- 
sive standards for municipal and special district in- 
corporation. Six States now have statewide, metro- 
politan, or countywide boundary commissions that 
have the power to review and/or approve new in- 
corporations. Experience in at least two of these 
States - Minnesota and California - suggests that 

rigorous incorporation standards enforced by 
strong boundary commissions can aid in controlling 
defensive and premature incorporations and curb 
special district growth. In these areas, planned 
and deliberate, rather than ad hoc and unsystematic, 
incorporation tends to occur. Such was the intent of 
the Commission's earlier recommendations, and it 
constitutes a basic goal of the proposal urged here. 

Not only should State criteria extend to municipal 
and special district incorporation procedures, but 
they should embrace standards for assessing the 
fiscal, socio-economic, and functional viability of 
existing local governments as well. In both its 1967 
report on Fiscal Balance in the American Federal 
System, and its 1969 report on State Aid to Local 
Government, the Commission recommended that 
States enact local government viability criteria and 
take steps to restructure State aid and interlocal 
contracting policies that fracture metropolitan tax 
bases, exacerbate fiscal and socio-economic dis- 
parities, and prompt the proliferation of excessively 
small, functionally limited, fiscally unbalanced local 
governments. 

In statutory terms, this means that standards 
should be specified which assure that existing local 
governments have the requisite population, eco- 
nomic, social, and fiscal bases necessary for effec- 
tive administration of local services Non-viable gov- 
ernments usually produce only a limited number and 
range of public services and frequently can not even 
provide minimum basic local services. Other gov- 
ernments, whether of a general or special purpose 
nature, frequently fill this servicing gap -either 
directly or through interlocal contracts and agree- 
ments. All this tends to undermine the entire con- 
cept of service accountability, and to make a myth 
of small units' claim to being general purpose gov- 
ernments. Such units in urban areas frequently com- 
pound the problems associated with metropolitan 
social, economic, and fiscal disparities. 

Regarding existing special districts, the Commis- 
sion has long urged enactment of State legislation 
authorizing simple procedures for merging special 
districts performing the same or similar functions, 
and permitting an appropriate unit of general gov- 
ernment to assume a special district's function. lo 

These still stand as vital means of eliminating non- 
viable districts and merging those with overlapping 
functions. ~t this point, however, States also 
should adopt specific criteria relating to their financ- 
ing, servicing capacity, linkage with general gov- 
ernments and accountability to the electorate - all 
with a view toward determining whether a district 
is unnecessary, unaccountable, duplicative of 
another local government's function, or unwanted. 

In this proposal on standards, the Commission 
also urges expansion of the local government via- 



bility criteria to cover questions relating to the 
assignment of functions to areawide and local gov- 
ernments. Functional assignment, we believe, is a 
basic dimension of local government viability. Many 
functions and components thereof are more effec- 
tively performed by areawide or local governmental 
units. Functions such as transportation, water pollu- 
tion control, and solid waste disposal, for example, 
are ones that might be better performed by larger 
units of government, since they involve economies 
of scale and public service spillovers. Other services, 
however, like basic police and fire protection, refuse 
collection, and education are ones where political 
accountability and program control are of critical 
significance. Hence, a local assignment formula 
should prevail in most instances. 

The Commission recognizes that a clear-cut and 
precise allocation of functional responsibilities is 
difficult, if not impossible, to arrive at. It recognizes 
the diverse functional assignment patterns among 
and within the States. Yet, the fiscal, functional, and 
structural viability of local government directly re- 
lates to the servicing responsibilities a local govern- 
ment is assigned or expected to perform. Localities 
that are to provide essentially regional functions and 
areawide units that are given the responsibility for 
administering essentially local functions run the 
risk of being functionally non-viable. 

Under either of these circumstances, the level in 
question would be administering inefficiently and in- 
effectively services for which another would be more 
suited. Moreover, in instances where the localities 
realistically do not attempt to assume an essentially 
areawide function and where no regional general 
purpose unit exists, either a special district, a State 
agency, or no unit takes on the servicing assignment 
-and this raises the broader question of the viabil- 
ity of the substate regional governance system as a 
whole. For all these reasons, the Commission en- 
dorses the assignment of functions component in a 
set of State standards for local governmental via- 
bility. 

Opponents of viability standards argue that it is 
impossible and unnecessary to devise such criteria. 
They note the wide diversity of local governmental 
structures and of divisions of functional respon- 
sibility within the 50 State-local governmental sys- 
tems. They argue that viability standards would not 
be practicable in most situations, given the severe 
political controversies they would engender. Some 
contend that where non-viable governments exist, 
State governments can always adopt measures to in- 
sure that the existence of these units will not com- 
pound substate functional problems. States, they 
contend, could mandate specific functional, person- 
nel, or fiscal measures that would improve the serv- 
ice performance of such units. 

Notwithstanding these objections, the Commis- 
sion sanctions enactment of such standards. l 1  The 
State is the principal architect of the local govern- 
mental structure and has the legal authority and 
duty to concern itself with matters of local govern- 
mental viability. Moreover, it is evident that prob- 
lems of substate social, economic, and fiscal dis- 
parities are made increasingly more complex and 
sometimes almost insoluble by governmental frag- 
mentation and ad hoc responses to functional as- 
signment crises, largely in the form of new special 
districts. At the same time, non-viable governments 
which exacerbate disparity and districting problems 
are often a key factor prompting arbitrary State in- 
tervention in substate functional matters. A more 
viable stystem of local government would reduce the 
need for such State action. 

The Commission believes that non-viable locali- 
ties are a contributing factor to other substate prob- 
lems. Such units generate, directly or indirectly, 
pressures for increased State aid or the transfer of 
essentially local functions to regional or State 
agencies. These actions, in turn, may result in an in- 
effective division of functions among the govern- 
mental levels, unnecessary State fiscal assistance to 
some units, and the propping of ineffective and only 
partially accountable units of local government. 

The Commission is convinced that viability cri- 
teria are not a barrier to, but a buttress for, effec- 
tive local government operations. In essence, they 
would simply seek to assure that local govern- 
ments within a State, at a minimum, are able to 
discharge effectively those governmental respon- 
sibilities which are commensurate with their par- 
ticular local governmental status. Such status should 
enable that unit to be ready, willing, and able to dis- 
charge its service responsibilities in an efficient, 
effective, equitable, and accountable fashion. Via- 
bility standards are one of the weapons in a State's 
arsenal that can and should be used to achieve this 
end. 

The second feature of this component reaffirms 
and clarifies the Commission's earlier recommenda- 
tion for standards governing municipal annexation. 
In its 1961 report, Governmental Structure, Or- 
ganization and Planning in Metropolitan Areas, the 
Commission endorsed the principle of State criteria 
or standards for promoting more equitable and 
facilitative annexation policies. It also recommended 
granting municipalities the power to initiate annexa- 
tion procedures and urged States to consider not 
permitting inhabitants of unincorporated areas to 
exercise a unilateral veto over annexation pro- 
cedures. The Commission now reaffirms its 1961 
recommendation and goes further to recommend 
outright prohibition of unincorporated area vetos 
over annexations. 



The Commission recognizes the important part 
that annexation has played and will continue to 
play in American local government viability. Our 
largest cities have largely grown through municipal 
annexation, and two-thirds of all municipalities over 
2,500 population in 1970 engaged in annexation 
actions between 1960 and 1970. Over 6.6 million 
people resided in such annexed areas, as of 1970. 
Annexation, particularly in the South and West, 
has contributed to the growth of dominant central 
cities and helped to curb the inter-jurisdictional 
local disparities found in much of the northeast 
and midwest. 

The Commission believes that annexation can 
offer benefits both to municipalities and unincor- 
porated areas alike. Annexing municipalities can 
gain the land area and economic base needed for 
continued economic growth and social stability, 
while fringe areas can receive a wider range of local 
services. 

Yet, specific statutory criteria or standards 
should govern annexation actions. In some cases, 
annexations have been resisted for patently racial 
or fiscal reasons and, in other instances, they have 
been a product more of local economic boosterism 
rather than of a planned policy of municipal growth. 
In still other cases, fringe areas have been annexed 
and not supplied with adequate municipal services. 
Under any of these circumstances, annexation be- 
comes nothing more than a form of jurisdictional 
gerrymandering, unrelated to a planned and staged 
policy of municipal service expansion. 

State standards and criteria for annexation should 
require municipalities to justify their actions and 
meet certain statutory requirements, especially serv- 
icing requirements, before annexation could occur. 
With such standards, annexation could be better re- 
lated to various substate growth policies, something 
which has long been a concern of this Commission. 

The Commission notes that a number of States 
already have enacted general standards relating to 
the geography, extent of urbanization, and servicing 
standards to be maintained in annexed areas. In the 
six boundary commission States, fairly elaborate ad- 
ministrative review systems govern such annexation 
actions. 

At a minimum, the Commission advocates State 
enactments granting municipalities the right to in- 
itiate annexation procedures and prohibiting uni- 
lateral vetos of annexations by inhabitants of the 
unincorporated areas involved. Twenty-five States 
already grant municipalities the power to initiate 
such annexations, and most of these prohibit fringe 
areas from exercising a unilateral veto. These proce- 
dural improvements should be extended to all States. 

Component (B) recommends establishment of 
local government boundary commissions at the 
State and/or local levels. Members might be ap- 
pointed by the governor and confirmed by the State 
senate, and could include a mix of officials of gen- 
eral local governments and appropriate State agen- 
cies, as well as representatives of the general pub- 
lic, as some states-have done, or solely the latter, as 
others have required. 

The commission believes that a boundary com- 
mission should be empowered by State legislation 
to: 

(1) serve as the on-going implementing 
agent of the statutory standards sanctioned 
in component (A); 
(2) approve new municipal incorpora- 

tions; 
(3) dissolve or consolidate non-viable 

local governments; 
(4) limit the creation of new special dis- 

tricts; 
(5) consolidate or dissolve special dis- 

tricts; 
(6) prevent the use of certain interlocal 

contracts; 
(7) recommend modifications of county 

boundaries; 
(8) propose adjustments of substate dis- 

trict boundaries; 
(9) oversee municipal annexations; and 

(10) develop "spheres of municipal in- 
fluence." 

The first assignment is largely a matter of provid- 
ing an administrative focal point of State statutory 
standards relating to incorporation, annexation and 
local governmental viability. Frequently, States have 
enacted standards in the first two areas, but have 
failed to establish a permanent unit to oversee and 
apply them systematically on a case-by-case basis. 
The assignment of this implementing authority 
would fill this basic administrative gap. 

The next five powers (2-6) have all been recom- 
mended by this Commission in earlier reports. The 
ACIR first recognized the need to deal with the 
fragmentation and overlap of local governments 
in 1961, when it urged that certain limitations be 
placed upon home rule within metropolitan areas. 
It recommended at that time that the States "re- 
serve sufficient authority in the legislature to enable 
legislative action, where necessary, to modify re- 
sponsibility of and relationships among local units 
of government located within metropolitan areas 
in the best interests of the people of the area as a 
whole." l 2  That same report called for rigorous 
statutory standards for the establishment of new 

* * * * * * *  municipal corporations within metropolitan areas 
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and provided "for the administrative review and 
approval of such proposed new incorporations by 
the unit of State government concerned. . . . 7, 13 

This, of course, is one of the basic functions now 
being proposed for assignment to local government 
boundary commissions. 

In 1964, ACIR recommended city and/or county 
approval prior to the creation of any new special 
districts. l 4  This would be done by these local 
jurisdictions acting through a "designated agency." 
The report also urged that such an agency be au- 
thorized to require "the dissolution or consolidation 
of special districts. . . ." l 5  Now, the Commission 
believes that local government boundary commis- 
sions are the proper units to assume the role and 
powers of this "designated agency." 

In its 1967 report on Fiscal Balance, ACIR rec- 
ommended that a State agency or a "local agency 
formation commission" be empowered to dissolve 
or consolidate non-viable local units of government 
within metropolitan areas and to enjoin the use of 
certain undesirable interlocal contracts. l 6  Two of 
the powers urged here are simply restatements of 
this earlier Commission position. 

Clearly, many of the powers assigned to the local 
government boundary commissions in this com- 
ponent are not new ones for the Commission. In 
some instances, the implementing agent has been 
changed or clarified. But this, in turn, reflects the 
noteworthy record of existing boundary commis- 
sions in these areas. The additional authority called 
for in this component, however, goes beyond 
ACIR's earlier recommendations in three basic 
ways: 

1. The previous recommendations dealt pri- 
marily with control over municipalities and spe- 
cial districts, and were concerned very largely 
with metropolitan areas. This component 
broadens this control to include counties and 
substate districts explicitly, and would apply it 
on a statewide basis - covering non-metropolitan 
as well as metropolitan areas. These extensions 
are based on certain findings developed in some 
of the background chapters. Chapters IV and 
VII reveal that counties are key governments 
in many areas, and the latter chapter shows 
that non-metropolitan areas have just as great, 
though perhaps different, reasons for govern- 
mental reform as do the metropolitan areas. 
Volume I of this report makes it clear that 
statewide systems of substate districts are now 
quite extensive and are beginning to set new 
jurisdictional boundaries of major significance 
-above the county level in most cases, but still 
below the State level. Generally, these States 
have provided ways of adjusting the boundaries 

of these substate districts. But unless these mod- 
ifications are made in concert with adjustm-ents 
involving units of local government, they 
could well add to the complexity of the local 
and areawide scene rather than simplify it. 

2. Boundary commission functions in previous 
recommendations stressed negative limits which 
the commission would place on boundary 
changes. The new recommendations provide 
the basis for certain initiatives by the boundary 
commission itself. 

3. Whereas previous recommendations stressed 
a reactive case-by-case approach, this proposal 
stresses a continuing and comprehensive ap- 
proach to the boundary and functional as- 
signment problems, encompassing all units of 
local government. This approach includes such 
things as coverage of the whole State by a com- 
mission or commissions, the development of 
long-range plans for future boundary changes 
through the "spheres of municipal influence" 
mechanism, and periodic reporting of progress 
toward these long range goals. 

This component and the role it assigns to local 
government boundary commissions are rooted in 
reality. Boundary commissions are not theoretical, 
they have been tried and tested. They are being used 
now in six States-Alaska, Minnesota, Michigan, 
California, Oregon, and Washington - and a new 
statewide boundary commission will begin opera- 
tion in Iowa in 1974. 

Like Iowa's new boundary commission, those in 
Alaska, Minnesota, and Michigan are statewide. 
In California, Oregon, and Washington the bound- 
ary commissions have been established at the local 
level. Each California Local Agency Formation 
Commission has jurisdiction over one county and is 
organized in all counties save one. In Oregon and 
Washington, the boundary commissions have been 
mandated for the major urban areas and are per- 
mitted in other areas of these States. But none ex- 
cept the mandated ones, have been formed. 

A variety of precedents clearly are available to 
follow. There are statewide boundary commissions 
and local boundary commissions, and the local ones 
have been organized on the basis of either an indi- 
vidual county or a multi-county metropolitan region. 
So far, this has been an "either-or" situation. No 
State has adopted a combination of the two, where- 
by a statewide commission would oversee the op- 
erations of a subordinate set of locally organized 
boundary commissions. 

Both the statewide and local approaches have ad- 
vantages. The local units could not very well oversee 



such actions as multi-county mergers or the revision 
of substate district boundaries. They also would be 
unable to achieve substantial uniformity in the ap- 
proach to local government changes throughout the 
State. A statewide boundary agency could accom- 
plish these objectives, and be far enough removed 
from local politics to avoid being caught up in paro- 
chial concerns which might act against the most 
appropriate application of statutory standards re- 
lating to local government boundaries and viability. 
On the other hand, a single State boundary com- 
mission, in the more populous States, might find it- 
self overwhelmed by the need to act simultaneously 
in a number of different areas of the State. More- 
over, it would not have immediate access to local 
governments involved in a needed reform. 

A system headed by a single State boundary com- 
mission, but fleshed out with a subordinate local 
government boundary commission in each region of 
the State, or in each of the major regions, might 
well be able to take advantage of both types of oper- 
ations. In less populated States, the State com- 
mission itself might be adequate to handle most of 
the local details in non-metropolitan areas, while 
being relieved of the local detail by a local level 
commission in the most populated part of the State. 

Where subordinate local level commissions are 
adopted, substate district areas, rather than single 
counties, might well be used as the geographic base. 
One of the major purposes of such boundary com- 
missions, after all, would be to rationalize the local 
governmental system beneath the umbrella multi- 
jurisdictional organizations serving many such 
regions. In most cases, the substate districts are mul- 
ti-county, and therefore, could not be served ef- 
fectively by single county boundary commissions. 
At the same time, some substate districts are single 
county, and in those cases a single county boundary 
commission would be appropriate to deal with re- 
gional matters. 

The experience in Oregon and Washington sug- 
gests that simply authorizing local boundary com- 
missions, rather than mandating them, may not be 
an effective way to move on this front. The areas 
in these two States where such commissions were 
not mandated have simply not chosen to establish 
their own boundary commissions. 

Actual practice with regard to the membership 
of boundary commissions varies a great deal from 
State to State. The number of members range from 
three to 11, and the governor often plays a major 
role in appointing the members, sometimes at his 
own initiative, and sometimes fram a list of nomi- 
nees supplied by affected governments at the local 
level. In some cases, positions are earmarked for 
representatives of particular governments. In Cali- 
fornia, the four governmental members of each 

Local Agency Formation Commission choose a 
fifth member who is a representative of the general 
public. On the other hand, in Oregon no local 
elected or appointive official may serve as a mem- 
ber of a local boundary commission, because he 
might have a conflict of interest. This Commission 
believes that the membership issue should be 
handled by each State in light of its own needs and 
traditions. 

In addition to assuming new responsibilities re- 
lating to the boundaries of counties and substate 
districts, the local government boundary commis- 
sions would be assigned a new role in establishing 
long-range plans and spheres of local governmental 
influence as well as maximum expansion limits to 
guide the annexations, incorporations, and future 
development. Existing commissions initially lacked 
authority to develop and initiate boundary changes 
themselves, and could only approve or disapprove 
proposals initiated by others. However, in 1970 the 
California legislature directed its county boundary 
commissions to prepare with the cities, sphere of in- 
fluence plans for all municipalities - something that 
was assigned to the statewide boundary commission 
in Minnesota in 1969. Although lacking specific leg- 
islative authorization, the local boundary commis- 
sions in Eugene and Portland, Oregon, also are par- 
ticipating in the development of spheres of in- 
fluence plans. These activities are a logical and prac- 
tical necessity, if local government boundary com- 
missions are to operate effective reform programs 
on their own initiative. 

Basic reasons for developing such long-range 
plans include: 

-Competitive, pre-emptive, and defensive an- 
nexations can be more easily curbed when such 
plans have been developed; . 
- Decisions relating to special district forma- 
tion and expansion are greatly simplified if 
plans for municipal assumption of urban func- 
tions are known and scheduled; 
-An annexing city will be better able to plan 
physical facilities and land-use control when it 
knows the eventual limits of its jurisdiction; and 
fringe areas will have advance knowledge of 
zoning and subdivision standards, thus facili- 
tating private and public planning in such 
areas. 

Various factors must be considered when judging 
the effectiveness of the boundary commission ap- 
proach to date. With only six States involved, it 
cannot be said that this has been a nationwide ef- 
fort. At the same time, some boundary controls have 
been established in States without official com- 
missions, either by State legislatures themselves or 



through State agencies. In addition, even in those 
States which have adopted the boundary commis- 
sion approach, experience has been rather brief. 
The first two boundary commissions were estab- 
lished in Alaska and Minnesota in 1959, California 
launched its local commissions in 1963, and the 
State of Washington followed in 1967. Michigan 
and Oregon were not added to the list until 1969. 

Despite their short history, fairly significant 
achievements have been chalked up by these bound- 
ary commissions. The Minnesota commission's first 
decade of experience showed a drastically reduced 
rate of new municipal corporations and a doubling 
of their size. With respect to annexation, the local 
boundary commissions in California and Oregon 
have turned down only a very small percentage of 
the proposals coming before them. But in this proc- 
ess, the Portland and Salem commissions have 
modified about 25 percent of their approved pro- 
posals, and nearly 10 percent of those approved in 
California have been modified. There also is evi- 
dence that a number of proposals have not been 
submitted or have been withdrawn, because they 
were likely to be disapproved by the commissions. 

The California commissions have virtually elim- 
inated special interest and defensive incorporations 
of new municipalities, and slowed new incorpora- 
tions generally. During the limited period of time 
that commissions have been operating in Washing- 
ton and Oregon, no new municipal incorporations 
have been approved. The California and Oregon 
commissions also have slowed the growth of special 
districts. In California, the 1952-62 period saw an 
increase of 572 special districts, while the decade 
from 1962 to 1972 produced only 342. Since its or- 
ganization in 1969, the Portland boundary commis- 
sion has reduced the number of governmental units 
in that area from 303 to 198 by merging such units 
as highway lighting districts with county service 
districts. 

No evaluation of these commissions should ignore 
the fact that several of them have been given added 
power since they were originally formed. Moreover, 
no State that has actually launched local boundary 
commissions has later terminated them. 

At the same time, the local government boundary 
commission has never been employed as the sole 
device in any State for achieving boundary reforms, 
but always in conjunction with other procedures 
and governmental institutions. Such is the strategy 
embodied in this recommendation. Witness the 
State ACIR's proposed Component ( G )  and the 
local initiatives sanctioned in Components (C), (D) 
and (F). 

Boundary commissions, then, are not the sole 
means of guiding and initiating local governmental 

reform and change, but they can be a key mech- 
anism in these efforts. Moreover, they can make 
contributions that others can not match. As per- 
manent, relatively impartial units with adequate 
authority, they are in a unique position to reconcile 
competing proposed local and areawide govern- 
mental changes, to promote new actions where they 
otherwise might not occur, and to apprise the ex- 
ecutive and legislative branches of the State govern- 
ment of those more basic reforms requiring statu- 
tory enactment. For these and other reasons, the 
Commission assigns these units a basic role in a 
comprehensive State policy and process regarding 
the structure, functions, and intergovernmental 
relationships of their local jurisdictions. 

The third basic component (C) of this omnibus 
State-directed recommendation sets forth a packet 
of five county reform measures that combine to cov- 
er most of the structural and areal needs of rural 
as well as metropolitan counties. These new county 
initiatives complement the purposes of the local 
government boundary commission(s) and are 
closely linked to the pair of com.ponents (D and E) 
that follow. 

By confronting the boundary and structural 
problems, this component raises the possibility 
of a reformed county assuming the role of an um- 
brella multi-jurisdictional organization in certain 
substate regions. This especially is the case for those 
urban areas that lie entirely, or mostly, within a 
single county. And if the merger of counties in rural 
areas is now considered more feasible politically, 
as the Commission does, then these proposals cer- 
tainly have application in certain non-metropolitan 
areas as well. At the same time, even without a 
match of county and substate regional boundaries, 
the reformed county still stands as a major; middle- 
tier, building block government with significant 
servicing, coordinative, and fiscal roles to play in 
those interstate and intrastate multi-county regions 
where boundary adaptations face insurmountable 
legal and political hurdles. 

The ability to choose among alternative govern- 
mental structures is vital in providing the kind of 
county government which answers the needs of its 
citizens. The Commission recognized this and 
urged appropriate State implementing action in 1962 
in its report on State Constitutional and Statutory 
Restrictions Upon the Structural, Functional, and 
Personnel Powers of Local Government. While 
recognizing that much has transpired on this front 
over the past dozen years, the Commission believes 
it is appropriate at this point to strongly reaffirm 
its earlier stand. 

In 1962, only eight States allowed counties to 



choose their form of government. Ten years later 
that number had nearly tripled. There has been 
major progress, then, in allowing counties to mod- 
ernize themselves structurally, but there is still much 
work to be done. According to ACIR/ICMA/- 
NACO (1972) survey results, 80 percent of the over 
1,000 reporting counties still have a commission or 
plural executive form of government, 18 percent 
operate under the council-administrator structure, 
and 2 percent have an elected executive. Many 
counties now using the commission form are pro- 
hibited by State law from opting for another. 

In view of the fact that over half of the States 
still have not authorized optional forms of county 
government, the Commission feels that it is still rele- 
vant to include this proposal in any complete county 
reform packet. Urban, suburban, and rural counties 
have different demands made on them, and they 
should be able to choose the structure that is most 
suitable for their different needs, if they are to be 
effective, 'middle-tier units of government. 

The first new plank in this county reform com- 
ponent (C.l)  calls for State action requiring the 
adoption of a council-appointed administrator or 
council and popularly elected executive form of gov- 
ernment in those counties that encompass the bulk 
of a metropolitan area. As has been demonstrated 
throughout this report, the local governance system 
in the vast majority of metropolitan areas is highly 
fragmented. In those 191 situations where a county 
takes in all or most of a metropolitan area, it has a 
unique opportunity to undertake regional problem 
solving. To be as effective as possible, however, 
county government needs the strong leadership, 
accountability, and professionalism provided by a 
full-time executive officer either appointed by the 
county board or popularly elected. The popularity 
of these structures is shown in 47 percent of the 
nation's unicounty SMSAs which operate under 
them. These already include 38.2 million people- 
66 percent of the total population found in uni- 
county metropolitan areas. 

A commission government has no single execu- 
tive, either appointed or elected, and responsibility 
for running the various departments is spread out 
among the commissioners and several other elected 
officials. More times than not this makes for a 
headless government, with little citizen ability to 
pinpoint responsibility for overall govern mental 
actions. 

Both the administrator and elected executive 
forms provide a single focus for daily administra- 
tion. The county legislative board is then free to set 
policy goals for the county, and the voters are better 
able to hold officials responsible for their actions. 

It can be argued that, desirable though the admin- 
istrator or elected executive forms may be for pro- 

viding strong county government, the decision 
should be that of the localities, not the State gov- 
ernment. Yet to a greater degree than any other lo- 
cal governmental unit, counties traditionally have 
been shaped by the States. Moreover, the alterna- 
tives to weak counties in these metropolitan areas 
are fast becoming apparent and, in the long run, 
will work to the detriment of State as well as county 
and city interests. The draft bill on county admin- 
istration prepared by Florida's Commission on Lo- 
cal ~ove rnmen t  incorporates the mandatory feature 
proposed here and applies it to all counties over 
100,000 in population. The Commission then be- 
lieves that ample grounds exist for positive State 
action in this area now. 

Turning to the second reform in this county 
component (C.2), in many States a sizable number 
of elected county officials are enumerated in the 
constitution. These generally include some or most 
of the following: sheriff, coroner, clerk, recorder, 
tax collector, treasurer, attorney, assessor, auditor, 
and judicial officials as well as the board of com- 
missioners. Because of their constitutional status, 
these elected officials with their separate constituen- 
cies tend to make county administrative reform a 
difficult matter. Moreover, they confront the voters 
with a long list of offices and candidates from which 
to choose, with the attendant problems of the "laun- 
dry list" ballot. 

Placing all county officers on a statutory rather 
than constitutional basis is a basic way of providing 
flexibility in county government. With proper State 
authorizing action, each county would be able to 
ascertain what officials should be retained and what 
the mode of selection should be, thus giving more 
substance to the home rule doctrine. County reform 
efforts also would be strengthened. Replacing a 
commission form with a council-elected executive 
or administrator structure would not greatly en- 
hance centralized decision making if a large num- 
ber of independent elected officials with control 
over various departments were constitutionally 
exempted. 

Some people contend that this diffusion of au- 
thority is desirable. By electing officers responsible 
for a particular function, the voters are able to con- 
trol the operations of specific departments. Hence, 
they argue, the constitutional status of these offices 
is necessary in order to guarantee that they will not 
be abolished by the State or by the county under 
home rule authority. Others raise serious political 
feasibility questions regarding any effort to place 
these offices on a statutory basis. 

But does the proliferation of posts increase public 
accountability? With many executive officers in a 
relatively independent position and having interre- 
lated functional responsibilities, it becomes possible 



for these officials to blame others for governmental 
action or inaction. By placing county offices on a 
statutory -rather than a constitutional basis - 
some positions admittedly would run the risk of 
abolition or consolidation. Yet, what does county 
structural home rule amount to, if these jurisdic- 
tions and their electorates are saddled with a parcel 
of State mandated positions? The risks then must 
be weighed against the need for greater flexibility 
and free choice in these structural matters. Given the 
climate of current public opinion and the vital na- 
ture of most of these offices it is difficult to contem- 

. plate their wholesale scrapping. Finally, regarding 
the question of political feasibility, the Commission 
can only pose another question: How long can coun- 
ties survive with a mandated hydra-headed form of 
government? 

The third plank in this structural program (C.3) 
supports State legislation permitting the intercounty 
merger of offices and functions. In previous re- 
ports, the commission has recommended State con- 
stitutional and statutory action to allow for cooper- 
ation among local jurisdictions. This proposal 
would expand those recommendations by allowing 
adjacent counties to consolidate like functions and 
offices, including elected ones. Only two States - 
Montana and Nebraska - provide such authoriza- 
tion at this time. Yet, the fiscal and functional bene- 
fits from county consolidation of offices - especially 
in rural areas - can be significant. 

In 1970, there were 24 counties in the United 
States, all located in western States, which had less 
than 1,000 population. The ability to consolidate 
county offices in these and other sparsely settled 
rural areas could lead to more economical govern- 
ment and better services. The ACIR-ICMA survey 
of intergovernmental service agreements showed 
that nearly every government entering a cooperative 
venture did so to achieve economies of scale. It is 
reasonable to assume that similar economies might 
be accomplished through consolidation of elected 
county offices. 

The fusion of county uffices may go jar in bring- 
ing better, more efficient services to sparsely settled 
rural areas. In some cases, however, consolidation 
of the entire county governments would produce 
even more desirable results. Hence, in the final sub- 
component (D.4) of this reform packet, State au- 
thorizing action in this critical area is sanctioned. 

Currently, 19 States permit county-county con- 
solidation. Almost all require a referendum with a 
majority in each county favoring the merger. Thus, 
a county is protected from being swallowed up by 
its neighbors against its will. 

Tbe advantages of county consolidation are ob- 
vious. The new county would have an expsnded tax 
base from which to raise revenues, while supporting 

only one government instead of two or more. Funds 
would be freed up to provide a higher level of 
services. Not to be ignored is the fact that in some 
cases the consolidated county would have a more 
authoritative control over problems of a regional 
nature and be in a position to assume the UMJO 
role for Federal and State substate districting ef- 
forts. 

Some argue that there could be disadvantages to 
such consolidations. A merger could produce a gov- 
ernment too large, especially in geography, to pro- 
vide the kind of personal government people need. 
Yet, no merger could be accomplished without the 
approval of the people in each county, and the vot- 
ers should be the best judges of the size and effec- 
tiveness of the proposed new government. More- 
over, though county-municipal, county-town, and 
county-unincorporated area relationships might be 
affected by the merger, the new system would still be 
two-tier with all the opportunities for areawide and 
local assignment of functions that this reorganiza- 
tion approach affords. 

The fourth component (D) of this recommenda- 
tion focuses primarily on the need to clarify and 
standardize the servicing responsibilities of counties 
and to eliminate conflict and confusion in county- 
municipal functional relationships. Included in this 
cluster of functional assignment proposals is a re- 
affirmation of the Commission's earlier position 
that counties should be empowered to serve as the 
dominant service provider in unincorporated 
areas. l 7  As Chapter IV  of this volume and the 
Commission's Profile of County Government note, 
counties frequently provide a variety of services 
solely to unincorporated areas. Such services gen- 
erally include police and fire protection, highways, 
sewers, water supply, and land-use controls. Yet, 
these functions often are of uneven quality and 
sometimes are financed in an unfair fashion. 

The Commission urges that States authorize 
counties to improve and- expand' their services in 
unincorporated areas by providing such functions 
through a combination of service agreements, con- 
tracts, subcounty multiservice corporations, and/or 
subordinate multipurpose taxing-servicing dis- 
tricts. Moreover, services provided by these means 
should not be .subsidized by the taxes of incor- 
porated areas, nor should they be performed by in- 
dependent special districts. 

This proposal is rooted in recommendations ad- 
vanced in two earlier Commission reports, State 
Constitutional and Statutory Restrictions Upon the 
Structural, Functional, and Personnel Powers of 
Local Government and The Problem of Special 
Districts in American Government. In these studies, 



the subcounty service corporation and subordinate 
taxing area approaches were sanctioned. 

By 1973, 20 States had acted to permit the estab- 
lishment of county subordinate taxing districts. Yet, 
the mere authorization of subordinate taxing dis- 
tricts has not solved all the servicing problems of un- 
incorporated areas. In some States where these 
subordinate districts have been authorized, inde- 
pendent special districts have continued to pro- 
liferate. California, which contains about 25 percent 
of all subordinate servicing-taxing districts, still 
ranks second in the nation in the number of inde- 
pendent special districts, many of which serve unin- 
corporated areas. The record elsewhere also sug- 
gests that counties having-the authority often do not 
use subordinate districts for the provision of all un- 
incorporated area services. When this lapse occurs, 
either a special district is formed or incorporated 
area taxpayers, in effect, are called upon to sub- 
sidize county services that are provided solely to 
unincorporated areas. . 

Hence, the Commission recommends that coun- 
ties follow a program that utilizes service agree- 
ments, or contracts with private parties, or non- 
profit community associations, or that relies on mul- 
tiservice corporations or subordinate multiservice 
districts for delivery of unincorporated area ser- 
vices. The Commission also believes that the financ- 
ing of these mechanisms should come from unin- 
corporated areas and that the use of independent 
special districts in these areas should be abandoned. 

This strategy has a number of advantages. It 
would encourage various multiservicing devices, all 
of which provide a stronger and more complete serv- 
ice base in unincorporated areas. It would ease the 
way for eventual planned incorporation of popu- 
lated unincorporated areas. It would curb the 
growth of independent special districts in these 
areas and help terminate a situation where over 65 
percent of all special districts are non-coterminous 
subcounty districts, and where many of them serve 
unincorporated areas. Finally, it would help to end 
the fiscal inequities that occur when unincorporated 
areas' services are needlessly subsidized by taxes 
from incorporated areas. 

The first new proposal (D.l) in this functional 
assignment component endorses State action au- 
thorizing counties to provide municipal-type serv- 
ices in incorporated areas under certain circum- 
stances, and requiring that such services, when as- 
sumed, must meet performance standards embodied 
in a county ordinance that is agreed to by the 
county and its constituent municipalities. This 
plank is significant for three basic reasons. First, 
it begins to provide a meaningful functional dimen- 
sion to the concept of county home rule; second, it 
is geared to eliminating situations wherein counties 

are barred legally from assuming an urban servicing 
role even when their cities and/or citizenry clearly 
desire it; and third, it seeks to reduce conflict be- 
tween counties performing urban-style functions and 
their incorporated localities. 

Functional home rule is still the exception, not the 
rule at the county level. Nearly three-quarters of all 
urban county expenditures still are made for tra- 
ditional county functions. Moreover, while libraries, 
parks, recreation, fire protection and solid waste 
disposal are assuming a larger role in some of these 
counties' budgets, a majority of these jurisdictions 
are not involved significantly in these and other 
municipal-type services. Some of this is due to a lack 
of proper authority, and some of it is due to a basic 
reluctance on the part of some counties to take on 
this assignment. No reliable surveys presently exist 
that indicate which of these two shackles is most 
responsible for this condition. But action on the 
authorizing front would eliminate the argument that 
the State is to blame, and it would place the issue 
squarely before the counties. 

The Commission therefore recommends that those 
States, that have not yet done so, authorize their 
counties to perform a range of urban and municipal- 
type functions. Such action is of the utmost impor- 
tance, because many counties are prohibited from 
taking on an additional servicing responsibility, even 
when their cities and citizenry call for it. 

The Commission firmly believes that counties should 
be in a legal position to respond affirmatively to 
such initiatives and to assume functions previously 
assigned to multi-jurisdictional special districts. 

This component cites three specific servicing situ- 
ations where counties should be able to act and not 
abstain from assuming a new servicing assignment. 
The first is where a special district of countywide 
or even less than countywide dimensions already 
provides an areawide service. The Commission's 
purposes here are to eliminate legal barriers to a 
merger of such districts with counties, and to under- 
mine one of the basic reasons for the proliferation 
of multi-jurisdictional special districts within coun- 
ties - all with a view toward converting the latter 
into more viable regional and subregional govern- 
mental units in functional terms. 

A second situation arises when a municipality 
requests a county to undertake a new servicing role. 
Here, the permissive authority endorsed in this 
component would enable a county legally to take on 
a functional assignment that had become too ardu- 
ous or too areawide for a municipality-or even a 
combination of municipalities - to continue to pro- 
vide. In effect, then, the Commission's goal here is 
to facilitate the voluntary transfer of functions be- 
tween these two governmental levels. 



A third context in which counties should assume 
a municipal-type servicing role is where the public 
approves a referendum calling for the county to 
perform a specific function on a countywide basis. 
In this instance, the enabling authority would permit 
counties to respond positively to a legitimate re- 
assignment of functions decision of their respective 
electorates. 

In recommending the establishment of perform- 
ance standards for such new or reassigned urban 
services- standards that the county and cities agree 
upon -the Commission is mindful of the fact that 
various urban functions, especially in the human 
resources and public safety areas, are more complex 
and frequently require more differentiated imple- 
mentation than other types of services. Moreover, 
these standards are significant in light of the fact 
that over half of the local governments in the 1972 
ACI R-ICMA survey on interlocal service agree- 
ments indicated that they evaluated such agreements 
on the basis of objective performance standards. 
Without such standards, effective and fully account- 
able provision of the county services involved might 
be undermined. Since these standards would touch 
on cost apportionments, they also would remove 
another source of interlevel tension. 

The second proposal (D.2) in this functional as- 
signment component is designed to help eliminate 
the service overlap and duplication problems which 
arise when cities and counties share the responsi- 
bility for providing a function. Police protection, 
roads and highways, and parks and recreation are 
the most prominent existing examples of this. Fre- 
quently, subcounty governments provide the basic 
elements of a service, while counties provide supple- 
mentary or supportive services that a municipality 
is unable to provide. 

Such sharing of responsibilities are especially 
needed when a service has both regional and local 
dimensions. Where there is concurrent provision of 
such services, the Commission is convinced that 
divisions of labor can and should be worked out, 
with service offerings coordinated between counties 
and municipalities in a manner that meets with the 
basic approval of the constituent cities involved. 

In instances where a municipality believes that 
its performance of the function requires no addition- 
al county assistance, in-lieu payments to the locality 
should take place. Otherwise, the county would 
supplement the service in question with auxiliary or 
supportive functional components. Such a policy 
would go a long way towards easing city-county 
functional conflict. 

The third subcomponent (D.3) urges the States to 
enact broad legislation that authorizes and clarifies 
the process of functional transfers between and 
among local jurisdictions and areawide bodies. The 

Commission believes that such legislation, at a mini- 
mum, should facilitate the transfer process, distin- 
guish a transfer from a service contract, and make 
revocation of a transfer hinge on inadequate per- 
formance of the service. 

As of 1971, only ten States had general authoriza- 
tion for the transfer of functions. Five of these re- 
quired voter approval and concurrent majorities in 
the jurisdictions involved, and five provided for 
revocation of the transfer. The first stipulation makes 
transfers difficult to accomplish, while the second 
renders them less than permanent, and more like a 
simple service contract. 

The Commission has long held that the realloca- 
tion of service responsibilities through functional 
transfers is a basic way to meet shifting service 
demands. '8 To utilize this mechanism to its fullest 
potential, however, more States should enact broad 
permissive legislation as they have done for inter- 
governmental cooperation. Such legislation should 
leave the decision making authority regarding the 
transfer up to the governing bodies of the govern- 
ments involved. Voter approval provisions, especially 
when coupled with the concurrent majority require- 
ment, more times than not, serve minority interests, 
given the usual low level of turn-out in such refer- 
enda. Moreover, the judgement, knowledge and 
political accountability of the people's elected repre- 
sentatives deserve greater weight in matters of this 
sort. 

The Commission believes that the proposed State 
legislation also should deal with the performance of 
a transferred service and the conditions under which 
it might be returned to its original government or 
governments. Allowing a government to revoke a 
transfer at will, or stipulating a specific time period 
in the original transfer agreement, makes a transfer 
little more than a service contract. 

The Commission recognizes that the government 
transferring a function should have some assurance 
that the service will be performed in a satisfactory 
manner. It therefore recommends adoption of re- 
quirements that the jurisdictions involved should set 
service standards at the time of the transfer and that 
revocation should occur only when the performance 
of the service falls below these standards. The Com- 
mission further recommends that an impartial in- 
strumentality, such as a local government boundary 
commission, be designated during the process of 
transfer as the body to determine whether the service 
meets the agreed-upon performance standards. The 
purpose here is to provide a disinterested agency to 
resolve possible later controversies relating to the 
provision of the service. 

To sum up, this functional assignment component 
addresses four basic problems that continue to 
confuse -hence, impede - a sensible sorting out of 



servicing roles at the city and county levels. The 
county as the dominant service-provider for its un- 
incorporated areas is one obvious-but not always 
applied -article in this servicing agenda. The county 
as the partial provider of certain, chiefly areawide, 
urban services to its incorporated areas is another. 
A sensible formula for achieving greater interlevel 
cooperation and less conflict, when a county at- 
tempts to assume components of a function already 
performed by its cities, is a third essential element. 
The fourth and final feature of this component in- 
volves a less rigid procedural, but a more rigorous 
definitional, statutory authorization for the transfer 
of functions. The recommendations advanced in 
Volume IV of this series build upon this compo- 
nent. '9 But the proposals advanced here provide 
basic input into the process sanctioned in this sub- 
sequent study. 

* * * * * * *  
In the fifth component (E) of this recommenda- 

tion, the Commission urges State enactment of a pair 
of programs that would begin to carve out a stronger 
State role in the functional assignment process. 

The first proposed statute (E.l) focuses on plan- 
ning, zoning, and subdivision regulations for unin- 
corporated areas. Here, the Commission recom- 
mends increased county involvement with these 
regulations in unincorporated areas. Where such 
involvement is not forthcoming, the Commission 
further recommends that an appropriate State agen- 
cy assume responsibility for such controls. 

Many counties now provide land-use planning, 
zoning, and subidivision control services in unin- 
corporated areas. About 40 percent of the 1,000 
counties surveyed in the 197 1 ACIR/ICMA/NACO 
county survey had assumed this role and over 65 
percent of the 45 largest metropolitan counties had 
adopted both zoning and subdivision control regu- 
lations for their unincorporated areas, as of that 
year. Clearly then, a substantial number of urban 
and rural counties presently are performing these 
land-use control tasks. The Commission welcomes 
this trend and hopes that it will continue. 

Legally, all 50 States now authorize zoning of 
unincorporated areas. Yet, a few-notably the six 
New England States, New York, and New Jersey- 
still do not vest such powers with counties, and rely 
instead on extraterritorial zoning by subcounty units 
of government. The remaining 42 States, however 
do give counties the power to enact land-use controls 
in these areas. ACIR's contention is that where 
counties have this legal authority, they should exer- 
cise it. 

County land-use controls in unincorporated areas 
can be a key factor in guiding urban growth, pro- 
moting balanced economic development, and plan- 

ning for more efficient and effective public services. 
Moreover, county controls in unincorporated areas 
can be the base for more constructive community 
development when these areas decide tb incorporate 
and have to exercise their own land-use controls. 
The county, then, must undertake these responsi- 
bilities in order to insure planned and systematic 
development of unincorporated areas. 

If counties do not choose to exercise these powers, 
the Commission recommends that an appropriate 
State agency should be empowered to assume these 
responsibilities. Presently, about 14 States confer 
certain land-use control powers on selected State 
agencies. Most of. these exercise general supervisory 
controls over local land-use policies. While State 
involvement in zoning chiefly centers on the protec- 
tion of environmentally valuable lands or the regu- 
lation of large-scale development, a few States have 
assumed local zoning powers when they are not ex- 
ercised by the pertinent local governments. Thus, 
Wisconsin permits State zoning of flood-plain areas, 
and Oregon authorizes State assumption of county 
zoning controls when local land-use controls have 
not been utilized. 

Clearly, the State involvement called for in this 
proposal is neither novel nor drastic. Moreover, it 
is somewhat comparable to what the Commission 
has called for in other service matters, notably the 
assurance of basic police services in metropolitan 
areas. *O The kind of State involvement sanctioned 
here, in the Commission's opinion, would provide 
an incentive for counties to meet this basic service 
responsibility, a task that a substantial number of 
counties already have assumed. 

In (E.2), the Commission urges greater State 
technical and fiscal assistance for interlocal transfer 
and consolidation of functions. Such State support is 
warranted in light of the infrequent use of functional 
transfers and consolidations, the lack of local under- 
standing about how these actions might be effectu- 
ated, and the high costs that are sometimes initially 
involved in such actions. 

Functional consolidations comprised only about 
8 percent of the over 11,000 intergovernmental serv- 
ice agreements identified in the 1972 ACIR-ICMA 
survey, and involved the same percent of the over 
1,000 counties responding to the 1971 ACIR/ 
ICMA/NACO survey. Functional transfers and 
consolidations clearly are not a common means of 
changing substate functional assignments. 

The barriers to increased use of functional trans- 
fers and consolidations are numerous, and some re- 
quire State assistance of the type suggested here. 
State incentives, as the recent New Jersey local 
government study commission (Musto Commission) 
report points out, could be a basic factor in facilitat- 
ing these actions. 



Chapter I11 of this volume indicated some of these 
barriers. Many States have conflicting and com- 
plicated provisions for transfer and consolidation, 
often with separate legal authorizations for different 
functions. Localities frequently avoid transfers or 
consolidations that involve cooperation in sensitive 
services or with economically or socially dissimilar 
communities. A range of 30 to 60 percent of all New 
Jersey municipalities surveyed by the Musto Com- 
mission in 1970 indicated that differences in local 
financial resources or social composition were the 
two most prominent barriers to interlocal functional 
cooperation. Other studies in Philadelphia and De- 
troit confirm these findings. 

State assistance of the type urged here would help 
reduce the technical and fiscal restraints on inter- 
local functional transfers and consolidations. Man- 
agement feasibility studies could indicate the best 
legal means of effectuating such actions and suggest 
which one - transfer or consolidation -would be 
more appropriate in changing a local functional as- 
signment. Temporary fiscal assistance would defray 
extraordinary financial burdens incurred at the out- 
set, particularly costs connected with interlocal fiscal 
equalization or debt maintenance. State assistance 
of both types would decrease pressure on the State 
governments to directly assume the operation of the 
service itself, as has occurred in the fields of correc- 
tions, health, and hospitals in many States. 

Opponents of this action contend that manage- 
ment feasibility studies and extraordinary costs of 
transfers and consolidations are integral parts of 
such actions and are not deserving of special State 
assistance. They point out that, when barriers to 
transfers and consolidations are prominent, States 
can mandate such changes. After all, they argue 
county assumption of welfare, health, and hospital 
functions in many States has occurred as a result of 
such mandating. In addition, States could channel 
their categorical aid to particular local governments 
in a way that encourages functional transfers or con- 
solidations. These actions, opponents contend, would 
suffice to bring about the transfers and consolida- 
tions that are really needed. 

The Commission notes these objections, but is 
convinced that State encouragement of transfers and 
consolidation is both necessary and desirable. Simi- 
lar types of incentives have been used to help bring 
about school district consolidation, and they could 
well be as successful in non-educational areas. More- 
over, the fiscal and political barriers to certain trans- 
fers and consolidations are so deep-seated that con- 
certed State technical and fiscal assistance is neces- 
sary to promote these interlocal, rather than State 
mandated, approaches to changing substate func- 
tional assignments. 

The sixth major component (F) in this proposed 
qmnibus State policy on local governmental reform 
recommends State authorization of various forms of 
general purpose areawide governments at the sub- 
state regional level. In essence, this component 
would'give the citizens of each substate region the 
opportunity to select their own best regional home 
rule option by statutorily providing five different 
regional governmental forms from which to choose. 

Each type would be headed by a directly elected 
governing body and each would be empowered to 
act as a full-fledged local government at least for the 
purpose of performing areawide functions. But each 
signifies that there are great differences in the popu- 
lation and geographic size of such regions, and that 
the existing governmental make-up and political 
traditions in these areas differ widely. Hence, these 
five quite different structural options are offered to 
provide a local electorate with some real choices if 
support for some kind of areawide restructuring 
arose. The five options include: 

1. multi-county consolidation, 
2. a reformed county, 
3. 'conversion of an umbrella multi-jurisdic- 

tional organization into a multi-purpose 
areawide government, 

4. a regional service corporation, or 
5. city-county consolidation. 

The first two options, multi-county consolidation 
and the reformed county, would create strong two- 
tier governmental arrangements whereby the merged 
or reformed county would perform all needed area- 
wide functions, while leaving local services to munici- 
palities, towns, subordinate county service areas or 
dependent special districts. The reformed county 
would be somewhat easier to establish, since it could 
be achieved by adopting the basic structural and 
functional reforms, including the transfer of some 
functions, that are advocated by the "new county" 
movement in many States. Components (C) and (D) 
of this recommendation, of course, spell out the basic 
structural and functional features of this program. 
The reformed county option, however, would be 
practical only in a single county region. The multi- 
county merger would be more appropriate where the 
region encompasses several counties but where their 
collective population is adequate to support the 
merged county government. This alternative would 
have special relevance in numerous rural and mixed 
urban-rural substate regions. 

The more complex options and the more suitable 
for large, diverse, usually highly urbanized areas, are 
the converted umbrella multi-jurisdictional organi- 
zation and the regional service corporation. When 
applied to such areas, these two approaches could 



create three-tier governmental structures, involving 
a new areawide organization, plus two or more 
counties at the sub-regional level, and municipalities 
as well as other local governments at the most local 
level. These options, then, would be especially suit- 
able in areas where a single areawide government 
would be too large and too remote to provide any but 
the most highly regional types of services. In this 
situation, the traditional county functions such as 
courts, public welfare, public health, public safety 
and corrections would be left to county administra- 
tion, as well as those that might be assumed as a 
result of functional home rule reforms. Local serv- 
ices, of course, would be left to the municipalities, 
subordinate county service areas or dependent spe- 
cial districts. Not to be overlooked with this pair of 
alternatives is their. potential application to smaller 
substate regions, where other proposed options might 
prove unfeasible. County-county mergers may prove 
impossible in some rural areas, and city-county con- 
solidations or the reformed county formula may be 
unworkable in some smaller urban areas. 

The final option, city-county consolidation, is 
probably the simplest in form and theory, but one 
of the more difficult to achieve. This approach, after 
all, would merge the existing governments in a coun- 
ty region into a single government. At the same 
time, this reform would be especially suitable for 
small or medium size substate regions involving only 
a single county with a single dominant municipality. 
Other smaller municipalities and special districts 
could be merged at the same time as the predomi- 
nant city and county are consolidated. Alternatively, 
they could be left as local units with the new county 
serving as their areawide government - an approach 
that has been applied in some recent consolidations. 
Where several major cities are involved, this reform 
could prove difficult -if not impossible - to achieve. 
The size of the county area, then, should be small 
enough so that a single government encompassing it 
would not be too remote from its residents. Once the 
consolidation takes place, subordinate service dis- 
tricts or limited purpose neighborhood units of gov- 
ernment might be established. 

This regional home rule component provides that 
the selection process in any given substate region 
could be initiated in a number of different ways- 
all with a view toward providing a statutory means 
of covering a range of conditions and concerns- 
including metropolitan and non-metropolitan, city 
and suburb, State and local, and citizens as well as 
their existing governments. Yet, any initiative- 
regardless of its source-would be subject to a popu- 
lar referendum involving a simple areawide or a 
concurrent majority vote, thus placing the ultimate 
decision on fundamental areawide reorganization 
in the hands of the citizenry. 

This component systematizes and builds upon a 
number of previous Commission recommendations 
appearing chiefly in three of its earliest studies: 
Governmental Structure Organization and Planning 
in Metropolitan Areas (1961), Alternative Ap- 
proaches to Governmental Reorganization in Metro- 
politan Areas (1962), and State Constitutional and 
Statutory Restrictions Upon the Structural, Func- 
tional, and Personnel Powers of Local Government 
(1962). Out of these reports emerged ten alternative 
approaches to governmental reorganization in metro- 
politan areas: extraterritorial powers, interlocal 
agreements, voluntary councils of government, the 
urban county, transfer of functions (including to 
States), metropolitan servicing districts, annexation, 
city-county separation, city-county consolidation, 
and federation. 

In these earlier volumes, the Commission adopted 
recommendations specifically endorsing all of the 
first seven, yet with the admonition that "there is 
no best single approach to governmental reorgani- 
zation applicable to all conditions and times." 21 The 
final trio was not really rejected. City-county con- 
soliqation and city-county separation, however, were 
found to "have shown limited recent potential as 
methods of'governmental reorganization," while the 
full-fledged federation plan was deemed at that time 
to lack "political and public acceptance." 22 

All of these ten approaches - with the exception of 
extra-territorial powers-have been probed again in 
this study of substate regionalism with entire back- 
ground chapters, either in the first or this third 
volume, given over to bringing their respective 
records up-to-date. Moreover, this research has not 
covered merely metropolitan, but non-metropolitan 
areas as well. Out of it comes the general finding 
that the less drastic of these approaches - intergov- 
ernmental agreements, voluntary councils of govern- 
ment, transfers of functions and annexation have 
been used fairly extensively since 1962. But with only 
a few exceptions, none of them have provided an 
effective means of achieving a greater regional gov- 
erning capability. On the other hand, another of our 
general findings suggests that those approaches that 
do lay claim to this promise have been much less 
frequently tried, though more so in the last decade 
than prior to 1960. 

The recent record of these more fundamental ap- 
proaches to areawide reform indicates spotty appli- 
cation and only a few cases of new units encompass- 
ing a whole urban area or large region. Yet, ex- 
amples of practically all of the basic restructuring 
options do, in fact, now exist. Multipurpose districts 
have been authorized by some States and a few are 
functioning. A new general purpose areawide unit 
with real authority has been created outside of exist- 
ing units of government with the Metropolitan Coun- 



cil of the Twin Cities area in Minnesota. 23 This 
Council was established by direct action of the State 
legislature, and it overlays the existing county and 
city governments, forming a third tier. Another body 
with somewhat similar powers and functions is 
emerging in the Atlanta area. All other areawide 
governments with real authority have been city- 
county consolidations, or the reformed county where 
areawide functions were transferred to the county 
while the cities and towns remained intact. The most 
dramatic instance of this latter form, of course, is 
the Miami-Dade County federation. 

The 1 1 city-county consolidations approved since 
1962 represent more adoptions than occurred during 
the previous century and a half. While these 11 cases 
obviously are significant, the overall record of city- 
county consolidation is not so impressive. Of the 
127 single county SMSAs in the United States, only 
three contain city-county consolidations. Except for 
Indianapolis, all of the metropolitan city-county 
consolidations have been in the South. Again, with 
the exception of Indianapolis, where the State legis- 
lature mandated the consolidation, all recent city- 
county consolidations have involved local initiatives 
and referenda. Moreover, the referenda have re- 
quired concurrent majorities in each of the city and 
county units to be consolidated. With most of the 
consolidation proposals, this obstacle has been in- 
superable. All told, the successful consolidations 
represent about one-third of those formally pro- 
posed to the voters. 

Six of the city-county consolidations achieved 
during the past quarter century 'encompassed most 
of the population in their respective SMSAs and 
resulted from campaigns designed to launch metro- 
politan area governments. Yet, only.three have actu- 
ally been coterminous with their SMSA boundaries, 
while three others encompassed at least 70 percent 
of their SMSA population. All of these city-county 
consolidations have been limited to medium size 
metropolitan areas with 1970 populations ranging 
from 167,000 to 792,000. 

Summarizing actual experience to date, we now 
have actual examples of city-county consolidation, 
the regional service corporation, the reformed coun- 
ty, and a partial example of a converted umbrella 
multi-jurisdictional organization. 24 Only the multi- 
county merger model stands apart as a theoretical 
option, not 'yet tried in contemporary real life. For 
the most part, then, we are dealing with actual re- 
organization approaches that have been put into 
practice largely during the past decade. Moreover, 
if the late nineteenth century history .of county gov- 
ernment is considered, even the county-county con- 
solidation option can not be described in academic 
terms. Finally, if we merely glance northward to- 
ward Canada, as Volume V in this series does, then 

still other real world applications of a number of 
reorganizational reforms can be found. 

In adopting this proposal now, the Commission 
clearly is conscious of the march of time. It by no 
means intends to denigrate the other, less funda- 
mental approaches to regional and subregional re- 
organization by this action. Other components in 
this very recommendation relating to annexation 
procedures, county reform, and functional transfers 
provide ample evidence that such is not our intent. 
But the Commission strongly believes that the time 
has come to give the citizenry and their governments 
a chance to change their substate governance system 
should future developments demonstrate the need: 
Given the rapid pace of institutional and servicing 
change at this level, no other position is tenable- 
assuming, of course, that the electorate under our 
system should retain the ultimate right to shape the 
governmental system. In this component, the Com- 
mission gives paramount recognition to this right. 
Yet, it makes no claim as to the merit of one reform 
option as against another in any given situation. Nor 
does it necessarily assert that any of them is neces- 
sary in any particular substate region. The Commis- 
sion is profoundly aware of the nearly unending 
variety of individual regions and the foolishness of 
assuming such unbending positions. 

This component then merely urges State enact- 
ment of permissive legislation that would allow the 
several areawide electorates and their local govern- 
ments to reorganize regionally, if and when sub- 
stantial sentiment for such reform develops. At the 
same time, it deals with several fundamental ques- 
tions that must be faced whenever this point may be 
reached. First is the issue of whether a given sub- 
state region should have a one-tier, two-tier, or 
three-tier governmental structure. As has been in- 
dicated, this is a question that is determined largely 
by the size and complexity of the area, the number 
of forms of local governments within it, and whether 
the area crosses state lines. The approach reflected 
in this recommendation is to provide all three of 
these general options, with alternatives in two of 
them, and to rely upon the citizenry and local gov- 
ernments concerned to make the final choice for a 
given area. 

Another issue is whether the governing body of 
the upper-tier (areawide) government should be 
separately elected, rather than ex-officio representa- 
tives of the lower-tier localities. This is really not an 
issue where the chosen form of areawide government 
is the multi-county merger, city-county consolidation 
or reformed county. In each of these cases, the upper- 
tier government is a bona fide county government in 
the traditional sense, and these are always headed 
by directly elected officials. The question does be- 
come important, however, with regard to the con- 



verted umbrella multi-jurisdictional organization and 
the regional service corporation, both of which exist 
at a third-tier level with the counties and munici- 
palities operating below. In this situation, a directly 
elected governing body would -be the third substate 
level body to be chosen by the same electors. There 
are precedents for this, in that a number of special 
districts and school boards are elected independently 
of city and county governments. Nevertheless, a 
separately elected body at this level, exercising area- 
wide responsibilities, undoubtedly would be a sensi- 
tive point with local governmental officials. A possi- 
ble compromise here is a bicameral formula with one 
chamber popularly chosen and the other composed 
of representatives of the constituent governmental 
units. Variations of this approach have been em- 
bodied in some of the proposals advanced in the 
California Legislature to strengthen the Association 
of Bay Area Governments. Another possibility is to 
appoint areawide governing body members during 
a start-up period and then provide for popular elec- 
tion of the members. 

In adhering basically to the elective principle here, 
the Commission emphasizes that both the converted 
umbrella multi-jurisdictional organization and re- 
gional service corporation would have governmental 
authority of their own which could be independently 
exercised with respect to those areawide functions 
assigned to them. With this independent authority, 
we believe there is every reason to elect an inde- 
pendent governing body. Candidates would be forced 
to run on regional policies and would seek re-election 
only within the context of their performance as 
regional statesmen. This is completely consistent 
with the basic maxim that governmental responsi- 
bility should be placed where governmental authority 
exists. 

Regarding the three initiating options, the Com- 
mission is convinced that most of the drives for re- 
gional home rule would emanante from local govern- 
ments and local electorates. Yet, with the exception 
of boundary changes in some States, State legisla- 
tures have always reserved to themselves the right 
to establish, dissolve, and consolidate units of local 
government. The Commission fully expects that this 
situation will continue, and recommends further that 
wherever State constitutions prohibit legislative or 
home rule efforts to merge counties, that such pro- 
hibitions be removed. Direct action should be avail- 
able to the legislature in every State as another fully 
legitimate means of achieving any of the reorganiza- 
tions proposed in this subcomponent for areawide 
service organizations. 

The final issue raised here is what kind of refer- 
endum should the State require for approval of 
locally initiated regional home rule proposals. The 
basic alternatives are to call for simple concurrent 

majorities in each affected major jurisdiction or area, 
or a simple areawide majority of those voting in the 
whole area affected. A provision for concurrent 
majorities would give added protection to the sepa- 
rate electorates in the central city and the suburbs 
when a metropolitan reorganization is proposed, and 
in the individual counties when a non-metropolitan 
restructuring effort is mounted. I t  would allow juris- 
dictional as well as numerical factors to condition 
the outcome. This kind of referendum, it should be 
pointed out, frequently has proven to be a major 
obstacle to achieving areawide reorganizations. If 
the objective then is to accentuate the force of the 
overall regional vote, a simple majority of all those 
voting in the area affected should be stipulated. 

To sum up, what is proposed in this regional re- 
form component is State authorization of a number 
of approaches to areawide governmental reorganiza- 
tion. The intent is to open as many avenues as is 
reasonable for this type of reform action. No power 
play nor preferred restructuring proposal is implied 
here, but a major unshackling effort is clearly con- 
templated. Legal obstacles, after all, should not over- 
come the desire of a substate region's governments 
and/or its citizens to achieve their own areawide 
objectives. The range of options is necessary in light 
of the very diverse needs of the different substate 
areas and the rather slim record of actual areawide 
reform in recent years. 

In the final component (G) of this proposed State 
policy on local and areawide government, the Com- 
mission urges the creation, where lacking, of pesma- 
nent State advisory commissions on intergovern- 
mental relations, empowered to study problems and 
relationships of governmental structure, finances, 
and functional performance at the local, areawide 
and State levels, including the impact of Federal 
actions and assistance programs on these levels. Im- 
plementation of this recommendation would provide 
the States, their political subdivisions, and citizens 
with an institutional mechanism most of them sorely 
need. Ample evidence now exists to indicate that the 
States and their localities could and would make 
good use of a permanent, bipartisan instrumentality 
with multi-level representation to probe, ponder, and 
propose solutions to intergovernmental problems 
within and, in some instances, between the States. 

Several States now have units that perform some 
of the functions that a State ACIR would assume. 
Over four-fifths have a Federal-State coordinating 
unit. All States but one have commissions or other 
units on interstate cooperation, and a t  least 42 have 
departments or offices of community affairs. Yet, 
the absence of local representation, their predomi- 
nantly operational thrust, and/or relatively narrow 



focus make most of these instrumentalities unsuitable 
for the broad-gauge research and recommending 
role contemplated here. At the same time, all of 
them are indicators of growing State awareness of 
interlevel relationships, and all are performing use- 
ful functions. 

To meet the need for a broader and more bal- 
anced focus on State-local problems, at least 17 
States since 1968 have created broadly representative 
commissions to study a number of pressing State- 
local and local governmental problems. While their 
reports 'generally have been dispassionate, wide 
ranging, and of immense assistance to this Commis- 
sion in this study, these commissions have been 
temporary, and once they completed their studies 
their recommendations were left to others for ex- 
planation and attempted implementation. 

This component then is geared to overcoming the 
various shortcomings of these more limited ap- 
proaches. It looks especially to the experience of 
California, Texas, Kansas, and Arizona, all of which 
have full-fledged State ACIR's. It underscores the 
need in such an instrumentality for representative- 
ness, permanence, professionalism, non-partisanship, 
a plenary research mandate, the right to recommend, 
and permission to persuade. 

-Representativeness can be achieved by pro- 
viding statutorily for a balanced mix of mem- 
bers coming from all the basic governmental 
categories within a State. Whether special au- 
thorities, school districts, areawide bodies, 
minor political subdivisions, and Federal spokes- 
men are included - are policy questions each 
State must decide in light of its own pattern of 
local government, ,its view of the Federal role, 
and its goals for the commission. 

-Permanance can be achieved by assigning 
the commission an on-going mandate, by pro- 
viding a means of easily filling vacancies that 
might arise, and by stipulating no termination 
date in the enabling legislation. 

- Professionalism can be assured 'by making 
adequate fiscal provision for regular staff, and 
by proper - but not inflexible - procedures for 
their selection. 

-Non-partisanship can be injected into the 
commission's operations by requiring an even 
or near even balancing of party representation 
in each of the governmental categories and by 
giving careful attention to the appointment 
process. Frequently, however, divisions within 
such bodies more often turn on jurisdictional 
and institutional considerations than on party 
concerns. 

-A free and full study agenda for the commis- 
sion can be assigned by adapting this compo- 
nent's topical listing in a specific provision of 
the enabling act. The special needs of .a State 
and its subdivisions obviously must be consid- 
ered. Yet, the full agenda cited here provides a 
good point of departure for those seeking, to 
stipulate a fairly broad but pertinent program 
of commission study. Every basic division of 
State-local relations is covered. 

-The power to recommend, of course, should 
be stipulated statutorily, but in a way that leaves 
ample room for information reports having no 
policy proposals.. At the same time, the legis- 
lature might want to consider in specific terms 
those State and local policy-making bodies to 
whom commission recommendations might be 
directed. Whether Federal officials should be 
included - as the Texas statute does - is another 
issue to be dealt with in this context. 

-Finally, a right to persuade can be achieved 
by authorizing the commission to print, pub- 
licize, and argue for its recommendations. Press 
conferences, speeches, lectures, hearing state- 
ments and testimony are among the legitimate 
activities that a commission should be in a 
position to pursue-if its power to persuade is 
to extend beyond the mere adoption of recom- 
mendations. 

With these traits, a State ACIR can serve as a 
much needed neutral forum for State, local and area- 
wide spokesmen. It can help fill the communications 
gap between these levels. It can produce a series of . 

authoritative studies on topics of intergovernmental 
concern. It can help develop needed proposals that 
are politically viable. It also can serve as a focal 
point for implementation efforts. 

In one sense, the States and localities have needed 
such an instrumentality for at  least a generation. The 
States and their localities after all are linked fiscally, 
functionally, jurisdictionally, constitutionally, and 
politically. But these linkages, derived from the 
prime legal position accorded to the States by the 
U.S. Constitution, have produced as much conflict 
as collaboration. 

At this point, the need to treat systematically the 
tension points in State-local relations is more urgent 
than ever before. The shifting pattern of servicing 
assignments, the greater discretion accorded to 
States and their localities by general revenue shar- 
ing and block grants, the stronger fiscal position of 
most States, the growing State initiatives in a num- 
ber of current and controversial program areas, as 
well as the challenge that both of these traditional 



governments confront at the substate regional level- 
are but a few of the more recent developments that 
argue strongly for establishing State advisory com- 
missions 0.n intergovernmental relations. Finally, the 
national Commission's difficult assignment would 
be easier to discharge, if counterpart commissions 
existed in all of the States. 

The Federal Role 
Recomm endation 2.  A Supportive Role 

The Commission notes that actions of the Federal 
government directly affect local governmental in- 
stitutions and the development of effective substate 
regional systems. Hence, the Commission recam- 
mends that the Executive Branch of the Federal 
government and the Congress adopt policies which 
accommodate State and local actions to reorganize 
governments at the substate regional and local levels. 

For a number of political, legal, and common 
sense reasons, the Commission believes that it is in- 
appropriate at this time for the Federal government 
to assume a lead role in efforts to achieve local gov- 
ernmental modernization and areawide reorganiza- 
tion. Yet, other reasons dictate that the Federal 
government can not assume a hands-off policy in 
this matter. Too many existing Federal programs 
and policies affect the pattern of local government 
and of substate regional governance systems. Too 
many Federally encouraged programs and too many 
Federal categorical, block grant, and revenue sharing 
dollars one way or another already are involved. 
Too many national purposes ultimately are involved 
to sanction such a laissez faire course. 

The underlying thrust of this final recommenda- 
tion is to put the Federal government into a positive 
accommodating role with respect to State and local 
efforts geared to local and areawide governmental 
reform. Some of the possible approaches to fleshing 
out this Federal role include certain changes in ad- 
ministrative rules, specialized research, technical 
assistance, and a built-in awareness of institutional 
changes at the State, substate, regional and local 
levels. All are modest. But they could begin the carv- 
ing out of a Federal role in this vital intergovern- 
mental area which is complementary, not in conflict, 
with State and local efforts. 

One possible plank in this agenda for accommoda- 
tion would be clear-cut recognition in OMB Circular 
A-95 that categorical and block grants having a 
basic areawide thrust would rely exclusively for such 
purposes on a regional government where and when 
one emerges. Such a jurisdiction should encompass 
all, or most, of its substate district and be certified 
by the State to be a government with areawide 
powers. 

In determining its character, a State might con- 
sider whether the areawide unit exists as an organ- 
ized legal entity, whether it includes popularly 
elected officials, whether it enjoys a high degree of 
fiscal and administrative independence, and whether 
it is empowered to and does perform functions of a 
regional nature. 

This State certification process is suggested in 
order to eliminate the possibility of a Federal instru- 
mentality exercising significant discretion in such a 
sensitive subject area. Another reason for including 
it, of course, is to provide a means of resolving con- 
flicts between cities and reorganized counties over 
whether the latter are, in fact, regional governments. 

Under this proposal, a regional government would 
assume the privileges conferred on umbrella organ- 
izations in Recommendation 1 of Volume I once 
such a unit has been certified by its State. In that 
recommendation, it is to be recalled, a combination 
of Federal executive branch and Congressional na- 
tions were sanctioned which would complement 
State-local efforts to establish effective umbrella 
multi-jurisdictional organizations in State established 
substate districts. These actions would confer the 
power to review and approve or disapprove grant 
applications covered by the A-95 process emanating 
from multi-jurisdictional special districts and to re- 
view and resolve in consistencies between regional 
plans and proposed State agency and local govern- 
ment projects within the government's region that 
are funded through A-95 applications. 

This proposal, then, would clarify the status of a 
regional government in light of the earlier substate 
districting recommendations. It would put the Fed- 
eral government in a neutral position vis-a-vis instru- 
mentalities that would perform the UMJO functions. 
It would leave the initiative wholly with State and 
local governments, but require Federal conformance 
when such initiatives are successful. No Federal 
effort to foster regional governments is contemplated 
then. But, if and when the Congress and the Federal 
Executive Branch move to assist States and localities 
in establishing UMJO's, these actions should not be 
so institutionally prescriptive as to exclude the re- 
gional governmental option, especially when this 
option already has been chosen by substate regional 
electorates. In the Commission's view, this would he 
a minimal accommodating move. 

Another means of ,rounding out this Federal com- 
plementary role would be a supportive, technical 
assistance program for local governmental moderni- 
zation. The Federal government has encouraged 
creation of and helped fund new operating authori- 
ties and districts, and, in some cases, it has helped 
finance reorganization studies requested by State 
and local governments. But it has not provided direct 
technical assistance to local government boundary 



commissions, State ACIR's, or metropolitan study 
commissions. 

Federal agencies, such as the Bureau of the Cen- 
sus, the Office of Management and Budget, and the 
General Services Administration, have information, 
expertise, and responsibilities which could be of 
significant technical assistance to such commissions. 
These Federal agencies control demographic and 
governmental census data, the designation of SMSA 
boundaries, the designation of A-95 clearinghouse 
organizations, Federal-aid program coordination 
procedures, Federal office space and facility plan- 
ning, and other matters directly affecting State-local, 
local boundary, and metropolitan concerns. But, to 
date, there has been no easy way for a boundary 
commission or a State ACIR to obtain all the Fed- 
eral assistance it should have. Nor has there been 
a well versed Federal government representative to 
work with them to save time and to explain relevant 
Federal resources. The program suggested here 
would provide a coordinated Federal technical as- 
sistance program to meet these objectives. 

Still another possible plank in a Federal program 
of complementary action would be a joint effort on 
the part of pertinent Federal agencies, such as the 
Bureau of the Census, OMB, and GSA, and inter- 
ested State and local bodies, such as their respective 
national associations, individual State ACIR's, and 
boundary commissions, to develop an operational 
definition of general purpose governments. Such 
definitions then could be used to facilitate implemen- 
tation of State policies on local government viability, 
and to better target Federal aid programs designed 
to support units of general local government. 

This proposal is in accord with this Commission's 
longstanding support of general purpose govern- 
ments as the prime governmental actors in substate 
affairs. In numerous past reports, as well as in this 
study, the Commission has sought to broaden the 
functional responsibilities of local government, limit 
the use of independent special purpose units, and 
provide for greater local governmental control over 
special purpose and quasi-governmental bodies. 

The Commission's stance in this matter has been 
endorsed in various Federal and State policies. Sec- 
tion 402 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
directs that preference be shown to general-purpose 
units of government in the disbursement of Federal 
aid. Similarly, the present general revenue sharing 
bill and some of the proposed special revenue shar- 
ing measures do not authorize aid disbursements to 
special purpose units of government. 

State governments also underscore the general 
purpose character of local government in different 
areas and in different ways. Some States do not 
permit establishment .of special districts in certain 
functions -public safety being the prime example - 

thereby leaving these functional responsibilities to 
general purpose units. At least seven States have 
laws that consider the ability of a local government 
to provide a full range of public services as one of the 
prerequisites for incorporation. Six States have 
State or local boundary commissions that have 
acted to curtail the incorporation of very small 
municipalities that often do not provide a full range 
of public services. These Federal and State actions, 
then, are indicative of higher level concern for viable, 
general purpose local governments. 

The proposal suggested here stresses the impor- 
tance of such governments. It confronts the urgent 
need to document the.characteristics of truly general 
purpose local jurisdictions. As we move to more 
discretionary forms of intergovernmental fiscal trans- 
fers at both the Federal and State levels, the essen- 
tial character of local units becomes an overriding 
question. Yet, for the most part, definitions that 
make much sense fiscally or functionally are lacking. 
Many supposedly general purpose jurisdictions, after 
all, are really limited purpose units. 

Townships, particularly rural ones, are a case in 
point. Illinois townships in 1971, for example, spent 
63 percent of all their monies for highways, while 
54 percent of all Indiana township expenditures 
went for welfare purposes. Moreover, the small size 
of these types of local jurisdictions-over 60 percent 
of all townships were under 1,000 population in 1972 
-make .it highly unlikely that they can perform a 
full range of public services. Clearly, many, if not 
most, of these so-called general purpose bodies are 
actually limited purpose jurisdictions. 

The presence of a large number of special districts 
provides 'one clue as to whether a general unit is 
basically multipurpose. Where a number of such dis- 
tricts operate independently within the jurisdiction 
of what presumably is a general government, ques- 
tions can be raised concerning the unit's ostensibly 
multipurpose character. Moreover, even a cursory 
examination of a unit's revenue raising efforts from 
its own sources and pattern of expenditures can 
yield significant evidence as to whether it is a gen- 
eral or essentially limited purpose jurisdiction. The 
extent to which a unit depends on interlocal con- 
tracts and agreements for the rendering of services 
to its constituents is another indicator that could be 
considered. 

Limited and special purpose governments are 
natural candidates for local government viability 
policies developed by local boundary commissions. 
Since they lack genuine general purpose character, 
they might also receive lower Federal funding priori- 
ties than other local governments that have broader 
functional responsibilities. This proposal, then, is 
designed to develop fiscal and functional' indices that 
adequately differentiate between limited purpose and 



non-viable units of local governments, on the one 
hand, and multipurpose and viable local jurisdic- 
tions, on the other. The results, in turn, might be 
applied to Federal assistance as well as State fiscal 
and servicing assignment policies. 

A focusing of certain existing Federal intergovern- 
mental efforts on State 'and local modernization ef- 
forts would provide still another way that a com- 
plementary Federal program could be developed. 
Numerous activities could be included in such a 
Federal venture. Among the more obvious would be 
the exchange program under the Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act of 1970; the discretionary research 
grant activities of HUD, HEW, and NSF-to cite 
only the more obvious of those Federal departments 
and agencies that have exhibited a keen interest in 
the State-local reorganization and reassignment 
efforts; the work of advisory committees to the Bu- 
reau of the Census, especially its Governments divi- 
sion; and the liaison and technical assistance func- 
tions of individual Federal Regional Councils. These 
and other Federal undertakings - too numerous and 
varied to describe -could provide valuable assist- 
ance to boundary commissions, State ACIR's, and 
other State-local bodies involved directly in monitor- 
ing, studying, and recommending changes in State- 
areawide-local relations and institutions. 

In some instances, the basic problem here is a 
Federal unawareness that such commissions exist. 
In others, Federal fear of assisting bodies involved in 
policy proposing has been a factor-despite the rec- 
ord of HUD's Section 701 planning assistance pro- 
gram, the 1969 Presidential directive making State 
legislative committees and related bodies eligible for 
certain project grants, and examples of technical 
assistance to States and localities engaged in re- 
organization. 

This proposal, then, would simply place boundary 
commissions, State ACIR's, and other comparable 
units in a preferred or at least recognized position in 
terms of certain Federal financial, technical, and 
personnel assistance programs. These programs al- 
ready exist, already are involved directly in inter- 
governmental relations, and already affect one or 
another of the many facets of State-local moderniza- 
tion. Moreover, the commissions involved would all 
be duly established official bodies, in most in- 
stances with a broadly representative make-up and 
with a statutory mandate that would be fully pro- 
tective of State-local concerns. The relationship be- 
tween these bodies and the assisting Federal agen- 
cies, then, would be a cooperative one, based on 
mutual interests - with no possibility of Federal 
direction or dominance. 

To sum up, the Com'mission believes that the 
Federal government should adopt policies that ac- 
commodate State and local actions to reorganize 
governments at the areawide and local levels. Such 
efforts should be complementary, not controlling; 
supportive, not supplanting; and responsive to State- 
local undertakings, not reactive to Federal program 
pressures. The specifics advanced here are merely 
suggestions. But they do point to ways and means 
launching at an early date a clear-cut Federal policy 
in this area. To get such an effort under way, how- 
ever, will require full State and local support for it. 
It is the Commission's hope that this recommenda- 
tion and its possible implementing components will 
help generate such support. Without it, the develop- 
ment of a genuinely accommodating Federal role 
will be difficult to achieve. 

Footnotes 

'see ACIR, Regional Decision-Making: New Strategies for 
Substate Districts, Vol. 1, Substate Regionalism and the Federal 
System, 1973. 

2 ~ n  UMJO would work largely through and with existing 
local governments. Hence, the fewer and more capable these units 
are, the earlier it will be for the umbrella unit and the fewer co- 
ordinative problems it will face. 

3 ~ e e  AC I R, Governmental Functions and Processes: Local 
and Areawide, Vol. IV, Substate Regionalism and the Federal 
System, 1974, for a fuller treatment of the research material on 
which these findings are based. 

4~ombines ,  parallels and slightly modifies separate recom- 
mendations adopted in Commission Report Nos. A-5 and A-11, 
pp. 21 and 64, respectively. 

5 ~ e e  Report No. A-22, pp. 75-76, 77 and 80, and Report No. 
A-3 1, Vol. 11, p. 14. 

'~ecoinmended in Report No. A- 12, p. 7 1. 
1 - 
'~ecommended in Report Nos. A-12, pp. 67-68, and A-22, 

pp. 82-83, respectively. 

'urban functions may include: fire protection, basic police 
protection, parking, sewer constructions, refuse collection, animal 
control, parks and recreation, planning, zoning, code enforce- 
ment, subdivision control, public housing, urban renewal, indus- 
trial development, water supply, and manpower. 

9 ~ e e  ACIR, The Problems of Special Districts in American 
Government, No. A-22, pp. 75 and 77. 

losee ACIR, The Problems of Special Districts in American 
Government, No. A-22, p. 80. 

"A method of developing these standards is set forth in Rec- 
ommendation I of Volume IV in this series; see Chapter 2 of 
Governmental Functions and Processes: Local and Areawide. 

1 2 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Report No. A-5, pp. 19-20. 

131bid., p. 39. 



1 4 ~ c 1 ~ ,  Report No. A-22, pp. 75-76. 

1 5 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Report No. A-22, p. 80. 

1 6 ~ c 1 ~ ,  Report No. A-31, Volume 11, p. 14. 

17see Report Nos. A-12, pp. 67-68, and A-22, pp. 82-83, 
. respectively. 

18see Governmental Structure. Organization and Planning in 
Metropolitan Areas, A-5, 1961, p. 30. 

19see Governmental Functions and Processes: Local and Area- 
wide, Chapter 2. . 

2 0 ~ e e  ACIR, State-Lbcal Relations in the Criminal Justice 
System, A-38, 1971, pp. 17-18. 

; 2 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  "Alternative Approaches etc.", op. cit., p. 81. 

22~bid., p. 83. 

2 3 ~ n  time, the Atlanta Regional Council may well prove to be 
a Georgia counterpart to the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council. 

2 4 ~ f  the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council is made elective, as 
is proposed, then a complete case study of the converted umbrella 
organization will be provided. 
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Appendix Table Ill-A 

Services Classified by Providers* 

Number Local Other COG or State Federal 
of Govern- School Special Regional Govern- Govern- Private 

Units ment District District Unit ment ment Firm 
# % #  % # . % # %  # % # %  # %  

Service 

Assessing 
Payroll 
Tax Collection 
Treasury Functions 
Utility Billing 
Election Adminis- 

tration 
Legal Services 
Licensing 
Microfilm Services 
Personnel Services 
Public Relations 
Records Maintenance 
Registration of 

Voters 
All Public Health 

Services 
Air Pollution 

Abatement 
Alcoholic Rehabili- 

tation 
Ambulance Services 
Animal Control 
Cemetaries 
Hospitals 
Mental Health 
Mosquito Control 
Noise Abatement 
Nursing Services 
Water Pollution 

Abatement 
Welfare 
Flood Control 
General Development 
Housing 
l ndustrial Develop- 

ment 
Irrigation 
Mapping 
Planning 
Soil Conservation 
Urban Renewal 
Zoning and Subdivision 

Control 
Parks 
Recreational Facilities 
All Police Services 
Crime Laboratory 

"With respect to several functions, summation of the number of agreements involving each type of provider will 
not equal the number of units because combination responses-local and State, local, State and Federal, and 
State and Federal-have been omitted. 



Appendix Table 111-A (Cont.) 

Number Local Other COG or State Federal 
of Govern- School Special Regional Govern- Govern- 

Units ment District District Unit ment ment 
Private 
Firm 

# % 
Service 

Criminal Identifi- 
cation 

Patrol Services 
Police Communications 
Police Training 
School Crossing 

Guards 
Traffic Control 
Jails & Detention 

Homes 
Juvenile Delinquency 

Program 
Probation and Parole 
'Work Release 
All Fire Services 
Fire Communications 
Fire Prevention 
Training of Firemen 
All Civil Defense 
Civil Defense 

Communications 
Civil Defense 

Training 
Bridge Construction & 

Maintenance 
Building & Mechanical 

l nspection 
Electrical & 

Plumbing l nspection 
Electricity Supply 
Engineering Services 
Refuse Collection 
Sewage Disposal 
Sewer Li nes 
Snow Removal 
Solid Waste Disposal 
Street Construction & 

Maintenance 
Street Lighting 
Water Supply 
Water Distribution 

System 
Special Transpor- 

tation Service 
Management Service 

for Publicly Owned 
Transit Service 

Libraries 
Museums 
Schools 



Appendix Table 111- B 

Police Training Agreements* 

TOTAL, ALL CITIES 

POPULATION GROUP 
Over 500,000 
250,000-500,000 
100,000-250,000 
50,000-1 00,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,000-25,000 
5,000-1 0,000 
2,500-5,000 

Under 2,500 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative Town 

Meeting 

METROICITY TYPE 
Central 
Suburban 
Non-Metropolitan 

Number of Local Other COG or Other State Federal 
Cities Govern- Schod Special , Regional Govern- Govern- Private 

Reporting ment District District U nit ment ment Firm 
# % # % # % # % #  % # %  # %  

'Summation of the number of agreements involving each type of provider will not equal the number of cities reporting because combination 
responses-local and State, local, State, and Federql, and State and Federal-have been omitted. 



Appendix ~ & l e  111-C 

Refuse Collection Agreements' 

TOTAL, ALL CITIES 

POPULATION GROUP 
Over 500,000 
250,000-500,000 

100,000-250,000 
50,000-1 00,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,000-25,000 
5,000-1 0,000 
2,5000-5,000 

Under 2,500 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative Town 

Meeting 

M ETROICITY TYPE 
Central 
Suburban 
Non-Metropolitan 

No. of Other COG or 
Cities Local School Special Other Reg. State Federal Private 

Reporting Govt. District District U nlt Govt. Govt. Flrm 
# % # % # %  # % # % # % i f %  

'Summatio.n of the number of agreements involving each type of provider will not equal the number of cities reporting because combination 
responses-local and State, local, State, and Federal, and State and Federal-have been omitted. 



Appendix Table 111-0 

Solid Waste Disposal Agreements* 

Number of Local Other COG or Other State Federal 
Cities Govern- School Special Regional Govern- Govern- Private 

Reporting ment District District unit ment ment Firm 

TOTAL, ALL CITIES 301 146 48 0 0 14 4 8 2 4 1 0 0 128 42 
POPULATION GROUP 

Over 500,000 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  2 100 
250,000-500,000 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 
1 00,000-250,000 9 5 5 5 0 0  1 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 0  3 33 
50,000-1 00,000 2 0 1 1 5 5 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  9 45 
25,000-50,000 42 20 4 7 0 0  4 9 1 2 1 2 0 0  1 6 3 8  
10,000-25,000 71 33 4 6 0 0  5 7 1 1 0  0 0 0  3 2 4 5  
5,000-1 0,000 64 36 5 6 0  0 1 1  2 3 2 3 0  0 2 3 3 5  
2,500-5,000 92 40 4 3 0 0  3 3 4 4 1 1 0 0  4 3 4 6  

Under 2,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 
GEOGRAPHIC REGION 

Northeast 48 22 45 0 0 2 4 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 3 4 7  
North Central 108 34 31 0 0 4 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 6 5 6 0  
South 7 9  58 7 3 0 0  3 3 2 2 3 3 0 0  1 3 1 6  
West 66 32 48 0 0 5 7 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 7 4 0  

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 126 55 43 0 0 5 3 6 4 3 2 0 0 5 6 4 4  
Council-Manager 170 88 51 0 0 8 4 2 1 1  0 0 0  7 1 4 1  
Commission 0 ' 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 
Town Meeting 5 3 6 0 0 0  1 2 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  1 20 
Rep. Town Meeting 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 

METROICITY TYPE 
Central 29 15 51 0 0 1 3  0 0 0 0 0  0 1 3 4 4  
Suburban 175 73 41 0 0 13 7 6 3 1 0 0 0 8 1 4 6  
Non-Metropolitan 97 58 59 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 3 0 0 3 4 3 6  

"Summation of the number of agreements involving each type of provider of the service will not equal the number 
of cities reporting because one combination response-local and State-was omitted from the table. 



Appendix Table III-E 

Planning Agreements* 

No. of Other COG or 
Cities Local School Special Other Reg. State Federal Private 

Reporting Govt. District District Unit Govt- Govt. Firm 

TOTAL, ALL CITIES 282 87 30 1 0 9 3 68 24 26 9 6 2 84 29 

POPULATION GROUP 
Over 500,000 
250,000-500,000 
100,000-250,000 
50,000-1 00,000 
25,000-50,000 
10,000-25,000 
5,000-1 0,000 
2,500-5,000 

U nder 2,500 
GEOGRAPHIC REGION 

Northeast 
North Central 

South 
West 

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 
Council-M'anager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Rep. Town Meeting 

METRO/CITY TYPE 
Central 
Central 
Non-Metropolitan 

"Summation of the number of agreements involving each type of provider of the service will not equal the number 
of cities reporting because one combination response-State and Federal-had been omitted from the table. 



AppendixTableIII-F 

Sewage Disposal Agreements* 

No. of Other COG or 
Cities Local School Special Other Reg. State Federal Private 

Reporting Govt. Distrlct District Unit Govt. Govt. Firm 

TOTAL, ALL CITIES 307 165 53 1 0 87 28 23 7 5 1 5 1  1 8 5  
POPULATION GROUP 

Over 500,000 3 0 0 0 0  2 6 6  0 0 0 0 0 0  1 33 
250,000-500,000 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 
1 OO,OOO-250,000 10 5 5 0 0 0 4 4 0  1 1 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 
50,000-1 00,000 26 13 50 0 0 9 34 1 3 0 0 0 0  2 7 
25,000-50,000 48 28 58 1 2 12 25 5 10 0 0 1 2 1 2  
10,000-25,000 81 41 50 0 O 29 35 5 6 1 1 2  2 3 3 
5,000-1 0,000 67 41 61 0 0 15 22 6 8 2 2 0 0 3 4 
2,500-5,000 71 37 5 2 0  0 1 6 2 2  5 7 2 2 2  2 8 1 1  

Under 2,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 .  
GEOGRAPHIC REGION 

Northeast 68 25 36 0 0 26 38 8 1 1  2 2 0 0 7 10 
North Central 55 54 5 6 1  1 2 5 2 6  6 6 2 2 1  1 5 5 
South 65 45 6 9 0  0 1 1 1 6  3 4 1 1 2  3 3 4 
West 75 41 51 0 0 25 31 6 7 0 0 2 2 3 3 

FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Mayor-Council 115 61 53 1 0 26 22 1 1  9 1 0 4 3 . 1 0  8 
Council-Manager 181 102 56 0 0 58 32 1 1  6 2 1 1 0  6 3 
Commission 3 0 0 0 0  1 3 3  1 3 3 0 0 0 0  0 0 
Town Meeting 7 1 1 4 0  0 2 2 8  0 0 2 2 8 0  0 2 28 
Rep. Town Meeting 1 1 1 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 

METROICITY TYPE 
Central 20 7 35 0 0 5 40 1 5 0 0 0 0  2 10 
Suburban 247 139 56 1 0 70 28 21 8 2 0 3 1  1 0 4  
Non-Metropolitan 40 19 47 0 0 9 22 1 2 3 7 2 5  6 15 

"Summation of the number of agreements involving each type of provider will not equal the number of cities 
reporting because combination responses-local and State, and State and Federal-have been omitted. 



Appendix Table Il l-G 

Who Should Provide The Services? 

Council 
of 

Govern- 
ments 

Federal 
or State 
Govern- 

ment 

County 
Govern- 

me nt 

Regional 
Special 
District SERVICE 

Assessing 
Payroll 
Tax Collection 
Treasury Functions 
Utility Billing 
Election Administration 
Legal Services 
Licensing 
Microfilm Services 
Personnel Services 
Public Relations 
Record Maintenance and Storage 
Registration of Voters 
All Public Health Services 
Air Pollution Abatement 
Alcoholic Rehabilitation 
Ambulance Service 
Animal Control Services 
Cemeteries 
Hospitals 
Mental Health 
Mosquito Control 
Noise Pollution Abatement 
Nursing Services 
Water Pollution Abatement 
Welfare 
Flood Control 
General Development Services 
Housing 
l ndustrial Development 
l rrigation 
Mapping 
Planning 
Soil Conservation 
Urban Renewal 
Zoning & Subdivision Control 
Parks 
Recreation Facilities 
All Police Services 
Crime Laboratory 
Criminal Identification 
Patrol Services 
Police Communications 
Police Training 
School Crossing Guards 
Traffic Control 
Jails & Detention Homes 
Juvenile Delinquency Programs 
Probation & Parole 
Work Release Programs 



Appendix Table III-G (Con?.) 

Service 

All Fire Services 
Fire Communications 
Fire Prevention 
Training of Firemen 
All Civil Defense Services 
Civil Defense Communications 
Civil Defense Training 
Bridge Construction & Maintenance 
Building & Mechanical l nspection 
Electrical & Plumbing Inspection 
Electricity Supply 
Engineering Services 
Refuse Collection 
Sewage Disposal 
Sewer Lines 
Snow Removal 
Solid Waste Disposal 
Street Construction & Maintenance 
Street Lighting 
Water Supply 
Water Distribution 
Special Transportation Services 
Management Service for Publicly Owned 

Transit System 
Library Services 
Museums 
Schools 

County Regional 
Govern- Special 

ment District 

Council 
of 

Govern- 
ments 

Federal 
or State 
Govern- 

ment 



Appendix Table IV-A 

Single County SMSA's by State 

State 
Population 

Counties SMSA Name 1960/1970 

Central 
Central city 
city Population 

Population Change 
(1 97 0) 1960-1 970 

Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
l lli nois 

l ndiana 

Etowah 
Tuscaloosa 
Maricopa 
Pima 
Jefferson 
Fresno 
Kern 

Monterey 
Los Angeles 

Orange 

San Diego 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Clara 
San Joaquin 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
Ventura 
El Paso 
Pueblo 
Broward 

Alachua 
Dade 
Duval 
Leon 
Palm Beach 

Chatham 
Doug herty 
Honolulu 
Ada 
Champaign 

McLean 

Macon 
Sangamon 
Allen 
Delaware 
Madison 
Tippecanoe 

Gadsen 
Tuscaloosa 
Phoenix 
Tucson 
Pine Bluff 
Fresno 
Bakersfield 
Salinas- 

Monterey 
Los Angeles- 

Long Beach 
Anaheim- 

Santa Ana- 
Garden Grove 

San Diego 
Santa Barbara 
San Jose 
Stockton 
Santa Rosa 
Modesto 
Oxnard-Ventura 
Colorado Springs 
Pueblo 
Fort Lauderdale- 
Hollywood 
Gainesville 
Miami-Dade 
Jacksonville 
Tallahassee 
West Palm 

Beach 
Savannah 
Albany 
Honolulu 
Boise City 
Champaign- 

Urbana 
Bloomi ngton- 

Normal 
Decatur 
Springfield 
Fort Wayne 
Muncie 
Anderson 
Lafayette 
W Lafayette 

Gadsden . 
Tusca4oosa 
Phoenix 
Tucson 
Pine Bluff 
Fresno 
Bakersfield 

Sal i nas 

Los Angeles 

Anaheim, 
Santa Ana, 
and 
Garden Grove 

San Diego 
Santa Barbara 
San Jose 
Stockton 
Santa Rosa 
Modesto 
Oxnard 
Colorado Springs 
Pueblo 

Fort Lauderdale 
Gainesville 
Miami 
Jacksonville 
Tallahassee 
West Palm 

Beach 
Savannah 
Albany 
Honolulu 
Boise City 

Champaign 

Bloomington 
Decatur 
Springfield 
Fort Wayne 
Muncie 
Anderson 

Laf ayette 



Appendix Table IV-A (cont:) 
Central 

Central CRY 
city Population 

Population Population Change 
State Counties SMSA Name 1960/1970 (1 970) 1960-1 970 

I 'ow3 

Kansas 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Black Hawk 
Dubuque 
Linn 
Polk 
Shawnee 
Davies 
Fayette 
Calcasieu 
East Baton 

Rouge 
Lafayette 
Ouachita 

Bay 
Jackson 
Kalamazoo 
M uskegon 

Olmsted 
Harrison 
Boone 
Buchanan 
Greene 
Cascade 
Yellowstone 
Lancaster 
Clark 
Washoe 
Atlantic 
Cumberland 

Mercer 
Hudson 
Bernalillo 
Buncombe 
Cum berland 
Wake 
Butler 

Clark 
Lorai n 
Richland 
Stark 
Comanche 
Lane 
Berks 
Blair 
Erie 
Lackawanna 
Lancaster 

Waterloo 
Dubuque 
Cedar Rapids 
Des Moines 
Topeka 
Owens boro 
Lexington 
Lake Charles 

Baton Rouge 
Lafayette 
Monroe 
Bay City 
Jackson 
Kalamazoo 
Muskeg on- 

Muskegon 
Heights 

Rochester 
Biloxi-G ulfport 
Columbia 
St. Joseph 
Springfield 
Great Falls 
Billings 
Lincoln 
Las Vegas 
Reno 
Atlantic City 
Vineland- 

Millville- 
Bridgton 

Trenton 
Jersey City 
Albuquerque 
Asheville 
Fayetteville 
Raleigh 
Hamilton- 

Middletown 
Springfield 
Lorian-Elyria 
Mansfield 
Canton 
Lawton . 

Eugene 
Reading 
Altoona 
Erie 
Scranton 
Lancaster 

Waterloo 
Cedar Rapids 
Cedar Rapids 
Des Moines 

Topeka 
Owensboro 
Lexington 
Lake Charles 

Baton Rouge 
Laf ayette 
Monroe 
Bay City 
Jackson 
Kalamazoo 

Muskegon 
Rochester 
Biloxi 
Columbia 
St. Joseph 
Springfield 
Great Falls 
Billings 
Lincoln 
Las Vegas 
Reno 
Atlantic City 

Vineland 
Trenton 
Jersey City 
Albuquerque 
Asheville 
Fayetteville 
Raleigh 

Hamilton 
Springfield 
Lorain 
Mansfield 
Canton 
Lawton 
Eugene 
Reading 
Altoona 
Erie 
Scranton 
Lancaster 



Appendix Table I V-A (cont. ) 

Population 
State Counties SMSA Name 196011970 

Central 
Central city 
City & Population 

Population Change 
(1 97 0) 1960-1 970 

Luzer ne Wil kes- Barre- 
Hazelton 346,972 342,301 Wilkes-Barre 58,856 (-7.4) 

South Dakota Minnehaha Sioux Falls 86,575 Sioux Falls 
Texas Brazos 

Ector 
Cameron 

Galveston 

Grayson 

El Paso 
Hildalgo 

. McLennan 
Midland 
Lubbock 
Smith 
Tom Green 
Travis 
Webb 

Utah Weber 
Utah 

Washington Pierce 
Spokane 

Bryan-College 
Station 

Odessa 
Brownsville- 

Harli ngen- 
San Benito 

Galveston- 
Texas City 

Sherman- 
Dension 

El Paso 
McAllen-Pharr- 

Edinburg 
Waco 
Midland 
Lubbock 
Tyler 
San Angelo 
Austin 
Laredo 
Ogden 
Provo-Orem 
Tacoma 
Spokane 

44,895 57,978 Bryan City 
90,995 91,805 Odessa 

151,098 140,368 Brownsville 

140,364 169,812 Galveston 

73,043 83,225 Sherman 
314,070 359,291 ElPaso 

McAllen 
Waco 
Midland 
Lubbock 
Tyler 
San Angelo 
Austin 
Laredo 
Ogden 
Provo 
Tacoma 
Spokane 

West Virginia Kanawha Charleston 252,925 229,515 Charleston 71,505 (-16.7) 
Wisconsin Brown Green Bay 125,080 158,244 Green Bay 87,809 (39.6) 

Dane Madison 222,095 290,272 Madison 173,258 (36.7) 
Kenosha Kenosha 1 00,615 1 17,917 Kenosha 78,805 (1 6.1) 
Lacrosse Lacrosse 72,465 80,468 Lacrosse City 51,153 (7.5) 
Racine Racine 141,781 170,838 Racine 95,162- (6.8 

Source:Advisory Commission on l ntergovernmental Relations, Profile of County Government (Washington, D.C. 
U .S. Government Printing Office, January l972), pp. 144-1 46. 



Appendix Table I V- B 
Selected Characteristics of Responding Single-County SMSA's 

Number Number Authorized 
Inow- Number Multi- Transfer Transfers City-County 

porated Square Special Special School Purpose Of Legal Required Between Consolidation 

county Places Miles Districts Districts Districts Districts Functions Basis Procedure* 1960-t970 Studied 

Tuscaloosa, Ala. 
Maricopa, Ariz. 
Pinal, Ariz. 
Jefferson, Ariz. 
Fresno, Calif. 
Kern, Calif. 
Monterey, Calif. 
Los Angeles, 

Calif. 
Orange, Calif. ' 

San Diego, Calif. 

Santa Clara, 
Calif. 

San Joaquin, 
Calif. 

Stanislaus, Calif. 
El Paso, Col. 

Pueblo, Col. 
Alachua, FI. 
Broward, FI. 
Duval, FI. 

Palm Beach, Fla. 
Chatham, Ga. 
Ada, Idaho 
Champaign, Ill. 
Macon, Ill. 
Sangamon, Ill. 
Delaware, I nd. 
Allen, l ndiana 
Linn, lowa 
Polk, lowa 
Shawnee, Kansas 
Ouachita, La. 
Saginaw, Mich. 

Washtenaw, Mich. 
Olmsted, Minn. 
Cascade. Mont. 

Yellowstone, 
Mont. 

Clark, Nevada 

Washoe, Nevada 
Atlantic, N.J. 
Cumberland, N.J. 
Bernalillo, N.M. 
Buncombe, N.C. 
Cumberland, N.C. 
Clark, Ohio 

B CR-SM 
S LO 

- - 
S JPA 
S JPA 

S LOILBC 
S CO/LO 
C JPA 

- - 
B COILOIR-SM 

- - 
S CR-SM 
6 COICR-SM 
- - 

- - 
0 - 
S - 
S COILOICR-SM 

B CO 

S CR-SM 
S COIL0 
- - 
B COIL0 
S LO 
S CR-SM 
- - 



Appendix Table I V-B (cont. ) 

Number 
I ncor- 

porated Square Special 
County Places Miles Districts 

Number Authorized 
Number Number Multi- Transfer Transfers City-County 
Special Schod Purpose Ot Legal Required Between Consolidation 
Districts Districts Districts Functions Basis Procedure' 1960-1970 Studied 

Lorain, Ohio 
Lane, Oregon 
Berks, Penn. 
Blair, Penn. 
Erie, Penn. 
Luzerne, Penn. 
Cameron, Tex. 
Grayson, Tex. 

' McLennan, Tex. 
Midland, Tex. 
Lubbock, Tex. 
Weber, Utah 
Pierce, Wyo. 

Brown, Wis. 
Kenosha, Wis. 
Lacrosse, Wis. 

- 
LO 
COILOICR-SM 
- 
- 
COIL0 
- 
COI LO/CR-SM 
- 
- 
- 
co 
COIL0 
- 
CO 
CO 

"Key 
JPA--Joint Powers Agreement 
LO-Local Ordinance required 
CO-County Ordinance required. 
CR-SM-Countywide referendum with simple majority approval required. 
LBC-Local Boundary Commission approval required. 

Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Profile of County Government, pp. 147-148 

US. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1974 0-548-876 





commission members 



what 
The Advisary Commission on lnter- 

I governmental Relations (ACIR) was 
cieated by Congress in 1959 to monitar . aci r? the qmation of the American federal 

system and to recommend improvements. AClR i s  a 
pernunant national bipartisan body representing the 
exwtivc and le@dative branches of Federal, State and 
l a u l  government md the public. 

Of the 26 Cornmimion msmkn, nine represent the 
Federal government, 14 represent State and loal gov- 
ernments and t h m  represent the general public. 
Twenty members are appointed by the President. He 
names thm private citizens and three Federd execu- 
tive officials d i e  and selects four governon, thre'e 
State legislators, four mayors and three elected county 
officials b r n  slates nominated, rerpectivply, by the Na- 
tional Governors' Conferenmi!, the Council of State 
Governments, the National league of Citks/U.S. Con- 
ference of Mayors, and the National Association of 
Counties. The other six are Members of Congress- 
three k m t o n  appointed by the Pieddent of the Senate 
and three Representatives appointed by the Speaker of 
the House. Gammisrion members serve two-year terms 
a d  may be reappointed. The Commisrion nanm an 
Executive Director who herds the small professional 
staff. 

After Kkcting specific intergovernmen tall issues for 
investigation, AClR fallows a multi-step procedure that 
asurcs review and cvnwnent by nprwntatives of all 
pqints of vim, all sfkcted levels of government, tech- 
nical experts-and h t ~ ~ e d  groups. f he Commission 
then debater each issue and formulates its policy posi- 
tions. Cornmissi~n findins5 and r~ommendrtions are 
pu blidmd a d  draft bills md executive orden are 
developed to assist in implementing AClR policies. 
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