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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Apvisory CoMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
Washington, D.C., May 22,1961.
Hon. L. H. FounTaIn,
Chairman, Intergovernmental Relations Subcommitiee, Committee on
Government O perations, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Cuamrman: Pursuant to our earlier discussion there is
enclosed a corrected copy of the draft of the report on “Governmental
Structure, Organization, and Planning in Metropolitan Areas” which,
as you know, was adopted by the Commission at its April 27-28 meet-
ing. We understand that your subcommittee is considering the ad-
visability of holding hearings on this report; let me assure you of the
full cooperation of the Commission and its staff in such an under-
taking. I am sure that such hearings would be helpful both to the
Congress and to the Commission in drawing attention to the rhany
important and difficult problems treated in the report.

We understand also that you may wish to have the report printed
as a committee print. With that in mind we will delay formal trans-
mitta] of the report to the President, the Congress and State and local
Governments until determination is made as to its printing.

Sincerely yours,
Frank Bang, Chairman.
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PREFACE

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations was
established by Public Law 380, passed by the first session of the 86th
Congress and approved by the President SeFtember 24, 1959. Sec-
tion 2 of the act sets forth the following declaration of purpose and
specific responsibilities for the Commission:

Szc. 2. Because the complexity of modern life intensifies the need in a federal
form of government for the fullest cooperation and coordination of activities
between the levels of government, and because population growth and scientific
developments portend an increasingly complex society in future years, it is essen-
tial that an appropriate agency be established to give continuing attention
to intergovernmental problems.

It is intended that the Commission, in the performance of its duties, will—

(1) bring together representatives of the Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments for the consideration of common problems;

(2) provide a forum for discussing the administration and coordination
of Federal grant and other programs requiring intergovernmental coopera-
tion ;

(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 system;

(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 de-
sirable allocation of governmental functions, responsibilities, and revenues
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 government and to reduce the burden
of compliance for taxpayers.

Pursuant to its statutory responsibilities, the Commission from
time to time singles out for study and recommendation particular
problems, the amelioration of which in the Commission’s view would
enhance cooperation among the different levels of government and
thereby improve the effectiveness of the Federal system of government
as established by the Constitution. One area of problems so identified
by the Commission concerns the increasingly complicated govern-
mental structure of the large metropolitan areas in this country and
the existence of many friction points in Federal-State-local relations
which are brought about by these complexities.

In the following report the Commission has endeavored to set forth
what it believes to be the essential facts and policy considerations
bearing upon these problems and respectfully submits its conclusions
and recommendations thereon to the appropriate executive and legis-
lative bodies of National, State and local governments.

v



VI PREFACE

The Commission desires to make clear that the concentration of this
_ report solely upon the intergovernmental problems associated with
large metropolitan areas does not indicate a lack of concern with effec-
tive local government structure and operation in the smaller commu-
nities and rural areas across the United States.

This report was adopted at a meeting of the Commission held on

April 28,1961.
Frang BawnE, Chairman.
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[COMMITTEE PRINT]

GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE, ORGANIZATION, AND PLANNING
IN METROPOLITAN AREAS

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

A. SCOPE OF THE REPORT

At no point in the structure of the American Federal system of
government are problems of intergovernmental relations so marked,
varied, and difficult as in the large metropolitan areas, where the
activities of all three levels of government function in close prox-
imity. Within such areas, Federal, State, county, and rhunicipal
agencies, often supplemented by a small host of special purpose units
of local government, must carry on their functions in close juxta-
gosmon, subject to an extremely complicated framework of Federal,

tate, and local laws and administrative regulations.

_The purpose of this report is to examine, within the existing po-

litical and economic setting, the problems of Jocal government struc-
ture that commonly characterize metropolitan areas, with two objec-
tives in mind: (1) to ascertain some possible courses of action by
State governments which would permit governmental units and
citizens in the metropolitan areas to bring about improved coordina-
tion between governmental structure and governmental functions in
these areas; and (2) to develop possible courses of action by the
National Government which would both encourage State and local
efforts in behalf of metropolitan area development and insure that
functional programs in the National Government facilitate rather
than impede coordination efforts at the local level. .

Excluded from treatment in this report are the following:

(1) Substantive aspects of the wide variety of ‘governmental serv-
ices provided in metropolitan areas, e.g.;-law enforcement, water
supE y, transportation, etc.: Treatment of special intergovernmental
problems associated with particular functions can best be done
through separate reports on those subjects. . . .

(2) Local school system organization: In some metropolitan areas,
the existence of extremely numerous independent school districts is
a contributing factor to certain of the problems of local government
structure which are discussed below, and has an important bearing
upon various aspects of State-local relationships. However, efforts
at Improved organization for local public education commonly call
for attention on a statewide basis, rather than being subject to special
handling with respect to metropolitan areas. o

(8) Recommended levels or dollar ma¥nit‘udes of p;'oll)]osed pro-
grams: The relative size of governmental programs in'the various

1



2 GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE, ORGANIZATION AND PLANNING

functional categories are primary concerns of legislative policy-
making bodies at the various levels of government and depend upon
many factors other than intergovernmental relations.

(4) 'Tax coordination and tax reform: Although problems brought
about through disparities between tax and service boundaries are dis-
cussed in the report, State-local tax relations are best treated on a
statewide basis rather than with concern only for metropolitan areas.
For example, the relative role of the State government on the one
hand and local governments on the other with respect to the assess-
ment and administration of real property taxes involves many ques-
tions equally applicable to both rural and urban areas.

(5) %tzmte legislative apportionment: While the apportionment of
State legislatures has an 1important bearing upon metropolitan areas,
this question is not limited 1n its impact to such areas.

This report is intended to deal with the intergovernmental prob-
lems which are associated in some degree with all metropolitan areas.
However, because of the unique situations that characterize the New
York-northeastern New Jersey and Washington metropolitan areas—
the extreme size and complexity of the former and the special gov-
ernmental status of the latter—readers of the report are cautioned
not to test the applicability of all the details of this report against
either of these two areas.

A great deal has been spoken and written about “the metropolitan
area problem”.in recent years. The Commission is aware of the large
amount of research and attention which has already gone into the
subject and, except for the direct approach to legislative action em-
ployed herein, the Commission does not presume that this report
affords a significant addition to the large fund of information which
already exists. The Commission does believe, however, that by setting
forth certain legislative proposals for consideration by the States
and the Federal Government, this report may help to provide a basis
for specific action which is so urgently needed toward more effective
local government in metropolitan areas. The Commission, through its
own members and through organizations concerned with its work, in-
tends to move vigorously in presenting to legislative and adminis-
trative officials throughout the country the recommendations contained
in this report.

B. DEFINITIONS

For purposes of this report, the term “metropolitan area” will fol-
low the definition established by the U.S. Bureau of the Budget and
followed by the Bureau of the Census for “standard metropolitan
statistical areas.” According to that definition, an SMSA generally—
is a county of group of contiguous counties which contains at least one city of
50,000 inhabitants or more or “twin cities” with a combined population of at
least 50,000. In addition to the county or counties containing such a city or
cities, contiguous counties are included in an SMSA, if, according to certain cri-
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teria, they are essentially metropolitan in character and are socially and eco-
nomically integrated with the central city?

Like any definition established for widespread application, this one
may be found to have limitations in certain special circumstances. In
the drafting of legislation relating especially to “metropolitan
areas”—as recommended in subsequent portions of this report—par-
ticular State legislatures may well find it appropriate and desirable
to apply a somewhat different definition, or to take action initially
with respect to only the most populous metropolitan areas that are
subject to their jurisdiction. .

One characteristic of the “standard” Federal definition, however,
makes this concept more directly relevant to the interests of the Com-
mission than would be some alternative concept, such as economic
trading areas or “urbanized territory”’—namely, the fact that the
boundaries of each SMSA follow county lines (or, in New England,
town lines). Accordingly, we are dealing with areas which directly
reflect and express local government structure, and within and for
which public policies can be s%eciﬁcally authorized. It is to be ex-
Pected that Sfate legislation which deals specially with problems of
‘metropolitan areas” will, similarly, define such areas by reference to
the boundaries of counties or other entire local government
jurisdictions.

Figure 1 depicts the location of the 212 metropolitan areas in the
United States meeting the above criteria in the 1960 Census of Popu-
lation. Appendix A lists these areas, showing their composition by
political subdivisions.

17.8. Bureau of the Census, “Population of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas:
1960 and 1950,” 1960 Census of Population, Supplementary Reports, PC(S1)~1, Apr. 10,
1961, p. 4. Cited below by series designation. In New England, cities and towns, rather
than counties, are the geographical components of an SMSA. To quote further from the
cited definition, as to outlying counties:

‘“The criteria of metropolitan character relate primarily to the attributes of the outlying
county as a place of work or as a home for concentration of nonagricultural workers.
Specifically, these criteria are: ’

. t;‘s. fAt least 75 percent of the labor force of the county must be in the nonagricultural
abor force.

"gi.tiln addition to criterion 3, the county must meet at least one of the following
conditions :

“(a) It must have 50 percent or more of its population living in contiguous minor
civil divisions with a density of at least 150 persons per square mile, in an unbroken
chain of minor civil divisions with such density radiating from a central city in the

areqa.

‘“‘(b) The number of nonagricultural workers employed in the county must equal
at least 10 percent of the number of nonagricultural workers employed in the county
containing the largest city in the area, or the outlying county must be the place of
employment of at least 10,000 nonagricultural workers.

‘““(c¢) The nonagricultural labor force livinfg in the county must equal at least 10
percent of the nonagricultural labor force living in the county containing the largest
city in the area, or the outlylng county must be the place of residence of a non-
agricultural labor force of at least 10.000. * ¢ *

“6. A county is regarded as integrated with the county or counties containing the central
cities of the area if either of the following eriteria is met:

“(a) If 15 percent of the workers living in the given outlying county work in the
county or counties containing the central city or cities of the area, or

“(b) If 25 percent of those working in the given outlying county live in the county
or counties containing the central city or cities of the area.

“Only where data for criteria 6a and 6b are not conclusive are other related types of
information used. * * *7
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CHAPTER II. SOCIAL AND POLITICAL SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE METROPOLITAN AREA

A few statistical highlights indicate the rapidly growing promi-
nence of the metropolitan area on the American scene.

A. POPULATION AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

The 1960 Census of Population found nearly two-thirds of the
entire population of the United States residing within metropolitan
areas—112.9 million persons of the nationwide total of 179.3 million.?
The 212 areas recognized as “metropolitan” in 1960 accounted for 84
percent of all the increase in the Nation’s population during the 1950-
60 decade. For these areas, the growth was 23.6 million persons, or
26 percent, while the population of the remainder of the country
changed only from 62 to 66.4 million, an increase of 7 percent. Simi-
larly during the previous decade, 1940-50, these 212 areas had
accounted for nearly 80 percent of the total population growth of
the United States. E’n the past two decades, accordingly, the 212 areas
now recognized as metropolitan have increased in population from
72.8 million to 112.9 million persons, or 55 percent, while the popula-
tion of the rest of the United States has grown only from 59.3 million
to 66.4 million persons, or 11 percent.

In three of the four broad geographic regions of the United States,
a majority of the entire E)o ulation is found within metropolitan
areas, as indicated by the oﬁ)owing figures from the 1960 Census of

Population:
Population (in millions)
Percent in
Region SMBA’s
Total In SMSA’s Outside
SMBA’s
Northeast 4.7 35.3 9.8 79.1
North Central... 51.6 3L.0 20.7 60.0
South 55.0 26. 4 28.5 48.1
West 28.1 20.1 7.9 71.8

In three of the four regions also, between 1950 and 1960, there was
a considerably faster population growth within metropolitan areas
than outside such areas. The exception was the Northeast, where
SMSA population went up 13 percent while the population of other
territory increased 13.6 percent. Comparative percentages of popu-
lation increase within and outside of metropolitan areas were as
follows for the other three regions: North Central, 23.5 percent as
against 6.6 percent; South, 36.2 percent as against 2.7 percent; and
West, 48.5 percent as against 19.4 percent.

27U.8. Bureau of the Census, Report PC(S1)~1 of the 1960 Census of Population
(op. cit.), p. 7. Except as otherwise cited, the other population figures reported below
are also from this source.
5



6 GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE, ORGANIZATION AND PLANN ING

Metropolitan areas account for more than two-thirds of the total
population in 17 of the 50 States; for one-half to two-thirds in an-
other 9 States. The following list ranks the States in terms of the

proportion of all their inhabitants who lived within metropolitan
areas in 1960:

Percent in Percent in
SMSA’s SMSA’s
District of Columbia_....___..._.___ 100.0 | Louisiana...___..___________________ 50.0
California 86.5 || Indiana 48.1
Rhode Island. ... __.___________ 86.2 || Wisconsin 46.3
New York.. 85.5 || Georgia - 46.0
Massachusetts. _...______.__..___ 7. 85.2 || Tennessee.......__....__.._________ 45.8
Hawalii__ 79.1 |i Oklahoma, - 43.9
New Jersey. . ___________ 78.9 || Nebraska._. 37.6
Maryland. .. 78.2 || Kansas 37.4
Pennsylvania 77.9 || Kentucky 34.1
Connecticut 77.6 {| Iowa. 33.2
Mlinois 76.9 || South Carolina — 32.2
Nevada. 74.2 || West Virginia___.._____.____ " 30.9
Michigan__ 73.1 || New Mexico 27.6
rizona. 71.4 || North Carolina 24.6
Ohio. 69.5 || Montana 22,6
Delaware. .. 68.9 || Maine____ 19.7
Colorado 68.0 || Arkansas.______________________ """ 19.1
Utah 67.5 || New Hampshire_.__________________ 17.7
Florida. 65.6 || South Dakota. 12.7
Texas 63.4 || North Dakota, 10.6
‘Washington 63.1 )l Mississippi 8.6
Alabama 63.0 Alaska, 0
Missouri 57.9 || Idaho. 0
Mir t: 51.3 || Vermont 0
Virginia 50.9 || Wyoming 0
Oregon 54.0

In the United States as a whole, only about half of the inhabitants
of metropolitan areas—58.0 million out of 112.9 million persons—
reside within the central cities of such areas. Most of the opulation
growth of metropolitan areas between 1950 and 1960 took place in
territory outside their central cities. In fact, in terms of their 1950
boundaries, the central cities altogether showed a pulation rise of
only 767,000, or 1.5 percent during the 1950-60 (ﬁ?:ade. Territory
addz-,d to some of these cities by annexation gave them another 4.9
million inhabitants in 1960, so that their total increase of popula-
tion during the decade was 5.6 million, or 10.7 percent. Meanwhile,
the “fringe” portion of the metropolitan areas showed a population
growth of 17.9 million, or 48.6 percent—which was in addition to
the shift to the central cities, during the decade, of formerly out-
lying territory having 4.9 million inhabitants in 1960, as mentioned
above.

Individual metropolitan areas range tremendously in size, Three
such areas have more than 5 million inhabitants each; at the other
extreme are 22 areas with fewer than 100,000 inhabitants apiece. The
1960 Census of Population showed marked recent population growth
for every size group of metropolitan areas, as indicated by the follow-
ing figures:
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1960 popula- | Percentage of
SMSA population tion (in mil- | population

lions) growth,

1950-60
3,000,000 or more 3L.8 23.2
1,000,000 £0 3,000,000 - .o ceccacee 29.8 25.0
500,000 to 1,000,000 [N -- 19.2 36.0
250,000 to 500,000 meemmm——— e e m— 15.8 25.6
100,000 to 250,000 .o ._______ 14.5 25.8
Under 100,000 e mmmecmecccm——a ——- 1.8 24.4

Altogether, recent trends and current developments suggest that
within another two decades—i.e., by 1980—the United States will
have a population of about 260 million persons, with approximately
three-fourths of this number then residing in metropolitan areas—
1.e., more than 190 million persons. :

Population is tending to be increasingly distributed within metro-
politan areas along economic and racial lines. Unless present trends
are altered, the central cities may become increasingly the place of
residence of new arrivals in the metropolitan areas, of nonwhites,
lower-income workers, younger couples, and the elderly. Table 1 por-
trays the racial composition of recent population growth in the
Nation’s 22 largest cities—those with a 1960 population of 500,000
or more.®

TABLE 1.—White and nonwhite population of major cities, 1950 and 1960

Nonwhite as a | Percent change in
City Total population Nonwhite population | percent of total | population 1950-60
population

1960 1950 1960 1950 1960 1950 White |Nonwhite
New York......._. 7,781,984 | 7,801,957 | 1,141,322 | 775,516 14.7 9.8 —6.7 +47.2
Chicago. .. 3,550,404 | 3, 620, 962 837,656 | 509, 437 23.6 14.1 —12.8 +64.4
Los Angele: 2,479,015 | 1,970,358 417,207 | 211, 585 16.8 10.7 +17.2 +97.2
Philadelph: 2,002,512 | 2,071,605 535,033 | 378,968 26.7 18.3 ~13.3 +41.2
Detroit.._. 1,670,144 | 1,849, 568 487,174 | 303,721 29.2 16. 4 —23.5 +-60. 4
Baltimor 939, 024 949, 708 328, 416 , 053 35.0 23.8 —15.6 +45.3
Houston_ 938, 219 596, 163 217,672 | 125, 660 23.2 21.1 ~+53.1 -+73.2
Cleveland. 76. 050 914, 808 253,108 | 149, 544 28.9 16.3 —18.6 +69.3
‘Washington. 763, 956 802, 178 418,693 | 284,313 54.8 35.4 —-33.3 +47.3
St. Lonis.._.. 750, 026 856, 796 16, 154, 448 28.8 18.0 —24.0 +-39.9
740, 316 775,357 135,913 81, 469 18.3 10.5 —-12.5 -+66. 8
741, 324 637, 392 65, 752 22,742 8.9 3.6 +9.9 +189.1
697,197 801, 444 68, 493 42, 744 9.8 5.3 —-17.1 +4-60. 2
679, 684 434, 462 131,211 57,263 19.3 13.2 -+45.5 +129.1
627, 525 570, 445 234, 931 182, 631 37.4 32.0 +1.2 +28.6
Pittsburgh._ 604, 332 676, 806 101, 739 82,981 16.8 12.3 —15.4 +22.6
San Antonio. 587,718 408, 442 43, 221 29, 545 7.4 7.2 +43.7 -+46. 3
San Diego--. 573,224 334,387 44,712 18, 364 7.8 5.5 +-67.2 +143.5
Seattle_ - 557, 087 467, 591 46, 528 27,167 8.4 5.8 +15.9 +71.3
Buffalo.. 532, 759 580, 132 73,388 37,700 13.8 6.5 —15.3 +94.7
Cincinnati- 502, 550 503, 998 109, 682 78, 685 21.8 15.6 -7 +39.4

Honolulu.._.._____ 500, 409 53. 0: 321,548 | 298,311 84.3 84.5 | +226.9 +7.

The metropolitan areas of the United States account for the major
portion of the country’s economic activity. Following are a few ex-
amples of this concentration. As of June 1960 metropolitan areas ac-
counted for 78.6 percent of all bank deposits in the United States.* In

B Calculated from U.S. Bureau of the Census, “General Population Characteristies,”
PC(1)B reports of the 1960 Census of Population.

# Federal Reserve System, “Distribution of Bank Deposits by Counties and Standard
Metropolitan Areas.” (Information reflects 212 metropolitan areas.) December 1960.
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1958 metropolitan areas accounted for more than three-fourths (76.8
percent) of the value added by manufacture, contained 67.2 percent
of the country’s manufacturing establishments, accounted for 78.8 per-
cent of the total number of industrial employees and 78.5 percent of
all manufacturing payrolls. Of the total amount of value added by
manufacture in that year, 55.2 percent was attributable to 40 major
metropolitan areas, in which 52 percent of all industrial establishments
were located with 62.8 percent of industrial employees and 57.1 per-
cent of the payrolls.

A major portion of building activity in the Nation takes place in
metropolitan areas. In 1959 and again in 1960, 69 percent of all
“housing starts” occurred in these areas.®

As might be expected, metropolitan areas also account for a large
share of the costs of local government in the United States. At the
time of the 1957 Census of Governments, there were only 174 standard
metropolitan statistical areas, as against 212 designated in connection
with the 1960 Census of Population. In that year, nonetheless, local
governments in the 174 SMSA’s collected over 76 percent of all local
tax revenue, including 84 percent of local nonproperty taxes; ac-
counted for 74 percent of all local government debt; and made 66 per-
cent of all local government expenditure. With 52 percent of all Pub-
lic school enrollment, the local governments in the 174 SMSA’s in
1957 accounted for 61 percent of all local expenditure for education.
Their proportion of local expenditure for other governmental func-
tions was even higher, averaging 70 percent, and exceeding 80 percent
of the nationwide total for such functions as parks and recreation, fire
protection, and sanitation.”

B. THE POLITICAL LEVERAGE OF THE METROPOLITAN AREA—WEAXK AT THE
STATE CAPITAL; STRONG IN WASHINGTON

Much has been written about the “rural domination” of State
legislatures; the basic facts are well established and there is no need
to document here the various examples—e.g., California, Maryland,
Michigan—of the relative underrepresentation, from a population
standpoint, of urban areas in one or both houses of State legislatures.
“Rural domination” of State legislatures has frequently been a cause
for just complaint by metropolitan areas when they have sought
permissive legislation from the State for use in coping with some local
problem. Also, frequently, “rural domination” has afforded a made-
to-order argument for municipal and other local governments in the
metropolitan areas to seek redress from the Congress in the form of
financial assistance from the National Government. It is a much
more satisfying endeavor for a publicly elected official to push a bill
for a Federal grant with the Congressmen and Senators concerned
than it is to push a bill at the State House for authorization to levy
a new type of local tax or to raise an existing limitation on property
taxes or borrowing.

& Bureau of the Census, “1958 Census of Manufactures” (Information pertains to the 188
metropolitan areas then designated).

& Construction Review (March 1961), 8 185.

TU.S. Bureau of the Census, “Local Government Finances in Metropolitan Areas” (vol.
III, No. 8 of the 1887 Census of Governments).
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Since World War II the “rural domination” problem in terms
of State legislative apportionment has become worse statistically in a
number of States.® However, in various instances, the situation has
begun to ease through changes in attitudes on the part of State legis-
%ators. This gradual alleviation has been attributed to the following

actors:

(1) The growth of the large metropolitan areas and the increasing
diversity of economic and social activity within the suburbs—wherein
the suburbs no longer can be typified as “bedroom communities,” al-
though there are still many of these—seems to be blurring the earlier
split between central city and suburb on a number of legislative is-
sues at the State level. The increasing complexity and seriousness
of a number of the metropolitan area problems has forced a more
cooporative attitude on the part of local subdivisions within the area.
This has resulted in improved opportunities for legislative coopera-
tion within the delegation from the metropolitan area as a whole, in
contrast to earlier instances of alliances between rural and suburban
legislators against the measures desired by the central city. This
is not to say that all is harmony within metropolitan area del%gations
to State legislatures; it is only to say that t}i)le proportion of issues
upon which common ground can be found seems to be on the increase.

(2) The spread of industrial activity into the hinterlands and the
springing up of small business establishments in some previously
agricultural areas, coupled with the heavy migration of manpower
from farming into other pursuits, are decreasing the number of
strictly rural constituencies. With each passing year urban-type
problems such as zoning, planning, building regulation, water supply
and sewage disposal are showing up on the doorsteps of heretofore
“rural” legislators. The growth of the small urban constituencies in
heretofore rural areas is tending to obscure the earlier battle lines in
the State legislature between rural and urban legislators.

(3) In recent years there has been some progress in transferring
the function of apportionment from the hands of the legislature into
the hands of the aovernor and/or other statewide elected officers who
can be mandamused by the courts to do the reapportionment job re-
quired by the State constitutions.® Some legislators apparently have
less reluctance to get rid of the obnoxious reapportionment task al-
together than directly to recarve the districts of their fellow members.

(4) The increasing threat of judicial intervention is causing some
State legislators to reexamine the whole question of apportionment.
There is a feeling on the part of “rural” legislators in some States
that it might be wiser to make some concessions voluntarily than to
risk a greater political loss through action of State or Federal courts.

Generally speaking, complaints of metropolitan areas with respect
to their treatment by their respective State governments have been
directed primarily against the legislative bodies rather than the execu-
tive. 'The reason for this is clear. Goveinors run for office on a state-

8 Findings from a survey of the Natlonal Municipal League, published in “Compendium
of Legislative Ayportionment," November 1960, show that In 20 States there is little com-

laint of apportionment disparity and no consclous array of urban versus rural forces in
belaslation; at the other extreme were found 12 States where complaints of injustice were

er.

® For example, a 1956 constitutional amendment in Arkansas created a board of
anortionment to carry out the redistricting function after each census. Similar provi-
slons are in effect in a number of States including relatively recent adoptions in Illinois
(1954), Michigan (1953) and North Dakota (1960).
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wide basis and the votes of the metropolitan areas loom large in their
primary and general election campaigns. The same principle, of
course, applies to U.S. Senators and to Congressmen representing
urban districts. Consequently, mayors and other local government
officials from metropolitan areas receive careful attention from the
U.S. Congress, and their requests for Federal financial assistance are
often seconded strongly by the Governors.

The Kestnbaum (g)mmission quoted from one of its study commit-
tees the following comments on the disparity between the urban politi-
cal leverage in Washington and the statehouses: *°

If States do not give cities their rightful allocation of seats in the legislature,
the tendency will be toward direct Federal-municipal dealings. These began in
earnest in the early days of the depression. There is only one way to avoid this
in the future. It is for the States to take an interest in urban problems, in
metropolitan government, in city needs. If they do not do this, the cities will
find a path to Washington as they did before, and this time it may be permanent,
with the ultimate result that there may be a new government arrangement that
will break down the constitutional pattern which has worked so well up to now.

A significant footnote should be placed to the above quotation, one
which has assumed marked importance since the release of 1960 census
data—namely, that some major cities, as such, have become less under-
represented 1n the State legislatures than in the past. The quoted ob-
servation of the Kestnbaum Commission study committee would be
more accurate today if it referred to urban areas, because the migra-
tion of population from the central cities to the suburbs has made the
latter the principal victims of underrepresentation in many cases. In
fact, in some instances, based on 1960 census data, central cities have
approached parity in legislative representation from a proportionate
population standpoint.

C. INTEREST GROUPS

A variety of economic and political interest groups are deeply con-
cerned, in different ways, with the direction toward which local gov-
ernmental structure evolves in the metropolitan areas. Specific eco-
nomic interests include: (1) Industrial and commercial real estate in-
vestment interests; (2) real estate developers; (3) the construction
industry and trades; (4) retail mercantile interests generally; and
(5) private transit companies and commuter railroads. Aveawide
governmental functions having to do with land-use planning, zoning
and building regulation and transportation vitally affect these inter-
ests. Further, the ways in which these interests are reconciled at the
various stages of governmental and political decisionmaking set the
pattern an§ tone of much of the governmental activity in the metro-
politan area. ) )

The political interests which must be taken into account in apprais-
ing the structure of local government in the metropolitan areas in-
clude not only the elective or appointed officialdom of the central city,
suburban municipalities, the county, and the various special districts
and functional authorities. There are also various private persons
and groups having both special and public interests in the future of
the metropolitan area. As Robert Wood has pointed out, the com-
petitive position of the local governments within metropolitan areas—

10 Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, ‘A Report to the President for Trans-
mittal to the Congress” (1955) pp. 39—40.
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municipalities, special districts, counties, authorities, and so on—fre-
quently forecloses the opportunity for policymaking on an areawide
basis. Consequently, what he terms an “embryonic coalition” of poli-
ticians, editors, businessmen, and labor leaders must often take the
lead in tackling areawide problems—usually on a piecemeal basis,
problem by problem. He concludes by observing: **

However active and well intentioned, none of the present spokesmen for the
region at large, public or private, individually or collectively, can be said to be
providing coordinated policy leadership. First of all, even though they may
speak for important interests in the regions, these groups still represent only a
small minority of the areas’ population. More important, they lack what effec-
tive policymaking requires; an adequate institutional base, legal authority, direct
and regularized relationships with the metropolitan constituency, and established
processes for considering and resolving issues as they emerge.

Lacking these things, they are not governments and they do not speak with
the voice of governments. For the most part, the leaders of the interlocking
directorate of metropolitan civic activities appear in the role of political diplo-
mats, agitators, and brokers. Regional policy is bootlegged into existing coun-
cils of state, where its reception is uncertain and its application dependent on
voluntary acceptance.

11 Robert C. Wood, ‘“Metropolis Against Itself” (New York: Committee for Economic
Development, March 1959), p. 38.



CHAPTER III. PROBLEMS OF GOVERNMENTAL
STRUCTURE AND SERVICES

A. FRAGMENTATION AND OVERLAPPING OF GOVERNMENTAL UNITS

. As of the 1960 Census of Population, standard metropolitan statis-
tical areas included territory in 46 States and the District of Co-
lumbia. The only States that did not have at least part of such an
area were Alaska, Idaho, Vermont, and Wyoming. Of the 212 metro-
politan areas, 133 consisted of a single county each. The other 79,
representing intercounty areas, had 80.5 million inhabitants in 1960,
or nearly half of the Nation’s total population. In terms of number
of counties included, the 212 standard metropolitan statistical areas
were distributed as follows: *2

TABLE 2.—Metropolitan areeas by number of counties they include, 1960

Population, 1960
Number of counties in SMSA ! Number of :
SMSA’s | Number (in | Percentof | Percent of
millions) SMSA U.8.

population | population
1 133 32.4 28.7 18.1
2 39 22.8 20.2 12.7
3 22 15.2 13.5 8.5
4 5 5.2 4.6 2.9
5 5 15.9 14.0 8.8
6. 5 14,2 12.6 7.9
7. 1 2,0 1.8 1.1
8 2 5.2 4.6 2.9
Total. 212 112.9 100.0 62.9

1 Counting, for New England, counties of which any portion is within an SMSA, New York City is
counted here as a single area, rather than in terms of its 5 component county areas. Because of rounding,
detail may not add to totals.

The significance of the foregoing is that many metropolitan ter-
ritories are mot within the limits of any one political wmit of
government,

Of the 79 intercounty areas, 24 include territory in 2 or more States,
and several others make up parts of the interstate “standard consoli-
dated areas” which have been designated by the U.S. Bureau of the
Budget for New York-northeastern New Jersey and for Chicago, Ill.-
northwestern Indiana. Altogether, these interstate areas had in 1960
a population of 38.3 million persons, or 21.4 percent of the Nation’s
total. Table 8 lists these interstate areas individually, in descending
population-size order.

12 Calculated from detail shown in U.S. Bureau of the Budget, “‘Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas” (1961),

12
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TaABLE 8.—Interstate metropolitan areas

Metropolitan area States with part of territory t Number of | 1960 popula-
county areas tion
New York-northeastern New Jersey 3___| New York-New Jersey--caceeeaca- 313 14, 759, 429
Chicago, Ill.-northwestern Indiana ¢..__| Iliinois-Indiana. .. _cc.... & 6, 794, 461
Philadelphia. ..| Pennsylvania-New Jersey 8 4, 342,897
8t. Louis. Missouri-Iliinots. - 6 2, 060, 103
Washington Di‘s;gricit 1c»t' Columbia-Maryland- 7 2,001, 897
rginia,
Cineinnati__ Ohio-Kentueky. coevcmacaaaonauan- 3 1,071, 624
Kansas City. Missouri-Kansas. 4 1,039, 493
Portland QOregon-Washington 4 821,897
Providence-Pawtucket. . cooooooo___ Rhode Island-Massachusetts...... 8 816, 148
Louisville Kentucky-Indiana___.___... - 3 725, 139
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton..o.aeo.o. Pennsylvania-New Jersey.. 3 492, 168
Omaha... Nebraska-Iowa___.._.. 3 457,873
‘Wilmington Delaware-New Jersey 2 366, 157
Chattanooga. Tenr -Georgia. 2 283. 169
Duluth-8uperior. ..o ooooocooecaacao . Minnesota-Wiscons! 2 276, 596
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline... .| Towa-IlHnois. - .. ccococeee - 2 270,058
Huntington-Ashland.......ce... .| West Virginia-Kentueky-Ohio___. 4 254, 780
ColumbUS . e cvecmaoccemee Georgia-Alabama_ ... .o .. 3 217,985
Augusta Georgia-South Carolina. .. 2 216, 639
Evansville. . cmecmcacccaan Indiana-Kentucky 2 199, 313
‘Wheeling. West Virginia-Qhio. _ oo 3 190, 342
Lawrence-Haverhill.._. Massachusetts-New Hampshire... 2 187, 601
Steubenville-Weirton. .. Ohto-West Virginia._........ - 3 167, 756
Fall River_.... Massachusetts-Rhode Islan - 2 138, 156
Fargo-Moorhead North Dakota-Minnésota. .. - 2 106, 027
Texarkans. Texas-Arkansas 2 91, 657

1 The State containing the central city (or the more populous one when there are 2 central cities) islisted

rst.

3 A ‘“‘standard consolidated area,” consisting of 4 standard metropolitan statistical areas (New York,
Newark, Jersey City, and Paterson-Clifton-Passajc) pius Middlesex and Somerset Counties, N.J

3 Counting New York City as a single area, rather than in terms of its 5 component ‘“‘counties.”

4 A “standard consolidated area,” consisting of 2 standard metropolitan statistical areas (Chicago and
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago).

The local government pattern in metropolitan areas is unbelievably
complex. At the time of the 1957 Census of Governments, when 174
standard metropolitan statistical areas had been designated, a total of
15,658 separate local governments were identified in such areas: 266
counties, 3,422 municipalities, 2,317 townships, 9,185 independent
school districts, and 3,180 other special purpose districts. This in-
dicates an average of about 90 local governments per metropolitan
area, but there is a range from a few units in some instances up to
several hundred in some metropolitan areas. As designated in 1957,
the Chicago-northwestern Indiana area had 954 local governments,
and the 13 counties making up the New York-northeastern New
Jersey complex had 1,074,

_ Changes which have been made in metropolitan area designations
since 1957—largely as a result of findings of the 1960 Census of
Population—have added territory which altogether had over 2,500
local governments in 1957. Pending conduct of the 1962 Census of
Governments, a comprehensive up-to-date count of local governments
in present SMSA’s is not available. However, from a special survey
that was conducted in 1960 by the Government Division of the Bureau
of the Census, it is apparent that these areas have shared in the reduc-
tion widely taking place in numbers of independent school districts
as a result of school reorganization efforts. The 212 areas designated
as metropolitan in 1960 had, that year, some 6,568 school districts.
In 1957, 10,418 other local governments were counted for these 212
areas. As of 1960, therefore—with no allowance for the probable
1957-60 increase in municipalities and (nonschool) special districts—



14 GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE , ORGANIZATION AND PLANNING

the 212 SMSA’s altogether had some 16,976 local governments. The
following table distributes this total by size-groups of metropolitan
areas:'?

TABLE 4.—Local governments in the 212 standard metropolitan statistical areas,
by population—~Size of area

[Sckool districts as of 1960; other local governments as of 1957]

Number of local governments | Dependent

Number of | 1960 popu- school

Population size of SMSA SMSA’s | lation (in systems
millions) Total School Other 1960 ¢
districts
Al SMSA’S . oo 212 12,9 | 16,976 6,563 | 10,413 600
SMSA’s with a 1960 population of—

2,000,000 and over__.__.._._._____ 10 43.6 4,397 1, 685 2,712 187
1,000,000 to 2,000,000.. 14 18.0 2,131 790 1,341 32
500,000 to 1,000,000. - - 29 19.2 2,623 864 1,759 79
200,000 to 500,000.. 69 20.6 4,691 1,908 2,783 187
100,000 to 200,000 68 9.8 2,571 985 1, 586 99
Less than 100,000 22 1.8 563 331 232 16

lt quh?ql :ystems operated as part of another government—county, city, or town, rather than as independ-
ent districts.

The indicated recent drop in school district numbers would suggest
that many of the former small-enrollment districts in metropolitan
areas have been combined into larger school-administering units. It
seems likely, however, that relatively minor units still account for a
majority of the other kinds of local governments in metropolitan areas,
as was the case at the time of the 1957 Census of Governments.

Local governments in metropolitan areas present a bewildering pat-
tern both because of their extreme numbers and their frequent terri-
torial overlapping. In many instances, school districts and special
districts increase the overlapping maze and function in an area regard-
less of what other governments exist there. As a result, several types
of special districts may occupy portions or all of the area of one an-
other, as well as territory of other local governments. Where town-
ships can overlie municipal areas, an additional layer appears. One
extreme example of multiple and complex layering may be cited. In
1956, people in Park Forest, a suburb near Chicago, were directly
concerned with the following local governmental entities:* Cook
County ; Will County ; Cook County Forest Preserve District; village
of Park Forest; Rich Township ; Bloom Township ; Monee Township;
Suburban Tuberculosis Sanitarium District; Bloom Township Sani-
tary District; Non-High-School District 216; Non-High-School Dis-
trict 213; Rich Township High School District 227; Elementary
School District 163 ; South Cook County Mosquito Abatement District.

In interstate metropolitan areas the variations of local government
structure are especially pronounced, because otherwise comparable
units situated on opposite sides of a State boundary operate under
different State constitutions and laws, and with differing kinds of
functional and financial authority.

13 Caleulated from detail shown in U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Governments in the
United States” (1957 Census of Governments, vol. I, No. 1) and “Public School Systems
in 1960,” by reference to current designations of SMSA’s as indicated by U.S. Bureau of
the Budget, op. cit.

it mdward C. Banfield and Morton Grodzins, “Government and Housing in Metropolitan
Areas” (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1958), p. 18.
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B. DISPARITIES BETWEEN TAX AND SERVICE BOUNDARIES

The late Carl Chatters once observed, “The metropolitan area prob-
lem is primarily a public finance problem.” The most astute fiscal
policies and the highest possible degree of technical competence in
financial administration are of little avail for the equitable and ade-

uate financing of governmental services in metropolitan areas unless
the basic fact of non-coincidence of service areas and areas of tax juris-
diction for the support of such services is clearly recognized and effec-
tively met. Lyle Fitch has described this financial “fact of life” as
follows:

The extension of activities across jurisdictional boundary lines makes it more
and more difficult to relate benefits and taxes at the local government level. In
the modern metropolitan community, a family may reside in one jurisdiction,
earn its living in one or more others, send the children to school in another, and
shop and seek recreation in still others. But to a considerable extent, the Ameri-
can local financial system still reflects the presumption that these various activi-
ties are concentrated in one governmental jurisdiction.”®

Generally speaking, the larger the number of independent govern-
mental jurisdictions within a metropolitan area the more inequitable
and difficult becomes the process of financing those governmental
services which by their nature are areawide in character. This 1is
especially the case with respect to such services as water supply, sew-
age disposal, and transportation. These services by their nature re-
quire large and integrated physical facilities with service boundaries
economically dictated by population density and topography, often in-
volving little or no relationship to boundaries of political jurisdic-
tion. Even services which do not demand areawide handling, such
as education, law enforcement, and health, also involve serious prob-
lems of equity with respect to financing and of awkwardness in ad-
ministration where numerous local governments are involved.

Difficulties in terms of equity and administration in raising revenue
sufficient to support governmental services in the metropolitan areas
are the most severe with respect to those services financed through
local property taxation. Relatively small taxing areas, the uneven
distribution of valuable industrial properties, and the low correlation
in many instances between the location of the domicile and the con-
sumption of governmental services altogether compound into a most
difficult and potentially unfair situation.** The fiscal impact of this
situation often falls heavily upon the central city, particularly in those
metropolitan areas characterized by heavy migration of higher income
classes to the suburbs and lower income classes into the central city.

Aside from adjustments in the structure and boundaries of local
governments, various devices to limit the severity of the problems in-
volved in equitable financing of local government in metropolitan
areas have been advanced, including, for example, heavier reliance
upon State grants and shared revenues, or upon service charges, the
use of locally imposed nonproperty taxes (sometimes with State-col-

1;714;'1& C. Fitch, “Metropolitan Financial Problems,” The Annals (November 1957),

3 The report of the Governor’s Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems ali-
fornia) December 1960, observes: “Though much of the tpangible and Intangible vigecalth
of the State is concentrated In metropolifan communities, such wealth is not evenly dis-
t:i'ibuted throughout the constituent local units of government. For example, though the
tc1 ty of }%05 Angeles hag 10,000 times the population of the city of Vernon, it has only 20

’lelles the assessed valuation, The property tax base in Vernon amounts to about $1
million per person, while in Los Angeles it i only $1,600 per person,”
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lection arrangements), and the use of countywide property tax levies
to help finance certain functions or types of governments, such as
school districts. Kach of these approaches will no doubt be found
helpful in some situations, though each has its problems or limitations.
Even altogether, however, they cannot be expected to solve the prob-
lem of inequitable financing in metropolitan areas having a highly
fragmented pattern of local government.

C. STATE CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY RESTRICTIONS

Many metropolitan areas suffer under restrictions and limitations
imposed by the State. These restrictions commonly grow out of a
system of local government spelled out in the State constjtution,
originally tailored to a society predominantly rural. This is par-
ticularly true with respect to county government. Unlike municipal
corporations, counties constitute administrative and jurisdictional
areas of the State, and county boundaries laid down decades ago
bear little relationship to current concentrations of population and
economic activity. The result has been that many urban counties
are handicapped by constitutional rigidity as to functions and per-
sonnel in rendering services of an urban character. Efforts on the
part of metropolitan residents to secure amendments to constitutions
or State laws with respect to the structure, functions, and (f)ersonnel
of county government in urban areas are sometimes opposed by rural
counties because of fear of increased costs of county government and
resistance to change in general.

As noted earlier, constitutional and statutory restrictions on the
number of urban representatives in State legislatures place addi-
tional barriers in the way of modernizing the structure and functions
of local government in metropolitan areas.

Stringent statutory requirements with respect to the annexation
by municipal corporations of surrounding territory have constituted
an important contributing factor to the complexity of local govern-
ment in the metropolitan areas. These statutory restrictions upon the
annexation powers of cities have often made it impossible for political
boundaries to keep step with the spread of population and commercial
activity in urban areas. Since the residents in the fringe areas have
insisted upon obtaining municipal-type services, they have often es-
tablished new municipal corporations. This process has resulted in
the typical situation of a large central city tightly ringed with incor-
porated suburbs.

Additionally, restrictions imposed by State constitutions and stat-
utes upon the borrowing and taxing powers of municipalities and
counties have complicated the task of local units of government, in
metropolitan areas in financing necessary governmental service and
have given birth to a variety of devious special devices designed to
evade the restrictions imposed, with a resulting increase in complexity
of local governmental structure.

D. THE INTERSTATE METROPOLITAN AREAS

As mentioned earlier, there are numerous metropolitan areas which
cross State lines. These interstate metropolitan areas contain more
than one-fifth the Nation’s population and nearly a third of its manu-
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facturing activity. They have more than 5,000 local governments—
1,85% schp(pols districts as of 1960 and 3,297 other local governments
as of 1957, ,

The problems cited with respect to the difficulty of matching politi-
cal jurisdiction and responsibility with the needs, requirements, and
financial resources for governmental services are compounded in the
case of the interstate metropolitan areas. In these areas additional
sets of State constitutional provisions, statuory requirements, and
State administrative regulation and control are involved. To achieve
simplification and restructuring of governmental services in these
areas requires not only that the local governments of a particular
State obtain a meeting of the minds and successfully fight for per-
missive legislation or friendly administrative action at the State
capital. In addition, the local governments of the other State or
States concerned must join in the combined local effort and pursue
parallel paths and endeavor to obtain parallel success at their respec-
tive State capitals. If one group succeeds and the other fails, the
obvious temptation of “going 1t alone” presents itself to the successful

oup.

Although the interstate compact device has been used with success
in many areas of State government responsibility, its use in solving
or ameliorating metropolitan area problems has been relatively lim-
ited. The most notable example of activity in this field is that of
the Port of New York Authority, established by interstate compact
in 1921. The authority, created under a compact between New York
and New Jersey, has carried on extensive operations in the New York
metropolitan area (although opinion differs as to the wisdom or effec-
tiveness of some of the port authority’s operations with respect to the
mass transportation problem in the metropolitan area). Except for
a limited early use in the Kansas City region, compacts have been
employed in only two other major interstate metropolitan districts,
with the creation in 1949 of the Bi-State Development Agency for
the St. Louis area and the Pennsylvania-New Jersey establishment of
the Philadelphia Port Authority and a broadened Delaware Bridge
Commission in 1951. The recent administrative approval of the com-
pact for the Delaware River Basin Commission, yet to be ratified by
the State legislatures and subject to approval by the Congress, will
have a significant impact upon the metropolitan areas of New York,
northeastern New Jersey, and Philadelphia.



CHAPTER 1IV. VIGOROUS ACTION REQUIRED—RECOM-
MENDATIONS TO THE STATES

A, GENERAL APPROACH

Except to observe both the significant progress made by some of the
States and the generally increasing seriousness of the problems of
political structure and relationships in the large urban centers, the
Commission must echo the admonition to the States set forth by their
own Council of State Governments in its 1956 study for the Gover-
nors’ Conference:

Although the roles of local governments and the National Government are
indispensable, the States are the key to solving the complex difficulties that
raake up the general metropolitan problem. To achieve adequate results the
State goveruments—the legislative and executive branches and the people—
need to exert positive, comprehensive, and sustained leadership in solving the
problem and keeping it solved.”

As the Kestnbaum Commission observed a year earlier and as em-
phasized by many other studies both before and since, State inaction
In asserting vigorous leadership in strengthening local government
in this country only tends to make more persuasive the argument for
increased intervention by the National Government. This is not to
imply that interest and concern on the part of the National Govern-
ment with respect to the problems of metropolitan areas is undesirable
or unwise; as recommended later in this report an enlarged role for
the National Government with respect to certain of these problems
should be undertaken. However, Federal action unaccompanied by
necessary steps on the part of States would have to be more direct
and of such a specific programmatic character that real harm might
be done to the overall structure of National-State-local relations under
our Federal system.

Admittedly, it is much more difficult to stimulate more or less simul-
taneous activity by a number of States through the processes of the
State legislatures than it is to foster a broad program of Federal ac-
tivity via the congressional route. Many books and articles on the
problems associated with the large metropolitan areas speak piously
of the inherent responsibility of the States in this matter, but after
a suitable amount of hand wringing about rural-dominated legisla-
tures, outmoded constitutions, tax and debt limitations, etc., come to
the regretful conclusion that the only practical approach to the prob-

17 Council of State Governments, “The States and the Metropolitan Problem” (Chicago,
1956), p. 132.
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lem lies with the National Government.** The Commission does not
intend to follow this course; we are fully aware that in our specific
recommendations for State constitutional, legislative, and adminis-
trative action, we will incur criticism from “centralists” and “States’
righters” alike. The test, of course, will be the relative success which
these proposals encounter in the proceedings of future Governors’
conferences and in the legislatures of the major urban States.

In the recommendations which follow, the Commission sets forth no
single “pat” solution for easing the problems of political and structural
complexity at the local government level. The Commission is con-
vinced that no single approach can be identified as the most desirable,

- whether from a national standpoint or within a given State. Neither
does the Commission believe it can be a profitable effort for the legis-
lature of any State having within its borders a number of metropoli-
tan areas to endeavor to legislate a single solution; rather, the ap-
proach recommended in this report is one of legislative provision by
the State of permissive authority to all of its metropolitan areas to
employ whichever of these principal methods is determined by the
residents of the areas and their political leaders to be the preferable
one in the light of all the attendant circumstances. It should go with-
out saying that, aside from the types of action specifically proposed
here, State legislatures need to take full account of the possible effect
ugon local government, structure and financing in metropolitan areas
of contemplated statewide action on various subjects, such as the local
property tax system, and State grant and revenue-sharing programs.

In brief, the Commission is proposing the enactment by Iétate leg-
islatures of a “package” of permissive powers to be utilized by the
residents of the metropolitan areas as they see fit. Additionally, the
Commission is proposing that States establish within the structure of
State government a, dual function of oversight and technical assistance
to local units of government, thereby asserting a determination to
assist continually and to intervene where necessary in ameliorating
political jurisdictional problems in the metropolitan areas.

B. PROVISION BY THE STATE OF “ARSENAL” OF REMEDIAL WEAPONS TO BE
DRAWN UPON BY METROPOLITAN AREAS

1. Assertion of legislative authority regarding metropolitan areas

.. The Commission subscribes firmly to the principle of maximum flex-
ibility and freedom of action for local units of government in meeting
the needs of their citizens; however, the Commassion also believes that

18 For example A. A. Berle has commented: “Conceivably, the entire tax fabric of the
United States might be overhauled, its desiﬁn reworked, and its bases sorted out. In
some improbable world, assignment of tax bases and burdens (with consequent credit
facilities based on revenue) accurately corresponding to each element of local, metropoli-
tan, State, and Federal productivity might be arranged. But there is no visible probab?llty
that anyti:ing of the sort will happen. Indeed there is no certainty that any accurate
imposition of tax burdens respectively on local, metropolitan, Stafe, or Nafifonal pro-
ductivity could be worked out at all even if the attempt were made. The only practical
line is, therefore, in the direction of greater assumption of responsibility by the Federal
government s :‘ Consequently the time has almost come for a Federal local government

Assumption Act,” analogous to Alexander Hamilton’s famous act assuming the war obli-
gations of the Thirteen Colonies after the Constitution was adopted. This would mean
in substance, that a system should be constructed by which the credit and credit needs of
local governments, including metropolitan areas, will be provided for through federaily
guaranteed bonds. Where necessary, Federal aid may assist financing metropolitan
needs—as, in fact, it does at present in a wholly hit-or-miss way.” “Reflections of
Financing Governmental Functions of the Metropolis,” Proceedings of the Academy of
];(”?li’}:gcal Sclence, May 1960, the Academy of Political Science, Columbia University, pp.
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certain limitations must be introduced against the historical concepts
of home rule as applied to political subdivisions located within metro-
politan areas. The Commission recommends that the States, when
considering either general constitutional revision or undertaking con-
stitutional changes with regard to local home rule, reserve sufficient
authority in the legislature to enable legislaiive action where necessary
to modify responsibilities 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.?

The Commission proposed to the States a modification of the tradi-
tional home rule concept, to wit: Local home rule for strictly local
groblems; metropolitan home rule for areawide problems but with the

tate free to legislate and otherwise act with respect to problems
which transcend county boundaries and which are not soluble through
interlocal cooperation. The Commission believes that the States
would be well advised to lose no opportunities in the normal processes
of constitutional change to make sure that constitutional home rule
provisions are so modified as to insure that the authority of the State
with respect to its metropolitan areas is not unduly restricted.

The Commission is a firm believer in the principle of local home
rule. The basic fact, however, which underlies much of this report is
that functions which in the 19th and early 20th centuries could be
dealt with separately by local areas may now be matters of concern to
a large metropolitan community or to the State as a whole. The
Kestnbaum Commission made the following observation regarding
the need for updating our traditional concepts of home rule to meet
the practical governmental problems of our large urban communities:

The principle of home rule should not be carried to an extreme * * * Self-
determination in one isolated local unit of a large community often restricts the
opportunity for genuine home rule in the whole community. Unfettered local
control can be injurious to local as well as to broader interests. For example, it
is generally agreed that houses cost more than they need to because local build-
ing codes, sanitary regulations and inspections, licensing requirements for arti-
sans, and zoning and subdivision controls are often inadequate, outmoded, or con-
flicting. Complete home rule with respect to these matters by ill-equipped local
units has been frustrating for the building industry and the public, and has pro-
duced complications for National and State housing programs.”

Because of the rapid changes taking place in the large metropolitan
areas with respect to the methods by which particular governmental
services are provided, it is necessary that the State be in a position to
afford leadership, stimulation and, where necessary, supervision with
respect to metropolitan area problems. This is especially the case
where the metropolitan area embraces more than one county, because
in such a situation there is no authority short of the State which can
be brought to bear upon the area involved. Constitutional provisions
which confer home rule upon municipalities or counties and proceed
to spell out functions of government with respect to which the State
legislature may not intervene have the effect of placing handcuffs
upon the State legislature and Governor in helping the local area meet
a functional problem which has grown beyond effective local adminis-
tration. For example, if water supply and sewage disposal are among

 Secretary Ribicoff refralned from registering a position regarding this and subsequent
recommendations appearing in this report.
» Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, op. cit., pp. 54-55.
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municipal-type functions enumerated in a constitutional home rule
provision for municipalities, the State becomes powerless in the at-
tempt to exert any authority with respect to an areawide approach to
water supply or sewage disposal. In other words, problems today have
grown beyond city limits but the city’s power to cope with a situation
ends abruptly at its boundary lines. The complexity of the problems
and the inability of many smaller units to cope with them defeats both
the theory of local home rule and popular control and the ability of
the local government to provide services. One may ask, where every-
body is concerned but no one unit has the power to act, of what avail
is local popular control ¢

The Commission shares the view expressed by Luther Gulick who
has stated that municipal home rule in the mid-twentieth century is
not the right to be left alone bshind a legally defined bulwark, but
rather, the right to participate as an equal partner in arriving at de-
cisions which affect community life. This concept has been stated in
a slightly different way by Hugh Pomeroy :

Local governmental autonomy can have justification-—and, ultimately, valid-
ity—only as it is accompanied by responsibility, a realization by the individual
municipality, government, and people, of being an integral part of an inter-
community composite, with an acceptance of obligations based on that relation-

ship. And the primary obligation is that of acceptance of some limitation of
freedom of action in the interest of the greater good.*

2. Authorization of municipal annexation of wnincorporated areas
without consent of areas annexved

The Commission recommends that the Stales examine critically
their present constitutional and statutory provisions governing an-
nexation of territory to mumnicipalities, amf@lmt they act prompily
to eliminate or amend—at least with regard to metropolitan areas—
provisions that now hamper the orderly and equitable ewiension of
municipal boundaries so as to embrace unincorporated territory in
which urban development is underway or in prospect. As a mini-
mum, authority to initiate annexation proceedings should not rest
solely with the area or residents desiring annexation but should also
be available to city governing bodies. There is also merit to the
proprosition that the inhabitants of minor outlying unincorporated
territory should not possess an absolute power to veto a proposed an-
nexation which meets appropriate standards of equity. The Com-
mission further urges States generally to examine types of legisla-
tion which in certain States have already been adopted to facilitate
desirable municipal annexations, with a view to enacting such facili-
tative provisions as may be suitable to their respective needs and cir-
cumstances.

For purposes of this report, annexation may be described as the
absorption of territory by a city. Prior to 1900 annexation was the
most common method for adjusting municipal boundaries to keep
pace with population expansion. By the use of annexation many of
what are now the large central cities of metropolitan areas gained
large numbers of square miles. During this stage of our history the
use of annexation enabled the large cities to become the focal points
of what are today the major metropolitan areas and for a long time

2 Hugh Pomeroy, ‘“Local Responsibility” (an address before the National Conference on
Metropolitan Problems, East Lansing, Mich., Apr. 29, 1956),
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prevented the subsequent rise of numerous small satellite cities. How-
ever, beginning with the widespread use of the automobile, people be-
gan to settle outside city limits in such numbers that a feeling of com-
munity spirit and local home rule began to assert itself in these out-
lying areas. Many of these areas incorporated themselves into small
municipalities while others remained as populous unincorporated
areas subject to control of the county and depending upon either the
county or contractual arrangements with neighboring municipalities
for the provision of urban services. As the territory beyond the cen-
tral cities became increasingly urbanized the people living in these
incorporated suburbs and unincorporated areas successfully obtained
from their State legislatures legal provisions to make more difficult
the annexation of their areas to the central city. In some instances
the people in outlying areas were granted exclusive authority to
initiate annexation proceedings. In most States they were given a
conclusive veto over annexation proposals through the proviso that
an annexation action would have to receive a favorable majority with-
in the area being annexed.

These handcuffs upon the annexation process have contributed con-
siderably to the present metropolitan problem insofar as the com-
plexity of local governmental structure is concerned. In some situa-
tions imaginative and vigorous leadership on the part of the central
city, coupled with fortuitous provisions of State annexation laws,
has enabled the city to annex unincorporated territory as it became
urbanized and consequently has enabled the city to keep abreast of the
geographic spread of the urban population. Where this has occurred
many of the difficulties associated with complex governmental struc-
ture in metropolitan areas have been avoided. Unfortunately, these
instances have tended to be the exception rather than the rule. Much
more typical has been a situation where annexation is severely limited
by restrictive legislation. The effects can be illustrated by data for
the 130 most populous cities in the Nation—those having at least
100,000 inhabitants in 1960.

During the 1950-60 decade, only 22 of these 130 cities annexed as
much as 30 square miles to their respective areas, and in only 12
of these instances was the territory added to the city during the
decade as much as 60 square miles. Furthermore, 44 of the 130
largest cities experienced no change in area during the entire decade,
while 36 others each added only from 1 to 10 square miles of territory.
The 180 largest cities are located in 38 States. In only 12 of these
States, however, were there major cities with a territorial increase
of 30 square miles or more in 1950-60. At the other extreme are
States in which no major city added as much as 10 square miles of
territory—New York State, with 8 cities of over 100,000 population;
New Jersey, with 6 ; Massachusetts, Michigan, and Pennsylvania, with
5 each; Connecticut, with 4; and Minnesota with 3; as well as 10 other
States having each a single city of over 100,000 inhabitants. Table
5, below, provides supporting detail by States, and appendix B gives
land-area figures for each of these 130 cities.??

3 From city-area information assembled by the Bureau of the Census for 1950 and 1960
population censuses.
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TABLE 5.—Distribution of cities having a 1960 population of 100,000 or more
according to change in their land area between 1950 and 1960, by States

Cities with a 1950-60 increase in land

Cities with area of—

State Total | no change in

land area,
1950-60 1 1to10 | 10to 30 | 30to 60 |60square

square square square | miles or
miles miles miles more

All States. ..o 130 44 36 28 10 12

California__.

et
'S
(-]

Virginia_
Alabama
Georgia.
Tllinois.
Kansas. -
Louisiana ._
Minnesota _._____
North Carolina. -
‘Washington______
Arjzona_...

N DO DO B B G0 GO G C0 ©F GO 0 G 1 i 1 K U SR AN O O3 00 00

‘Wisconsin. .
Other States 2.

[
[

1 Including some cities with an apparent land-area change of less than 1 square mile; at least some of these
undoubtedly involve reporting or mapping differences, rather than the effects of annexation actions,

2 One city each in Arkansas, Colorado, District of Columbia, Hawail, Tows, Kentucky, Maryland,
Mississippi, New Mexico, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Utah.

As stated earlier, the Commission believes that the concept of
municipal home rule must be modified to minimize the extent to which
individual local units of government or the inhabitants of a small
geographic area are able to veto and otherwise thwart the orderly
development of governmental structure and services within the metro-
politan areas. The Commission believes that liberalized annexation
laws are an important and fruitful possibility for State government
action to facilitate metropolitan area development. However, the
Commission recognizes that it is not feasible to endeavor to turn the
clock back and through the annexation process try to abolish units of
local government which are already in existence. The principal fruit-
ful application of liberalized annexation laws is with respect to unin-
corporated territory.?® Admittedly, this will not solve or appreciably
help a situation where a city is already closely ringed with satellite
municipalities. However, it should facilitate orderly growth of newer
urban centers.

The Commission believes that in the assertion of invigorated leader-
ship by the State with respect to metropolitan area problems as
emphasized throughout this report, the question of municipal bound-
ary extension should be a matter of statewide policy rather than

32 The degree to which the unincorporated area is already under an urban-type govern-
ment obviously affects the demand for municipal annexation in the particular case. If the
area Is already receiving the full range of urban services from a county, township, or town
government the pressure either for annexation or for incorporation of the area is not
likely to be strong.
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entirely a matter of local self-determination. The Commission be-
lieves that the State should define the type and character of land which
should be encompassed in the boundaries of municipal corporations.
The Commission suggests that the concept of a veto power over mu-
nicipal annexation by residents of unincorporated areas be reexamined
carefully. Mention might be made of three distinct approaches used
in the respective States of Texas, Virginia, and North Carolina, none
of which permit the exercise of such a veto power.

Except for Alaska, the Texas home rule constitutional amendment
adopted in 1912 represents the most liberal home rule provision in the
country. Legislation implementing this provision includes, among
the powers a home rule charter may provide, “power to fix the bound-
ary limits of said city, to provide for * * * the annexation of addi-
tional territory lying adjacent to said city, according to such rules as
may be provided by said charter.” Under this authority, at least 75
home rule cities, including most of the larger cities of Texas, have
written into their charters procedures for unilateral annexation by the
city governing body.

In Virginia, where “city-county separation” prevails, municipal
annexation of unincorporated territory may be initiated either by
municipal ordinance or by petition of voters in the area affected. If
the annexation is contested, a special “annexation court” is convened
to hear all aspects of the issue after which it hands down a decision
upholding, modifying, or setting aside the annexation action.

Legislation enacted in 1959 in N ~th Carolina lays down specific
statutory standards under which mu.. cipalities above a certain size
may proceed unilaterally by ordinance to annex contiguous unincor-
porated territory provided it is currently or imminently of urban
character in terms of population density and other measures. The
statute provides that the annexing municipality within a specified time
must extend municipal services to the annexed area on a basis com-
parable to that prevailing in the rest of the municipality. Finally,
judicial review is made available to determine if the annexation
action as finally taken has conformed to the standards set forth in
the statutes.

In a later section of this report dealing with “direct State action”
the Commission presents recommendations for the imposition of
stricter requirements by the States with respect to the creation of new
municipal corporations within metropolitan areas. The Commission
believes that liberalized annexation of unincorporated areas on the
one hand and tighter rules against “defensive incorporation” of fringe
areas on the other will greatly reduce the future increase of new units
of government in metropolitan areas.

3. Authorization of interlocal contracting and joint enterprises

The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation by the
States authorizing, at least within the confines of the metropolitan
areas, two or more units of local government to exercise jointly or
cooperatively any power possessed by one or more of the units con-
cerned and to contract with one another for the rendering of govern-
mental services.

Intergovernmental cooperation at the local level either by formal
written cohtracts or by informal verbal agreements often provides a
workable method of meeting particular problems within metropolitan
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areas when separate action by individual local units is uneconomical
and when the consolidation or transfer of the function is not eco-
nomically or politically feasible. These interlocal arrangements are
of two major types—(1) the provision of governmental services on a
contractual basis by one unit of government to one of more additional
units, and (2) the joint conduct by two or more units of government
of a particular function or the joint operation of a particular govern-
mental facility. Intergovernmental contracts have been used exten-
sively in the Los Angeles metropolitan area. California laws have
permitted extensive local option in developing contractual relation-
ships, and local city and county administrators have been aggressive
in working out arrangements. Many municipalities in Los Kngeles
County contract for the provision of particular services by the county.
Many of the cities have transferred health services to the county and
many of them contract with the county to enforce city health ordi-
nances. The contract system has been used dramatically by the city
of Lakewood to the extent that this city ef nearly 100,000 population
contracts with Los Angeles County to supply all of its services.

The contract system has many obvious agvantages. One commonly
cited disadvantage is that in the event of scarcity of trained person-
nel to carry on a given function both for the contracting unit itself
and for the others, the contracting unit will tend naturally to take
care of its own needs first.

In numerous situations over the country, cities and counties have
found it advantageous to conduct certain functions or operate certain
facilities on a joint basis. Illustrative are the joint financing and
maintenance of government buildings in the Chicago, St. Paul, and
Berkeley, Calif., areas, joint operation of hospital facilities in the
Louisville and Chattanooga areas and the joint operation of sewage
disposal facilities in the Atlanta area. In certain situations the joint
enterprise approach has an advantage in that it requires cooperative
participation of all units on an equal basis and avoids the difficulty
mentioned above for the contract approach in that the needs of each
participating unit must receive equal consideration. On the other
band, joint action requires considerable unanimity and cooperation
for success. The necessity for getting the consent of each participant
may impede proceedings and prevent solution of the problem on a
comprehensive basis.

Since State legislative authority is usually required for interlocal
contracting or for the joint operation of enterprises, the Commission
recommends that States enact enabling legislation to authorize such
interlocal cooperation, at least in the metropolitan areas. While a
case might be made for such authorization on a statewide basis, it
may be that in certain States passage of this type of legislation would
be facilitated if it were limited, at least at the outset, to metropolitan
areas. By this means, the possibility of objection from county and
municipal officials in the nonurban areas, who might see in statewide
legislation some potential threat to their jurisdictional responsibili-
ties, could be minimized. Set forth in appendix C is a draft State
law to authorize interlocal contracting and joint services, which the
Commission commends for the consideration of State legislatures in
those States where such authority does not currently exist. The draft
contained in appendix C was developed by the Council of State Gov-
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ernments as a result of its report on “The States and the Metropolitan
Problem” in 1956. The draft law was proposed to the States in the
council’s suggested program of State legislation for 1957. At least
seven States have already enacted laws along this line.

In some States, in addition to the lack of statutory authorization,
constitutional barriers may exist to interlocal, and other forms of
wtergovernmental cooperation. In this connection the Commission
proposes that such States enact a constitutional amendment along
the lines set forth in appendix D. This constitutional amendment
would authorize not only interlocal cooperation but also State par-
ticipation in interstate and Federal-State cooperative activities, This
proposed amendment would also facilitate membership of municipal
and county officials on boards of directors of municipal service corpo-
rations as recommended in a subsequent section of this report. The
proposed constitutional amendment was developed in 1960 by the
Council of State Governments after a survey of State constitutions
showed that at least 80 States have provisions in their constitutions
which could be construed to bar the service of State and local officials
on interlocal or Federal-State bodies. The draft constitutional
amendment shown in appendix D was drafted by the Council of State
Governments and is carried as part of the council’s suggested program
of State legislation for 1961.

4. Authorization for the creation of functional authorities

The Commission recommends that States consider the enactment of
legislation authorizing local units of government within metropolitan
areas to establish, in accordance with statutory requirements, metro-
politan service corporations or authorities for the performance of gov-
ernmental services necessitating areawide handling, such corporations
to have appropriate borrowing and taxing power, but with the initial
establishment and any subsequent dbroadening of functions and respon-
sibilities being subject to voter approval on the basis of an areawide
majority

As stated at the outset, the Commission does not see any single pat-
tern or any “pat” solution to the problems of governmental structure
in the metropolitan areas. The Commission believes that the States
should place at the disposal of the people in the metropolitan areas

2 Messrs. Michaelian and Burton dissented from this recommendation. Mr. Michaelian
states:

“] am. opposed to this proposal in that, on the basis of an areawide majority vote, a
local unit of government within a metropolitan area would have to accept, if such legisla-
tion were enacted by the State legislature, metropolitan service corporations or authorities
that would perform governmental services on an areawide basis, with such corporations
or authorities having borrowing and taxing powers. It would seem to me that no munici-

ality should allow another municipality to encroach upon its own taxing powers, or to
gecome liable for payment into the coffers of any metropolitan service corporation or
authority moneys for the performance of governmental services which it must accept,
whether it wants to or not, once an areawide approval has been given by means of a
referendum. 'This, despite the fact that the local government itself might have some
objection within its own confines. While I recognize the difficulty that would arise from
an effort to establish a necessary service within a metropolitan area by obtaining the
consent of every local governmental subdivision on the basis of a public referenduin, it
would seem to me that no such blanket authority should be granted by any State legisla-
ture, but that application rather should be made to the State legislature on each individual
proposal to establish such a corporation dealing with such specific service or services.
Then, and at that time, a proper appraisal of the situation can be made initially on each
pX‘O[)?’Sed project, before a referendum is held on each proposed project in a metropolitan
area.

Mr. Burton states:

“The metropolitan service corporation or authority is a concept of significant merit, but
to permit the creation of one by a majority vote of an enlarged area as a whole does not
protect adequately the rights of residents of smaller local units of government who might
be subjected against their desires and needs, to the power and costs of such an agency
ifmposed upon them by an areawide majority.”
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a variety of possible measures from which they can make a selection
based upon their own desires and the peculiar needs of their area.
The Commission further believes that functional authorities con-
stitute one of several methods by which residents of metropolitan areas
should, if they so choose, be able to proceed. This is not to dismiss
the arguments which have been advanced against the use of authorities
in certain situations. However, in the view of the Commission, it is
possible through careful procedure to avoid most if not all of the diffi-
culties most frequently associated with the use of the authority device.

A notable phenomenon of the past decade has been the proliferation
of local public “authorities” or “special districts,” generally created
to provide a single type of governmental service or facility. Between
1952 and 1957, the number of special district governments in the
United States increased from 12,319 to 14,405. A considerable por-
tion of this development took place in metropolitan areas; between
1952 and 1957, the number of special districts in the 174 areas which
were officially recognized as SMSA’s in 1957 increased from 2,661 to
3,180 or 22 percent.?? Most of the special districts identified with
metropolitan areas in 1957 were located outside the central city boun-
daries, but approximately 300 of them served or included the central
city. Of these, only a handful were concerned with more than a
single public function; the rest were specialized, and responsible for
only one kind of service—e.g., housing, some phase of natural re-
sources activity, sewage disposal, parks, hospital service, water supply,
or other utility services. *¢

What accounts for the increase in popularity of the “authority” or
“special district?” Generally, five interrelated factors account for
the recent trend. (1) In most States, statutory hurdles to the crea-
tion of functional authorities are far less formidable than those for
the adoption of many of the other approaches to the problem of local
government structure in metropolitan areas, such as annexation, city-
county consolidation, or the transfer of functions from municipalities
to counties. The principal difference in the relative stringency of
statutory requirements has been that authorities may often be set up
by action of a single existing government, such as the county, or at
most require a favorable vote on an areawide basis, whereas annexa-
tions or consolidations require separate approvals from each major
area affected. (2) The creation of a functional authority frequently
has constituted a last resort choice on_the part of residents of metro-
politan areas after having tried and been thwarted in efforts for
charter reform, annexation, or consolidation of functions. (3) It is
possible to create authorities or speeial districts without threatening
the status of any of the already existing local units of government in
the metropolitan area. In other words, neither the vested interests of
office-holders nor civic pride are very much offended by proposals for
the creation of functional authorities. Only the organizational unit
responsible for the function in question within each of the local units
of government concerned is directly affected through the establish-

25 U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Governments, “Local Government in
Standard Metropolitan Areas.” These figures are limited to autonomous local government
units, and do not include those local ‘‘authorities” which are sufficiently attached to a
énun;clpaligy or county as to be classified by the Census Bureau as an agency of that

overnment.

3 Derived from table 5, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Governments, “Local
Government Employment in Standard Metropolitan Areas.”
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ment of an authority ; the tenure of political leaders of the local units
of government is not disturbed. (4) The temptation is always great
to “cut through the red tape and get things done.” ‘Area residents
who become dissatisfied with the way a particular service is being
handled on a fragmented basis among several competing local units
of government may band together in a common effort to make sure
that the particular service they are concerned about gets set up on a
“businesslike” basis free of the restrictions and entanglements in-
volved in the existing units of government. (5) Through authorities,
debts and tax limitations can often be evaded or avoided.

Along with the increased popularity of the functional authorities,
however, has come increasing concern ﬁy public administrators, schol-
ars, and political leaders in the metropolitan areas. The authority ap-
proach is frequently denounced as “supergovernment,” arrogant and
irresponsible. The severity with which particular authorities are con-
demned is frequently correlated directly with their size, success, and
power. Three principal arguments are advanced against the use of
functional authorities. (1) It isa piecemeal approach to metropolitan
problems; the practice of pulling out single functions for independent
handling—even though on an areawide basis—could, if carried to its
logical conclusion, lead to a whole “nest” of powerful authorities, each
operating with respect to a particular function and each unrelated in
planning, programing and financial management to all of the others.
(2) The creation of authorities adds to the number of local units of
government within the metropolitan area, of which there are already
too many. (8) Authorities, being typically governed by a board of
directors of private citizens appointed for staggered terms, are not
directly responsive to the will of the people and to a considerable ex-
tent are beyond the reach of any one level of government. One of the
members of the Commission has referred to functional authorities as
“The Untouchables.”

The problems and limitations of the authority device, as it has been
widely used, cannot be taken lightly. They need to be recognized and
avoided in any legislation designed to permit metropolitan areas to uti-
lize this device where it seems more desirable or feasible than alterna-
tive changes in the existing pattern of local government. Accordingly,
the Commission commends for the consideration of State legislatures
a draft bill contained in appendix E of this report, providing for the
permissive establishment by local governments of metropolitan serv-
1ce corporations. The dratt bill contained in the appendix is largely
patterned after the metropolitan municipal corporation law enacted by
the State of Washington in 1957 and is similar in some respects to the
type of legislation proposed for the State of California by the Gover-
nor’s Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems in its December
1960 report. This legislation would not, obviously, provide for all the
problems involved where an authority is needed to serve metropolitan
territory in two or more States. However, some of the principles ex-
pressed in this proposed general authorizing statute might well be ex-
tended to any legislation providing explicitly for such agencies.

In summary: (1) The draft bill would authorize the establishment
of a “metropolitan service corporation” on the basis of a majority
vote in the area to be served by the corporation, the resolution for
such an election arising from either the city council of the central
city or the board of commissioners of the largest county in the metro-
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politan area. (2) The corporation would be authorized by statute
to carry on one cr more of several metropolitan functions, such as
sewage disposal, water supply, transportation, planning, etc. How-
ever, the function or functions to be performed by the corporation
either upon its initial establishment or subsequently would be subject
to a vote of the people in the service area; if the function of compre-
hensive planning were voted to the corporation, performance on a
metropolitan area basis would be required, in contrast to a permissive,
smaller “service area” in the case of other functions. (3) The cor-
poration would be governed by a metropolitan council consisting of
representatives from the boards of county commissioners, and from
the mayors and councils of the component cities. (More specifically,
as outlined in the draft measure, one member would come from each
component county board, one member would be the mayor of the
central city, one member would come from the mayors and council-
men of each of the three largest component cities and one member
would be selected by the smaller component cities. In the case of
metropolitan areas having an extremely large number of governmen-
tal units, this pattern of representation would of course need to be
modified to fit the particular situation.) (4) The corporation would
have power to impose service charges and special-benefit assessments;
to issue revenue bonds; and—subject to referendum—to issue general
obligation bonds repayable from property taxes imposed for this
purpose. (Whether the corporation would also possess property
taxing power for other purposes would depend on the range and
nature of its authorized functional responsibilities.)

Thus, the proposal contains safeguards against the three arguments
most often cited against authorities. The metropolitan service corpo-
ration proposed would be of a multifunctional type and would meet the
argument that the authority inevitably leads to a piecemeal and
fragmented approach. In the form proposed it would be susceptible,
if the area residents so chose, to absorb numerous areawide services
and functions. On the other hand, if the residents of the area so
chose they could keep the corporation limited to a single function,
but they would be precluded from establishing separate corporations
for the performance of other functions on an areawide basis.?”

Secondly, by providing for a board of directors made up of mem-
bers ex officio from boards of county commissioners, city councils,
and mayors, the affairs of the corporation would be kept in the hands
of elected officials and not entrusted to an independent, “untouch-
able” body. Poor performance of the corporation would carry the
possibility of retribution at the polls for its board of directors.
Third, the corporation could at the most result in the addition of
a single unit of government in any given metropolitan area, while
holding the potentiality of absorbing the functions and responsi-
bilities of a considerable number of separate organizational units
within the existing units of local government in the area.

In summary, the proposed legislative act would enable, not require,
the residents of any metropolitan area to have a multipurpose funec-
tional authority or a single-purpose functional authority, or neither,

* However, in those States which already have laws authorizing numerous types of
authorities or special districts, this phase of the proposal as to ‘‘metropolitan service
corporations” may offer little obstacle to further proliferation of functional units in
metropolitan areas unless there is also appropriate amendment of such earlier enactments.
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as they chose, by popular vote. To the extent that State legislation
is adopted for hiberalized annexation, permission for interlocal con-
tracting, and the transfer of municipal and county functions, and to
the extent that existing units of government make use of such dis-
cretionary methods and succeed in rendering services at a satisfactory
level of adequacy and cost to the residents of the metropolitan area,
presumably the residents would not then feel the need to vote an
authority into existence. However, if needs are not met and services
are not provided the people should not be denied the use of the author-
ity device for dealing with particularly urgent governmental functions
and services.

6. Authorization for voluntary transfer of functions from mumicipali-
ties to counties and vice versa

The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation by ‘the
States authorizing the legislative bodies of municipalities and counties
located within metropolitan areas to take mutual and coordinate action
to transfer responsibility for specified governmental services from one
unit of government to the other.

The Commission is convinced that the “urban county approach”
constitutes a fruitful possibility in a number of metropolitan areas for
meeting the problems created by the growth of municipal service needs
beyond municipal boundaries. The phrase “urban county approach”
is used here in a rather broad fashion to refer to any one of several
developments concerning certain counties. One is the piecemeal trans-
fer of individual functions from local governments to the county.
Another is the gradual expansion of some counties from the status of
rural local governments and administrative agents of the State gov-
ernments to include an array of urban activities which they perform
in unincorporated urban areas. A third is the simultaneous granting,
usually accompanied by ‘“charter reorganization,” of a number of
functions to counties located in metropolitan areas. In metropolitan
areas that are predominantly single-county in character. the county
unit, provided it is adequately organized to meet modern day prob-
lems, can effectively carry out a number of functions which may have
outgrown municipal boundaries. For example, the “urban county”
approach has been extensively used in New York State, California,
and in the Miami area. Also the Atlanta-Fulton County reorganiza-
tion in 1952 resulted in the exchange of a considerable number of
functions between the city and county.

Another version of local government structural reform in metro-
politan areas has embraced the concept of “city-county consolidation.”
This has been proposed in a number of areas but has not had notable
success at the polls. The best known adoption of this plan was in
Baton Rouge, La., where a considerable number of functions of East
Baton Rouge Parish and the city of Baton Rouge were consolidated.
The lack of success of the consolidation idea is attributable to the fact
that such plans generally require both the enactment of a State con-
stitutional amendment and. the consent of the local voters, the latter
on a jurisdiction by jurisdiction basis, rather than areawide. Con-
stitutional amendments drafted in general terms to permit city-county
consolidation have commonly met with organized opposition from
associations of county and city officials in rural as well as urban areas.
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While the Commission does not disagree in theory that authority
should be granted on a State-wide basis to the people in counties and
cities to vote to merge functions or consolidate units of government,
the practical political possibilities of such a step are not inviting.
Consequently, the Commission proposes a more limited approach—
one which it believes should be relatively noncontroversial and yet
which would pave the way for the increased use of the county in
meeting service needs in metropolitan areas. Specifically, it is pro-
posed that the States enact a simple statute authorizing the voluntary
transfer of functions between municipalities and counties within
metropolitan areas to the extent agreed by the governing boards of
these respective types of units. If desired, the statute could spell out
the functions authorized for such voluntary transfer in order to make
sure that responsibilities carried on by counties as agents of the State
were not transferred to municipal corporations. Within a particular
metropolitan area for example, such a statute would enable the board
of county commissioners and the mayors and city councils of the
municipalities within the county to collectively assess the manner in
which particular service-type functions were being carried out and
to arrange through appropriate administrative action of the govern-
ing boards for the assumption by the county of functions such as
water supply, sewage disposal, etc., throughout the county area, re-
lieving the municipalities of their respective fragmented responsi-
bilities in those functional areas. Conversely, they might agree that
the county would cease to carry on certain functions within the
boundaries of the municipalities, with the municipalities assuming
such responsibility on an exclusive basis.

As pointed out earlier, the Commission is interested in securing
action to improve intergovernmental relations in the United States,
through the development of practical recommendations having reas- -
onable degrees of political feasibility. In this context the Commis-
sion suggests that the type of enabling legislation recommended
herein for the voluntary transfer of functions between counties and
cities might well be limited in its scope, at least initially, to units of
local government located within metropolitan areas. Through such
a limitation the possible opposition of legislators representing rural
counties and smaller municipalities might be avoided and the legisla-
tion obtained for areas currently needing it the most. This of course
is a matter of practical political judgment, which the sponsors of the
legislation would need to decide in each particular State.

6. Authorization for creation of metropolitan area study commissions

The Commission recommends that where such authority does not
now ewist, States enact legislation authorizing the establishment of
metropolitan area commissions on local government structure and
services, for the purpose of developing proposals for revising and im-
proving local government structure and services in the metropolitan
areas concerned, such commissions to be created, optionally, by either
mutual and concurrent action of the governing bodies of the local
units of government within the area or by initiative petition and elec-
tion of the woters of the metropolitan area, and with the proposals
developed by such commissions to become effective if approved at a
special election held for the purpose. The enabling legislation should
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contain provisions designed to assure that the membership of such
commassions is_balanced in such a way as to provide general equity
of representation to the population groups and governmental con-
stituencies making up the metropolitan area as a whole.**

The Commission believes that State constitutions and statutes should
permit the people residing in metropolitan areas to examine and, if
they so desire, to change their local government structure in order
that their needs for effective local government in the area can be met.
Such reassessment and subsequent action should be possible either
through mutual decision of the governing boards of the existing gov-
ernmental units or by the people themselves. Consequently, the Com-
mission proposes that permissive legislation be enacted by the several
States which would authorize the creation of metropolitan area study
commissions for the purpose of studying and recommending such
changes as might appear necessary in the structure and responsibili-
ties of local units of government within the area.

Specifically, the following would constitute what the Commission
believes to be an orderly and equitable procedure for the establishment
of such commissions. (1) The question of whether or not a commis-
sion should be established for the purpose of studying and recom-
mending changes in local government, structure could be placed before
the voters of the area, either through a decision of the governing boards
of the local units of government or by initiative petition of the voters.
(2) If a majority of the voters favored the creation of such a com-
mission, then it would be formally constituted, following whatever
procedures as to appointment and membership were spelled out either
in the State statute or in the precept for the special election on the
question, taking care that the membership be representative of the
area as a whole. (3) The study commission would undertake its task
and upon completion thereof its proposals would be placed before the
voters for approval. Recommendations calling for abolition, consoli-
dation or territorial revision of existing units of government should be
separately approved by the voters of such units; any recommendations
for the creation of a new unit should be acted upon by the voters of
the area encompassed by the particular recommendation.

Here again the Commission would propose that a general enabling
statute of the kind proposed above should perhaps be limited in its
scope to the metropolitan areas of the State.

7. Authorization for ereation of metropolitan area planning bodies

The city and its suburbs are interependent parts of a single community, bound
together by the web of transportation * * *. Increasingly, community develop-
ment must be a cooperative venture toward the common goals of the metro-
politan region as a whole * * *, This requires the establishment of an effective
and comprehensive planning process in each metropolitan area embracing all
activities, both public and private, which shape the community. Such a process
must be democratic—for only when the citizens of a community have partici-
pated in selecting the goals which will shape their environment can they be ex-
pected to support the actions necessary to accomplish these goals * * *. (From
President Kennedy’s housing message to the Congress, March 9, 1961.)

28 Messrs. Michaelian and Burton dissented from this recommendation. Mr. Michaelian
states: “My objection is the same as outlined earlier with regard to the creation of metro-
politan service corporations, in that I believe this could lead to an abridgment of right
and self-determination, or sensible home rule if you will, by the wishes of a majority of
people who reside outside of the limits of a municipality imposing their will upon said
municipality by altering or changing their governmental structure and services.

Mr. Burton dissented from the areawide vote provision of the above recommendation
for the same reason that he expressed on p. 26 with respect to the creation of metropolitan
gervice corporations by an areawide majority.
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The Comanission recommends the enactment of legislation by the
States authorizing the establishment of metropolitan area planning
bodies to comprise representatives from the political subdivisions of
the metropolitan area. The functions of such a planning body should
consist at least in providing advisory recommendations to the local
units of government in the area with respect to the planned develop-
ment of the metropolitan area; desirably they should include the de-
velopment of areawide plans for land use and capital facilities and the
review of zoning ordinances proposed by the component units of gov-
ernment in the area.

The Commission views with concern the tendency in some of the
literature dealing with administrative and structural problems of the
metropolitan areas to assume glibly that the first primary requisite
for the alleviation of these problems is the construction of a “metro-
politan area plan.” The concept of a “metropolitan area plan” is
frequently enshrined as a deity to which administrators, politicians
and taxpayers generally are expected to render complete and continued
obeisance. . ) .

The Commission is not antagonistic to the planning function at
National, State and local levels of government; we wish to state
a strong aversion, however, to the viewpoint which considers the
construction of plans an end in itself. We prefer to view planning,
regardless of the level of government to which it is taken, as a staff
function to facilitate the policy formulating process. Planning in-
deed is a necessary tool for many of the technical and administrative
judgments, both political and economic, which units of local govern-
ment in the large metropolitan areas are required to make continu-
ally. To be worthwhile and to serve a useful rather than an academic
purpose, the respective facets of metropolitan area planning must be
closely geared wnto the practical decisionmaking process regarding
land use, tax levies, public works, transportation, welfare programs,
and the like. A land use plan, for example, must be of such a nature
as will facilitate the adoption, following the approval of the plan, of
appropriate zoning and building regublations and will guide their
effective administration. A transportation plan must be sufficiently
based on reality to serve as the mechanism in the first stages of the
decisionmaking process which triggers the preparation of detailed
budget estimates and looks toward right-of-way acquisitions for either
the short or the long term. In short, the Commission desires to em-
phasize that in the above recommendation directed toward the estab-
lishment of metropolitan area planning commissions, the Commission
is talking about a necessary practical operation and not an academic
exercise.

The Commission believes it to be highly desirable for area planning
commissions to have the responsibility and authority to do something
other than prepare plans for reading and subsequent filing away.
The planning function needs to be integrated effectively with the
basic decisionmaking processes affecting the development of the
metropolitan area. Zoning ordinances, building codes and regula-
tions, highwa% right-of-way plans and plans for major physical facili-
ties proposed by the local units of government within the metropolitan
area should be subject to the review of the area planning body. For
this reason, the Commission doubts the efficacy of constituting area
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planning commissions as independent bodies, comprised solely of
part-time commissioners, and dominated by professional planning
staff. Rather, a body including as exofficio members a small number
of mayors, councilmen, and county commissioners in the metropolitan
area, as well as private citizens, with adequate authority and funds to
employ the requisite planning staff, is believed to be a preferable
pattern. If the planning group is to be an integrated part of the
political processes of the governments in the area it cannot be an in-
sulated, independent group. Authority, responsibility, and respon-
siveness must all go hand in hand.

The Commission recognizes that a great deal of valuable work is
being carried on by unofficial metropolitan area planning conmmissions
in many parts of the country. Few of these planning commissions
have status conferred by State law. Oflicial status has not been sought
in some instances because of fear of lack of success with the State
legislature, fear of increased State intervention in local affairs and the
belief that the lack of sanction by the State government would not
unduly restrict the contributions which the body could make in its
area of activity. The Commission believes that the time has come for
the States to enter actively into the problems and responsibilities asso-
ciated with metropolitan area planning and believes that the States
have a responsibility for seeing to it that machinery is created for a
comprehensive rather than a haphazard, piecemeal approach to metro-
politan area development. Later in this report the Commission
recommends Federal legislation to be enacted requiring that as a con-
dition of Federal grants-in-aid going to political subdivisions in met-
ropolitan areas for certain functions, applications for such grants be
processed, for purposes of information and comment, through area-
wide planning bodies. The concept which the Commission would like
to emphasize at this particular point of the report, however, is that
State enabling legislation is usualljly required before an areawide plan-
ning body can be brought into existence. The only exceptions would
be 1n those situations where the present and likely future boundaries
of the metropolitan area do not go beyond a single county, in which
case of course a county planning commission could fulfill the respon-
sibilitieg envisaged here.

The Commission recognizes that the foregoing comments may be
impractical of immediate application in some areas. We also recog-
nize that it is dangerous indeed to generalize to such a specific extent
on a governmental function which is as elusive and complicated as
that of metropolitan area planning. Therefore, in terms of suggested
State legislation the Commission would propose that the area plan-
ning commission, where created, be authorized as a minimum to make
recommendations to the local units of government concerned. Where
the metropolitan area embraces more than one county, the Commis-
sion suggests that the planning commission have among its member-
ship one or more representatives of the State government, as desig-
nated by the Governor. As discussed repeatedly in this report, the
State government must begin to assert itself more vigorously in many
metropolitan area problems; consequently, the Commission believes 1t
to be highly desirable for the State to be a party to the establishment
of metropolitan area planning commissions and to participate actively
in many of the undertakings of such bodies.
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The Commission is also of the mind that effective State action in
urban areas will be significantly conditioned by the quality of the
planning done by the State incidental to the exercise of its peculiar
responsﬁ»ility for the total development of the resources and institu-
tions of the State and the harmonious correlation of State and local
programs.

C. DIRECT STATE ACTION—ASSISTANCE AND CONTROL

1. Establishment of unit of State government for metropolitan area
affairs

The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation by the
States to establish (or adapt) an agency of the State government for
continuing attention, review, and assistance with respect to the met-
ropolitan areas of the State and associated problems of local govern-
ment, planning, structure, organization, and finance.

In its report to the Governors’ Conference in 1956 the Council of
State Governments in its book, “The States and the Metropolitan
Problem,” recommended creation or adaptation of an agency of State
government to “aid in determining the present and changing needs of
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas in the State.” At least inso-
far as metropolitan areas are concerned, the Commission reaflirms the
recommendation contained in the council’s report and urges its im-
mediate consideration by those States which have not yet charged a
unit of the State government with overall responsibility for assistance
and attention with respect to the metropolitan areas. As stated earlier,
the Commission believes that many of the recommendations contained
herein are of application to State-local relations generally as well as to
the special problems of the metropolitan areas. However, it may be
that 1n a number of States the political situation is such that less re-
sistance would be encountered if legislative measures at this juncture
at least are limited to metropolitan areas.

Furthermore, the most urgent of State-local relations exist in the
metropolitan areas because this is where the great majority of our
people live. In limiting a number of these recommendations to metro-
politan areas the Commission does not wish its position to be inter-
preted as reflecting a lack of interest in strengthening local govern-
ment in general or in improving State-local relations in all areas. In
those States where the political situation is favorable, the Commis-
sion would hope that the new unit of State government discussed here
would be applicable to local government generally and not solely to
metropolitan areas. Where this is the case, the State government be-
comes able to give considerable stimulus to the modernization of county
government in general, as well as assisting urban counties in adapting
to new responsibilities. In this connection, State organizations of
municipal, county, and other local government officials can contribute
much in the way of advice and assistance, both in the initial estab-
lishment of such a unit and in its subsequent operation. -

Of direct pertinence here is the action of the New York State Legis-
lature in 1959 which, on the recommendation of Gov. Nelson A. Rocke-
feller, established within the executive department of the State an
office for local government with a director and an advisory board of
nine members, including representatives of both the State and its local
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governments. This law assigned the following responsibilities to the
office for local government: (1) To assist the Governor in coordinating
the activities of State departments and agencies to provide more effec-
tive services to local governments; (2) to inform the Governor as to
the problems of local governments and to assist him in formulating
policies and utilizing resources of the executive branch of the State
government for the benefit of local government; (3) to serve as a
clearinghouse of information relating to common problems of local
governments and to other State and Federal services available for as-
sistance in their solutions; (4) when requested, to advise and assist
local governments in solving their particular problems; (5) to make
studies and analyses of local government problems; (6) to encourage
and assist cooperative efforts among local governments in developing
solutions of their common problems; (7) to encourage expansion and
improvement of inservice training facilities for local officers and em-
ployees; and (8) to consult and cooperate with local governments and
officers of organizations representing them in order to carry out the
functions of the office. It will be noted that the enumerated respon-
sibilities apply to local government generally with no special mention
of metropolitan areas.

On the other hand, the Governor’s Commission on Metropolitan
Area Problems in California, in its report to Gov. Edmund G. Brown
in December 1960 recommends the establishment by statute of a
State metropolitan areas commission to be appointed by the Gov-
ernor and charged with the following responsibilities: (1) To exer-
cise quasijudicial powers in the review and approval of proposals
for the incorporation of, or annexations to, cities, and for the crea-
tion of, annexations to, consolidations of, or dissolution of special
districts; (2) to study and make recommendations concerning State
laws affecting boundary changes of local units of government; (3)
to inform, advise, and assist the Governor concerning the present
and changing problems and needs of metropolitan areas in the State
and the general problems of metropolitan government; and to rec-
ommend policies and action for the treatment of these problems;
(4) to identify and delineate, for the purpose of metropolitan area
multipurpose districts, metropolitan areas in the State on the basis
of specified criteria; (5) to imitiate and submit for voter approval
proposals for the consolidation of cities as well as for the creation
of annexations to, consolidation of, or dissolution of special dis-
tricts, after appropriate study and the finding of need; (6) to assist
and encourage metropolitan areas in the initiation and undertaking
of studies directed toward the development of a metropolitan gov-
ernment for their specific metropolitan area, if by January 1, 1963,
these areas have not already done so; and (7) to prepare for a vote
of the electorate a proposal for a federated form of metropolitan
government for those specific metropolitan areas which by January
1, 1964, have not produced such a plan and submitted 1t to their
voters, and, in the event such a proposal is voted down, to require
that a proposal for a federated form of metropolitan government
be submitted not later than 5 years after each such unfavorable vote.

It will be noted that the focus of the recommended California
agency is confined largely to problems of the metropolitan areas
and, in contrast to the New York agency, it is given broad powers
of direct intervention in metropolitan area affairs. The Commis-
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sion specifically endorses the legislative measure presented by the
Council of State Governments in the council’s program of suggested
State legislation for 1957, which provides for the creation of an
office of local affairs to be charged with responsibility for assisting
local governments in general and metropolitan areas in particular.
The draft bill prepared by the council in 1957 is contained in
appendix F.

Vhatever precise form State legislation may take for the estab-
lishment of a unit of State government concerned with metropolitan
area problems, the Commission is convineed that further delay in
this area, particularly by those States having within their borders
a number of large metropolitan areas, will not only constitute a
deprivation of State assistance and leadership from those areas but
will give strong encouragement to much more direct intervention
in metropolitan affairs by the National Government. It is highly
inconsistent for States to object to a Department of Urban Affairs
in the Federal structure or to direct intervention of the National
Government in urban problems if they do not make adequate pro-
vision within their own administrative establishments for a channel
of leadership and attention with respect to such problems.

2. E'stablishment of State program of financial and technical assist-
ance to metropolitan areas

The Commission recommends that the States take legislative and
administrative action to establish a program (or to expand existing
programs) of financial and technical assistance to metropolitan
areas in such fields as urban planning, wrban renewal, building code
modernization, and local governiment organization and finance.

In its report to the Governors’ Conference in 1956 the Council of
State Governments made the following observation:

The results of continuing population growth, inadequate governmental ma-
chinery, and unrelated and sometimes c¢onflicting governmental and private
programs of National, State, and local extent are readily apparent. In many
localities an occasional glance at the newspapers can reveal some of the most
obvious deficiencies—deficiencies that affect people in both metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas. We have become very familiar with dwindling water
supplies and disintegrated means of distribution, water and air pollution, con-
tradictory and uneconomic land-use policies, and large-scale defects in various
forms of transportation. Cominon also are archaic methods of sewage disposal,
excessive noise, dirt and congestion, uneven provision of health and other pro-
tective services, and disruption of the metropolitan economy by unrelated deci-
sions on industrial and commercial locations. Less publicized but highly im-
portant are the inconveniences and excessive costs of these shortcomings, the
inequalities imposed upon various sections of metropolitan areas in financing
services, and the impotence and frustration of attempts at citizen control.

As pointed out earlier, the metropolitan areas in general have with-
in their borders sufficient administrative ability and financial re-
sources to meet their needs; however, due to a fragmentation of re-
sponsibility among various units and due to the lack of coincidence
between service needs and tax jurisdictions, it is frequently impossible
for local government to marshal the necessary technical and financial
forces to meet, the needs of metropolitan area residents. Since a large
share of State general revenue comes from the metropolitan areas
and since, in many instances, the State represents the only single force
which can be brought to bear upon the area as a whole, it is both
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reasonable and necessary that the State governments direct an in-
creased share of their technical and financial resources to the problems
of the metropolitan areas. The need for State technical assistance lies
not so much in the absence of technical expertise at the local level as
in the lack of centralized grasp of problems which are areawide in
scoqe. By becoming a partner with the local governments in such
fields as urban planning, urban renewal, and building code moderniza-
tion, the State can play a highly vital and necessary role.

There are in every State notable instances of significant technical
assistance to local governments by a wide range of functional agencies.
While these programs are of unquestioned vﬁue, they are usually uni-
functional and generally unijurisdictional in their approach.

Some States, however, have made tangible progress toward assist-
ance to urban areas on an areawide, integrated approach. In Con-
necticut, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee, the State planning
agency has emerged as a useful vehicle for better coordinated State
services for the urban area. Creation of the Minnesota Municipal
Commission in 1959 gave that State the administrative means of re-
viewing municipal annexation and consolidation proceedings. Wis-
consin vested a review responsibility for such proceedings in the State
planning agency. The program of intergovernmental cooperation in
the capital region of Salem, Oreg., is a demonstration of positive
integrated effort between the State and local governments. More-
over, the accelerated interest of States as expressed in the activities
of legislative and executive commissions and committees in nearly a
score of States # can be a prelude to coordination of present programs
and the provision of services on an areawide basis.

Pertinent here is a comment of the Kestnbaum Commission regard-
ing direct financial relationships between the National Government
and local units of government with respect to housing and urban re-
newal. That Commission observed that it would be highly dis-
criminatory for Federal aid to be denied to local units of governments
because of inaction by State governments—which might be the case
were ‘it required that all Federal aid be matched with State aid and
flow through the administrative channels of the State government.
The Kestnbaum Commission pointed out, however, that in those in-
stances where the State, by vigorous action in inaugurating programs
of its own in the field of housing and urban renewal, including a
significant amount of State financial assistance, then the State should
be brought into full partnership with the Federal Government in the
administration of Federal aid in these fields within the State. In a
later section of this report the role of the National Government with
respect to the metropolitan areas is discussed and various recommen-
dations are made for expanding that role. The Commission desires
to point out at this juncture that the best assurance of a balanced set
of relationships among National, State, and local governments in the
metropolitan areas is not through inveighing by the State against
Federal encroachment but rather through such assertive and vigorous
action at the State level that the State automatically becomes a full
partner in these future undertakings.

2 In December 1960, the Conference on Metropolitan Area Problems reported major
survey activities by State agencies in California, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Texas,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin.
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3. Control of newincorporations

The Commission recommends that where such authority does not
now ewxist, States enact legislation providing rigorous statutory stand-
ards for the establishment of new municipal corporations within the
geographic boundaries of metropolitan areas and providing further
for the administrative review and approval of such proposed new in-
corporations by the wnit of State government concerned with re-
sponsibility for local government or metropolitan area affairs.

In an earlier section of this report dealing with the need for lib-
eralized statutory provisions with respect to the annexation of unin-
corporated territory, it was pointed out that a necessary corollary
to such liberalization was a tightening-up of statutory standards
with respect to new incorporations, particularly those geographically
proximate to large municipalities. Instances are frequent of in-
corporation action to avoid annexation, or the extension of urban-
type controls. For example, in St. Louis County, Mo., between 1945
and 1950, 44 new municipalities were incorporated—instigated in a
large number of cases by builders who wished to be free of county
zoning and building regulations.** Thus, zoning and building regu-
lations, while made more difficult of enforcement by the multiplicity
of local government units, sometimes in turn result in still more units
of government. In its report to the 1959 Minnesota Legislature the
Commission on Municipal Annexation and Consolidation cited ex-
amples of the incorporation of villages solely to preempt the tax base
created by the establishment of a new industry ; incorporation for the
single purpose of providing a liquor license for the sponsors of the in-
corporation petition because under Minnesota law such license can-
not be grawed in an unincorporated area; and a maze of incorpora-
tion and annexation actions finally resulting in a township consisting
of nine special and detached parts practically all of which were sur-
rounded by incorporated municipalities. The Minnesota commis-
sion also cited examples from California, where the city of Industry
was incorporated as a special haven for industrial location; another
municipality was incorgorated to preserve a climate favorable to con-
tinued use of land for dairying and to assure regulations not unduly
burdensome to the dairy farmers; and another community was in-
corporated so that its inhabitants could continue to play draw poker
without interference.

The foregoing examples constitute an obvious travesty upon orderly
local government in the United States. Only the State has the power
to halt the chaotic spread of small municipalities within existing and
emerging metropolitan areas. The Commission strongly urges the
adoption by State legislatures of legislation designed to tighten up
drastically the standards and criteria for the incorporation of new
local units of government. Such standards generally should specify
minimums of total population and population density for new in-
corporations, with higher standards Eelng imposed for areas within
a designated distance of larger cities. (No specific standards of popu-
Iation density or distance are suggested here because such factors vary
considerably from State to State and area to area.) The Commission
also recommends that proposed new incorporations within or around
metropolitan areas be subject to the review and approval of the unit

% Banfield and Grodzins, op, cit., p. 83.
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of State government concerned with metropolitan area affairs previ-
ously described. The State would thus be able to insure that (a)
statutory standards are being complied with fully, and (3) the pro-
posed incorporation would assist—not hinder—the orderly deveﬁ)op-
ment of local government within metropolitan areas.

4. Financial and regulatory action to secure and preserve open land

The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation by the
States (a) to provide for acquisition by the State of conservation
easements designed to remove from urban development key tracts of
land in and around ewxisting and potential metropolitan areas and
(b) to authorize local umits of government to acquire interests and
rights in real property within existing metropolitan areas for the
purpose of preserving agzlpro riate open areas and spaces within the
pattern of metropolitan development.

The case against “urban sprawl” has been made abundantly in books
and articles dealing with metropolitan area planning and in extensive
testimony before congressional and State legislative committees and
needs little elaboration here. It is practically unanimously agreed
that for economic, conservation, health, and recreational purposes
adequate amounts of open land need to be retained within the metro-
politan areas as the spread of population reaches ever outward from
the central city. For example, the acquisition and preservation of
open land areas could be justified on the basis of watershed protection
alone. Many of the areas most likely to be selected for preservation
would be stream valleys. The protection of some of these valleys from
intensive urban development is essential from the standpoint of drain-
age, flood control, and water supply. The need for adequate areas
of park and other open land for recreational purposes is obvious.
Finally, the provision of adequate open space within the general
pattern of metropolitan development helps to prevent the spread of
urban blight and deterioration. All of these are compelling economic
and social reasons for appropriate steps by different levels of govern-
ment to acquire and preserve open land. Over and above these con-
siderations are those of a strictly esthetic nature. As Senator
Williams of New Jersey, has observed, this need also derives—
from a growing awareness—if not alarm—over the chaotic and enormously
wasteful sprawl of our urban areas and the consequent disappearance of our
lovely old farms and pastures, quiet streams, and wooded hills under the on-
rushing blade of the bulldozer.™

Responsibility for action to acquire and preserve adequate areas
of open land in and around metropolitan areas involves both the
State and local governments. The Commission recommends that the
States equip themselves to take positive action in the form of direct
acquisition of land or property rights therein by the State itself,
especially in (a) the emerging and future areas of urban develop-
ment and () those emergency situations within existing metropolitan
areas where, for one reason or another, local governments cannot or
will not take the necessary action. The Commission also recommends
the enactment of State legislation authorizing (where such authority
does not now exist) such action by local governments. Additionally,

3 Congressional Record, vol. 107, Feb. 9, 1961, p. 1774,
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State or local zoning powers can be employed in a variety of ways to
achieve some of the objectives cited above. .

The Commission envisages in these proposals not only the outright
acquisition of land but more frequently the acquisition of easements
or options designed to retain particular tracts of land in an unde-
veloped state. In other words, rights in the land rather than the
land in itself is usually the most important consideration. By the
acquisition of preemptive easements land can continue to be used for
agricultural and other nonurban purposes but protected against sub-
division for urban development. This type of direct approach is
more effective and subject to less controversy than are various tax
incentive plans designed to encourage owners of farmland to with-
hold their land from real estate developers and subdividers. Appen-
dix G contains a draft State law for purchase of interests and rights
in real property. These draft legislative proposals are based largely
on legisli)&tion already in effect in California and legislation under
consideration by the State of Pennsylvania.

In summary, the draft bill authorizes acquisition by the State of
“conservation easements.” It authorizes a gesignated agency of the
State to plan, designate, acquire, and maintain such easements in
appropriate areas wherever and whenever such is deemed to be in the
public interest. Such easements could include restrictions against
erecting buildings, removal or destruction of trees, dumping of trash,
erection of billboards, and changes detrimental to existing drainage,
flood control, or soil conservation or any other activities inconsistent
with the conservation of open spaces in the public interest. Under
the draft proposal the acquisition of such easements by the State
would not confer any immunity to the property for purposes of local
taxation; the existence of easements would of course affect the level
of assessment. The draft bill further authorizes counties, cities, and
other local units of government to expend public funds for acquiring
outright ownership, development rights, easement, covenant, or other
contractual right necessary to preserve open land.

The Commission believes that the enactment of such legislation
would pave the way for a highly useful activity by State and local
governments in facilitating the orderly and esthetic development of
metropolitan areas. While the Commission is not prepared to recom-
mend that the use of the powers discussed above should be contingent
upon, or pursuant to, a comprehensive State or local plan for land
use, it does recognize that States and local governments having well-
conceived plans are in a decidedly better position to implement effec-
tively the proposed measures.

8. Resolution of disputes among local units of government in metro-
politan areas

The Commission recommends that the States, where necessary, take
legislative or administrative action to encourage and facilitate exer-
cise of discretionary authority by the Governor and his office, to
resolve those disputes among local units of government within metro-
politan areas which (a) cannot be resolved at the local level by mutual
agreement, (b) are not of sufficient scope or subject matter to warrant
special legislative action and (¢) which, however, in the determination
of the Governor, are of such moment as to impede the effective per-
formance of governmental functions in the area.
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In the absence of the establishment of areawide units of govern-
ment, no authority exists short of that of the State by which disputes
between or among counties or cities within metropolitan areas may
be resolved. As a part of the general thesis expressed in this report
the Commission believes that the States must exercise much larger
degrees of both assistance and control with respect to metropolitan
area problems. This is not to suggest that the State endeavor to im-
pose a particular form of government upon a metropolitan area but
rather to use its authority and good offices in the resolution of residual
problems remaining unresolved after the local governments in the
area have utilized all of the available methods of local self-determi--
nation suggested earlier in this report.

The Commission therefore recommends that the discretionary
authority of the chief executive of the State to resolve certain types
of problems arising within the metropolitan areas be clarified and
reaffirmed, through legislative action if necessary. The Commission
does not presume to be specific in this recommendation because the
area of authority involved obviously depends upon a number of fac-
tors including (@) the manner in which executive power is concen-
trated or dispersed within the State government under the State con-
stitution; (6) the extent to which specific State legislation already
exists for the resolution of certain local government problems and
(¢) the general philosophy of the State as between general and spe-
cial legislation for local units of government. However, the follow-
ing arve illustrative of types of matters which in a number of States
might be hest handled through gubernatorial and quasi-judicial action
in contrast to the seeking of special legislation in the specific instance :
boundary and annexation disputes; disputes between local units of
government and agencies of the State, concerning matters such as
routes for State highways; conflicts growing out of overlapping zon-
ing and building regulations imposed on the same area by two or
more local units of government; and conflicting provisions of land
use and other urban development plans proposed for adoption by
different local units of government within the metropolitan area.

The Commission believes that the exercise of a friendly, but firm
hand by the office of the Governor would often avoid a drift into
expedients which could complicate rather than facilitate the evolu-
tion of orderly local government within the metropolitan areas. The
suggestions above confer no new power or responsibility on the State.
Rather, their adoption will serve to make effective a prerogative tra-
ditionally inherent in the corporate nature of the State albeit some-
times limited in the popular exercise of the constitution-making
power. It should be pointed out that the exercise of gubernatoriai
authority recommended here is by no means unusual at the present
time. Examples of intercession by State Governors in the interest of
resolving interlocal disputes have been numerous.



CHAPTER V. EXPANDED AND INTEGRATED ACTIVITY
BY THE NATIONAL GOVERNMENT

Even though the States and the local units of government involved
face up to their responsibilities with regard to metropolitan area plan-
ning and organization as recommended in the preceding chapter, the
national character of a number of the metropolitan area problems dic-
tates increased attention and concern on the part of the National Gov-
ernment, including efforts to coordinate more effectively the impact at
the local level of a considerable number of separate Federal programs.

For example, planning organizations must struggle for an allocation
of scarce funds from commissions and councils besieged with urban
pleas for more investment in schools, streets, highways, parking lots,
parks and airports. In these days of continual urban financial crisis,
neither the States nor the localities have shown readiness to marshal
the financial resources necessary to do an adequate planning job., It
can be argued persuasively that the Federal Government has at least
as great a responsibility to_provide financial assistance for compre-
hensive metropolitan area planning as it does to provide financial as-
sistance in functional activities such as housing, highways, and
hospitals.

Also, there has tended to develop a pattern of direct national-local
relations in some of these functional areas which has prevented the
States from exercising their rightful role in the Federal system. In
this connection, the Kestnbaum Commission emphasized that “the
National Government has an obligation to facilitate State action with
respect to metropolitan problems. It should begin by analyzing the
impact of its activities on metropolitan areas and by working with
the States for better coordination of National and State policies and
programs in such areas.” 32 This report also quoted approvingly from
the “Project East River” civil defense report which stressed the need
for metropolitanwide planning as a basis for directing future develop-
ment in a manner that would reduce urban vulnerability to enemy mili-
tary attack. While the primary responsibility for solving metropoli-
tan problems lies with State and local governments, many considera-
tions, including the number and size of the interstate metropolitan
areas, make these problems a national issue, demanding national ac-
tion. Economic considerations alone, and the predominant position of
the metropolitan areas in the national economy, are enough in them-
selves to make the fullest development of those areas a vital concern
of the Federal Government.

A. EXPANDED AND IMPROVED FEDERAIL FINANCIAL AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE

Urbap renewal programs to date have been too narrow to cope effectively with
th.e basic problgms facing older cities. We must do more than concern ourselves
with bad housing—we must reshape our cities into effective nerve centers for

3 The Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, op. cit., p. 53.
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expanding metropolitan areas. Our urban renewal efforts must be substantially
reoriented from slum clearance and slum prevention into positive programs for
economic and social regeneration * * *, (From President Kennedy’s housing
message to the Congress, March 9, 1961.)

In the preceding chapter, the Commission proposed that the States
take a number of actions designed to provide increased latitude to
metropolitan areas in adjusting the jurisdiction, organization, and
tunctions of local units of government to meet more effectively a va-
riety of problems which have become areawide in scope. The Nation-
al Government, also, in the opinion of the Commission. must be
prepared to accept, as a permanent and continuous responsibility, the
stimulation and support of State and local efforts to achieve an effec-
tive and orderly pattern of metropolitan area development.

1. Federal financial assistance to metropolitan area planning agencies

In order to stimulate the creation of metropolitan area planning
bodies so essential to dealing properly with metropolitan area prob-
lems, the Commission recommends that in addition to current sup-
port of urban planning projects, the National Government provide
continuing financial support on a matching basis for the establish-
ment and operation of such bodies.®

The only significant program of Federal grants to facilitate metro-
¥ohtan and regional area planning began with the enactment of the

Tousing Act of 1954. Section 701 of the act (shown in appendix H)
was originally intended to provide for Federal financial assistance in
the form of grants not to exceed 50 percent of the estimated cost of
urban planning projects of smaller communities lacking adequate
planning resources. As indicated by a pamphlet published by the
Housing and Home Finance Agency explaining this urban planning
assistance program, the 1959 Housing Act amended the language of
section 701 by omitting the reference to the adequacy of planning re-
sources and stating the purpose of section 701 to be threefold:

To assist State and local governments in solving planning problems resulting
from increasing concentration of population in metropolitan and other urban
areas, Including smaller communities; to facilitate comprehensive planning for
urban development by State and local governments on a continuing basis; and
to &ncourage State and local governments to establish and develop planning
staffs.

Two supplementary statements of purposes were included in section
701 as follows: “Planning assisted under this section shall, to the
maximum extent feasible, cover entire urban areas having common
or related urban development problems” and “it is the future intent
of this section to encourage comprehensive planning for States, cities,
counties, metropolitan areas, and urban regions, and the establishment
and development of the organizational units needed therefor.” A defi-
nition of the term “comprehensive planning” is provided which indi-
cates among other things an awareness of the need for intergovern-
mental coordination of all related planning activities among State and
local governmental agencies concerned.

3 Congressman Fountain does not wish to associate himself with this recommendation
pending further consideration. Governor Smylie does not concur in this recommendation.
He states: “I can see little justification in the assumption of a permanent finanecial respon-
sibility by the National Government for a functlon which in a great many of our metro-
politan areas is and will continue to be an intrastate affair. Our Federal system of Gov-
ernment under the Constitution is already characterized by a large number of grants-in-aid
which began as stimulative devices but evolved quickly to the status of permanent
subsidies.”
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Under the provision of the act, the Urban Renewal Administration
is given the authority to make grants of up to 50 percent of the esti
mated cost of the planning work to be done by the State and local
planning agencies. All the grants are subject to terms and condi-
tions prescribed by the Administrator and no portion of any grant
may be used for the preparation of plans for specific public works.
Not only metropolitan or regional agencies are eligible for grants, but
also State planning agencies which do metropolitan or urban planning
{or State instrumentalities designated by the Governor and acceptable
to the Administrator as capable of carrying out planning functions).
Among the governmental units to which the States can provide plan-
ning assistance with these grants are: Cities and other municipalities
with populations of less than 50,000 people; counties of less than 50,
(00 people; groups of adjacent communities with a total population
of less than 50,000 people; as well as metropolitan and regional plan-
ning agencies. Thus, metropolitan area planning agencies can receive
financial assistance under this program either directly or through an
approved State glanning instrument. In extending financial assist-
ance, however, the Administrator may require such assurance as he
deems adequate that the appropriate State and local agencies are mak-
ing reasonable progress in the development of the elements of com-
prehensive planning.

As of September 30, 1960, and covering the period 1954 to 1960, the
Urban Renewal Administration had approved grants totaling almost
$13 million and had disbursed over $8 million for 463 projects in 42
States and 1 Territory. Of the approved amount, almost $5 million
has been earmarked for metropolitan or regional areas, on the basis of
about a 4 to 1 ratio in terms of direct grants as opposed to grants chan-
neled through State planning agencies. One hundred and nineteen di-
rect grants have been approved for 74 different metropolitan areas,
while only 36 indirect grants have been approved for 28 such areas.
Ten States have also had 12 Federal grants approved for comprehen-
sive urban planning totaling about $265,000. Thus, it can be seen that
the localities of under 50,000 population have received considerably
more of the funds approved, reflecting the initial mandate of section
701 to focus on smaller communities.

In reviewing the history of urban planning and current status of
Federal financial assistance under section 701, the Commission is
struck by two facts. First, considering the size and complexity of
metropolitan area planning, and considering that there are now 212
such areas in the United States a $5 million Federal contribution over
a 6-year period is very small indeed. Second, although the planning
grants are not restricted by the terms of the statute to “one-shot” use,
the tendency both locally and nationally has been to use these grants
for the development of comprehensive plans, in contrast to the con-
tinual maintenance and updating of such plans, which, of course, re-
quires professional staff.

The Commission considers the maintenance of the comprehensive
planning function in metropolitan areas to be important from the
standpoint of the general national interest. Financial participation
by the National Government in this activity is at least as well justified
as in many other functions of State and local government in which the
Federal Government shares in the administrative costs. Federal par-
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ticipation in administrative costs is currently authorized in the fields
of agricultural research, hichways (planning and research), civil de-
fense, vocational education, and public assistance, among others.

_ It should be assumed, in the extension of financial support on a con-
tinuing basis, that the structure and program of the planning agency
would be required to meet certain standards of adequacy established
by the administering Federal agency. Without attempting to spell
out here what those standards should be, they might include such fac-
tors as the need for metropolitanwide land-use plans including the
“open spaces” at the urban fringe, thoroughfare p{)ans, mass-transpor-
tation plans, community facilities plans, review of zoning and building
regulations, et cetera.

The Commission recognizes the need for continued Federal support
of urban planning projects by small communities, but believes greater
emphasis should be placed on metropolitanwide planning and that
section 701 assistance to the under-50,000 population localities should
be restricted to subdivisions of the State outside of metropolitan areas.

A brief discussion of present metropolitan planning agencies and
their current budgets appears in appendix I.

The Commission also believes that the State role in metropolitan
area planning should be increased, and that where a State planning
instrument exists and is deemed suitable by the Federal agency, the
metropolitan area planning agency’s request for financial assistance
should be channeled through that State instrument. In this way, the
State can provide the useful service of examining all metropolitan
areawide planning proposals within the State in terms of overall State
policies. Stimulation of the State role in metropolitan planning will
be examined in the next recommendation; it is important to note here,
however, that the work of metropolitan area planning agencies should
be significantly improved if the States have the opportunity to review
the planning grant requests.

2. Federal technical assistance to State and local agencies concerned
with metropolitan area planning

T he Commission recommends that Federal technical assistance for
metropolitan area planning be provided on an adequate and sustained,
basis to both State and metropolitan planning agencies. T his should
be in the form of continuing aid in the development and maintenance
of comprehensive areawide plans. Technical assistance should also be
made available with regard to special projects designed to meet un-
usual situations arising in certain metropolitan areas.

When one examines the activities carried out in many substantive
fields by Federal departments and agencies, it is found that many of
them include making technical assistance available to States and to
individual communities. The Department of Agriculture does so
through the Federal Extension Service (at both the State and local
level), the Forest Service, and the Soil Conservation Service; the
Department of Commerce through (a) the Office of Area Develop-
ment which maintains close laison with other planning and develop-
ment agencies and assists communities in initiating and carrying out
idustrial and area development programs involving technical guid-
ance in securing new industry and expanding existing industry, ()
the Bureau of the Census, which provides consistent and comparable
data in detail for all kinds of geographic areas, (¢) the Bureau of
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Public Roads, which provides technical information covering a wide
variety of subjects and assistance to State highway departments. The
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has for many years
provided technical assistance to State and local governments in the
fields of public welfare, health, and vocational education and rehabili-
tation. Finally, at the regional level, the Tennessee Valley Authority
has a history of cooperation with State planning agencies in the Ten-
nessee Valley States in providing technical assistance to local com-
munities on planning and development matters.**

As pointed out earlier, the Housing Act of 1954 contains a section
requiring that the community to be assisted develop a workable pro-
gram for urban renewal, which includes a comprehensive community
plan. There is also provision made for furnishing an “urban renewal
service” to localities. The HHFA is authorized to assist localities, at
their request, in the preparation of a workable program and to pro-
vide them with technical and professional assistance for planning and
developing local urban renewal programs, and for assembling, an-
alyzing, and reporting information pertaining to such programs.
While the HHFA regional offices provide this service in the first in-
stance, supplemental assistance is available through the central office.

The same 1954 Housing Act, as amended in 1959, authorized the
HHFA Administrator, under section 701, to provide technical as-
sistance for planning on a unified metropolitan basis, but this au-
thority has not been extensively utilized. The Commission recom-
mends an enlarged and invigorated program of Federal technical
assistance to State and local governments with respect to urban plan-
ning. The Commission suggests that this technical assistance be made
avallable through regional offices of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency. Itisassumed that HHFA representatives would call on rep-
resentatives of other Federal agencies to deal with any special aspects
involved in the formulation of such plans which have direct relevance
to the activities of those agencies. While the Federal Government
has recognized that States and metropolitan units need technical
assistance to prepare comprehensive plans, the tendency has been for
the assistance to be too limited, too centralized, and too much of a “one-
shot” character. Therefore the Commission recommends to the Con-
gress that it provide adequate funds to enable the HHFA to render
this service on a continuing basis.*®

In order to insure that the States be given an opportunity to play
their proper role in the planning process, the Commission recommends
that the requests for technical assistance on the part of metropolitan
area planning agencies be channeled through State planning agencies,
where such agencies are organized to provide technical assistance.
In this manner, the States will be able to meet metropolitan needs in
the first instance and only turn to the Federal Government when
additional technical help is required.

3 Tennessee Valley Authority, “TVA Program, the Role of the States and Their Political
Subdivisions” (Knoxville, October 1960).

3 There is a closely related need for adequate development and support of basic Federal
statistical programs which can properly be expected to supply some of the data essential
to sound planning and development in metropolitan areas. ‘“Guiding Metropolitan Growth,”
a report recently issued by the Committee for Economic Development, emphasizes the need
for an inventory of available data and steps to fill major present gaps. Similarly, the
Federal Statistics Users Conference, in its “Long Range Program for Improvement of
Federal Statistics,” bas emphasized the importance of additional figures bearing upon
important areas of localized decisionmaking.
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3. Congressional approval in advance of compacts creating interstate
planning agencies

The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation giving
advance congressional approval to compacts among two or more States
for the purpose of creating metropolitan planning agencies in those
metropolitan areas which cross State lines.

If the problems treated in this report are to be coped with on a
practical basis, some organizational arrangement must be provided
for the development and maintenance of areawide comprehensive
plans in those 20-odd metropolitan areas which cross State lines. The
device of a compact between the relevant States to establish an inter-
state planning agency is one way of providing the necessary planning
organization that does not do violence to the principle of State re-
sponsibility and still gives the planning function a status beyond that
achieved from simple ad hoc cooperative arrangements between the
States concerned. (This is not to say that a compact is an absolute
requirement of an effective planning agency for an interstate metro-
politan area; it is possible to establish such an agency through enact-
ment of identical or parallel statutes by the States concerned.)

The objections to the use of an interstate compact to carry out
certain functions run from its being too inflexible to its inadequacy
or inapplicability to activities of a continuing nature. Much of this
reasoning is associated with the need for the participant States to
arrive at some form of unanimity within which the activity is carried
out. Since what is being sought with respect to metropolitan area
planning is the achievement of a common denominator for all of the
geographic area involved, the compact device has the virtue of bring-
Ing the relevant parties together in a formal way to arrive at a sound
and mutually agreed upon program of development.

When States enter into an interstate compact, it must be approved
by the Congress, as provided under article 1, section 10 of the Con-
stitution. While the initiative with respect to entering into compacts
rests with the States, one now assumes that there is a national interest
in having such compacts negotiated for the purpose of providing for
metropolitanwide comprehensive planning.

The general procedure for obtaining congressional consent to a
compact is for legislation to be introduced in the normal manner of
the legislative process. Since this procedure can mean a considerable
delay in establishing the metropolitan planning agency needed, it
would appear to be in the national interest to provide machinery for a
more rapid congressional consideration of the matter. Such a device
is available through congressional granting of consent in advance to
compacts dealing with a specified subject matter. This device has
been employed in the fields of crime control and civil defense, among
others. Such an approach has the advantages of not only speeding
up congressional consideration, but also of indicating to the States
a potentially favorable national attitude toward such compacts.

In the 1959 Housing Act, Public Law 86-372, the Congress
amended section 701(a) (5) to add planning agencies set up by inter-
state compact to the groups of agencies eligible to receive Federal
planning grants to perform metropolitan or regional planning. Thus
the Congress indicated its recognition of the need for the establish-
ment of interstate planning agencies when the metropolitan area
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crossed State lines. The fact that the Congress provided by law for
the financial support of up to 50 percent of the cost of developing a
comprehensive metropolitan area plan by an interstate compact agency
should be taken as some indication that the Congress would view with
favor a proposal to speed up the creation of such agencies.

The Commission believes that the Congress should spell out in suffi-
cient detail the nature of the consent in advance granted so that the
States will have clear guidelines in negotiating the compacts, with
the additional safeguard of congressional amendment of the enabling
legislation as experience warrants. It is recognized that this pro-
cedure is related exclusively to the planning process and in no way
applies to substantive programs such as sanitation, transportation,
waterfront and port development, etc. The Commission believes that
the States should continue to have primary responsibility for initiat-
ing the necessary compacts but assistance from the National Govern-
ment should be available when needed.

Since the HHF A hag the authority to provide financial assistance
to the interstate compact planning agencies, it would seem appropriate
for the HHFA Administrator, pursuant to general policies of the
administration, to serve as the agent of the National Government in
reviewing the compacts entered into and reporting to the Congress
and the President any relevant findings on the actual operation of
the compact agencies. Thus the Congress would be kept informed
of the activities carried on under compacts formed pursuant to the
consent legislation.

4. Rewview, by a metropolitan planning agency, of applications for
certain Federal functional grants-in-aid -

The Commission recommends the enactment of legislation to require
that—after a specified subsequent date—all applications for Federal
grants-in-aid for airport construction, waste treatment works, urban
renewal, public housing, hospital construction, and urban highways,
veceived from political subdivisions located within metropolitan areas
or which pertain to projects in such areas, bear evidence of having
been reviewed and commented upon—not necessarily approved—>by a
legally constituted metropolitan planning agency having scope and
responsibility for comprehensive planning for the metropolitan area
and, being representative of the population and governmental units of
the area as a whole.

The Commission has noted repeated instances where an official of
a political subdivision in a metropolitan area learns through the news-
papers of a Federal grant for a hospital, sewage treatment plant or
other large physical facility in a neighboring subdivision. Quite
often recriminations follow regarding the need for improved inter-
change of information and for improved coordination in planning for
governmental facilities in the metropolitan area. The Commission
believes that considerations of economy alone, in addition to all of
the other factors mentioned in this report, demand a firm requirement
for full exchange of information within metropolitan areas prior to
sizable Federal contributions for physical facilities in the area. To
this end the above recommendation is directed.

. The existence of comprehensive planning at the metropolitan level
isnot an end in itself. Ashas been pointed out earlier, there is always
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the danger of such plans attaining an “ivory-tower” aspect and not
having a clear-cut role in the governmental process. It would appear
advisable to build the metropolitan area planning function into that
process, especially as it applies to Federal functional grants-in-aid.

Precedent already exists for such a procedure. As already men-
tioned earlier in this report the Housing Act of 1954 requires that
urban renewal and public housing grant requests from localities to the
Urban Renewal Administration of HHF A must be in the context of an
acceptable workable program which includes a comprehensive commu-
nity plan. (See appendix J.) This provision stemmed from the re-
port of the President’s Advisory Committee on Government Housing
Policies and Programs, issued 1n December 1953, which emphasized
that the Federal Government should do everything possible to insure
that the aid provided “will actually do the job intended and that it will
cover the maximum ground.” This legal requirement has obviously
motivated communities with urban renewal and public housing needs
to do the kind of planning jobs that are recommended herein for
metropolitan areas.

Another example, in limited form, of the concept embodied in the
above recommendation is found in Senate bill 8877 of the 86th Con-
gress, designed to provide for more effective coordination between
highway planning and other types of community and land-use
planning and which called for the establishment of a system whereby
the State highway department would submit for comment that part of
its highway plan which deals with metropolitan areas to the unit ap-
proved by the State which has metropolitanwide planning respon-
sibilities. This would build together the planning aspects of the high-
way program on the one hand and the metropolitan area comprehen-
sive planning program on the other on an advisory basis at the
metropolitan area level, with the planning work of two State bodies
coordinated at that level. While no veto power is provided, the
metropolitan area planning agency would become an integral part of
the process of regional highway planning.

The practical effects of the Commission’s recommendations for the
channeling of applications for Federal functional grants-in-aid
through metropolitan planning agencies would be to require the
enactment of State enabling legislation providing for the creation of
an areawide planning agency in each metropolitan area of the State.
Some may argue that such a proposal invades the prerogatives of the
State or that it forces cooperation where the desire to cooperate may
not exist. The Commission believes that the time has come to insure
cooperation among local units of government in the metropolitan areas
and that the main continuing burden of so insuring rests with the
State governments. However, the Commission also believes that both
as a means of backing up the efforts of the State and as a means of
assuring improved coordination of Federal programs, the requirement
recommended above would serve many useful purposes, while still
providing freedom of action to State and local units of government
with regard to the kinds of Federal grants applied for, and flexibility
of decision to the Federal agencies ¢oncerned. Under the Commis-
sion’s proposal, the metropolitan planning agency would not have a
veto power over a Federal grant application; the Federal agency con-
cerned could still approve the grant in the face of a negative recom-
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mendation by the planning agency. However, as a minimum, in-
formation exchange among units of governments at the local level
and among Federal agencies at the Washington level would be
facilitated, and better coordinated planning locally, at the State capi-
tal, and in Washington a hopeful result. . )

In the foregoing recommendations the Commission is urging that
the National Government take action to stimulate, assist, and itself
use the services of State and local government agencies concerned with
metropolitan area planning. It may be useful2 in conclusion, to
anticipate and comment on two queries that might reasonably be
raised concerning these proposals: “Cannot State and local govern-
ments themselves afford to finance metropolitan area planning without
Federal assistance ?” and, “Where are the people to be found to handle
competently the proposed additional activity with regard to metro-
politan area planning #” )

It can readily be agreed that the amount of money which can be
effectively invested in governmental planning for metropolitan areas
will, in the early future, be limited by delays inherent in the establish-
ment and staffing of appropriate agencies. At least during the next
few years, there is directly involved a total sum which for the Nation
as 2 whole could be measured at most in tens of millions rather than
hundreds of millions of dollars. The case for Federal underwriting
of a portion of these costs does not rest on any argument that States
and local governments could not carry this financial load. It is the
Commission’s belief, however, that the Nation has a legitimate and
direct concern in adequate forward planning for its metropolitan
communities, and that the National Government’s participation in
the relatively limited costs involved can help to strengthen our Fed-
eral system.

On the question of potential shortages of “planning” personnel, it
should again be emphasized that the Commission envisages the plan-
ning function as a necessary, practical part of the process of effec-
tive Jocal government in metropolitan areas, rather than as an iso-
lated activity remote from the controlling political instrumentalities
and day-to-day problems of local government in such areas. As this
will suggest, the expansion of agencies charged with comprehensive
planning for metropolitan areas will call for persons with various
background and skills—not only “planners” in the traditional sense,
but engineers, economists, and others having a background in par-
ticular fields—no doubt in many cases based on experience in the
existing structure of local and State government. Certainly, as
studies of the Municipal Manpower Commission show, local govern-
ments already are handicapped—in common with other employers—
by a shortage of people qualified to handle difficult professional and
technical responsibilities. Vigorous and continuing efforts will need
to be made by public and private agencies and by institutions of
higher education toward augmenting the resources of skilled man-
power required by government at all levels. The Commission hopes
and believes that the development of vigorous and effective agencies
for metropolitan area planning will increase incentives to enable
young people to become qualified for work in this field.
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B. IMPROVED COORDINATION OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS IMPACTING UPON
METROPOLITAN AREAS

The Commission recommends that steps be taken within both the
executive and legislative branches of the National Government to
bring together in better coordination and interrelationship the vari-
ous Federal programs which impact upon orderly planning and de-
velopment within the large wrban areas.

The fragmented and conflicting impact at the State and local level
of disparate Federal programs concerning urban highways, urban
renewal, housing, airport and sewage facility construction, and so on,
are well known. If improvements in governmental structure and
metropolitan area planning are to be made by the State and local
level as recommended in the earlier chapters of this report, there must
be corresponding improvement at the national level.

Severafmajor proposals have been advanced for increased activity
by the Executive Office of the President and by the Congress, in-
cluding the establishment of a new special assistant to be “Mr, Urban
Affairs,” the creation, on a basis parallel to that of the Council of
Economic Advisers, of a Council on Metropolitan or Urban Affairs,
and the establishment of an Interagency Coordinating Committee.
These are important proposals, but they involve detailed considera-
tions of the internal organization of the executive branch of the Na-
tional Government upon which this Commission does not proffer a
specific recommendation, since our statutory mandate is confined
to relationships among levels of government, in contrast to the admin-
istrative reorganization of any particular level. The Commission de-
sires to emphasize, however, that intergovernmental relations with re-
spect to urban affairs are being unnecessarily impaired because of in-
adequate coordination of Federal programs and urges prompt and
effective steps toward improvement of this situation.

The Federal response to metropolitan problems has not only tended
to bypass the States; it has also operated on a single-purpose func-
tional basis, with insufficient attention paid to the need for planning
or coordination of the various functions on a comprehensive basis at
the Federal level. While large sums of Federal money have been
spent on such programs as urban renewal, public housing, highways,
airports, hospitals, sewage treatment facilities, river and harbor im-
provements, etc., little attention has been given to developing a coor-
dinated plan of action at the national level to overcome the conflicts
and gaps in their impact upon particular metropolitan areas. Such
Federal coordination includes the need for Federal institutional ar-
rangements for properly relating those aspects of the activities of the
various Federal departments which are concerned with urban affairs,

1. Formulation of national goals and policies

The Federal Government has developed machinery in the Executive
Office of the President for the formulation of a national economic
policy (the Council of Economic Advisers) but it has not as yet come
to grips with the implications of various grant-in-aid and other pro-
grams directly affecting the urban areas. In other words, the existing
machinery does not meet the need for breaking down each of these
programs into its component parts as they affect metropolitan areas
and then reconstructing these parts into a new metropolitan area
policy which is reconcilable with the national goals.
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It is interesting to note, however, that as far back as 1937 the Presi-
dent’s Committee on Administrative Management recommended the
establishment of a permanent planning agency “to serve as a clearing
house of planning interests and concerns in the national effort to pre-
vent waste and to improve our national standard of living;” and “to
cooperate with departmental, State, and local agencies and in general
to use the Board’s good offices to see that planning decisions are not
made by one group in 'i%—norance of relevant undertakings or research
going on elsewhere.” The Committee felt that “this cooperation con-
stitutes an important guaranty against overcentralization in govern-
mental planning and against decay of local governmental interest.” *¢

During this same time the National Resources Committee (later the
National Resources Planning Board) recommended that a unit be set
up in an appropriate Federal agency to conduct urban research and
perform functions for urban communities comparable to those per-
formed for rural communities by the Department of Agriculture.
It went on to urge that the Bureau of the Budget undertake a study
of the best methods for bringing about the closer coordination of
Federal activities in urban communities and for improving and facili-
tating collaboration between the cities and the Federal Government.
‘While no action was taken to implement these recommendations, the
NRPB itself set up 11 regional offices which were not only largely
oriented around State planning agencies and organizations, but also
made a real attempt to deal with regional and subregional planning
in terms of problem areas rather than solely on a political unit basis.
The fact that the NRPB was legislatively “dismissed” in 1943 indi-
cates, among other things, that the real need for Federal coordination
in this field was not yet recognized, possibly because the Federal pro-
grams impinging on metropolitan areas had not yet reached sizable
proportions.

urrently, when the President’s program is prepared, the national
needs in a given number of fields are considered. The Federal activi-
ties scheduled to be carried out in each of these fields tend to be
viewed in terms of meeting the requirements of that field alone.
While the total of all these activities appears to add up to a national
policy, in fact considerable friction develops in the metropolitan areas
where many of the component parts of each of the activities come
into conflict with the corresponding component parts of other ac-
tivities. However, our Federal form of government makes it essen-
tial that the policy coordination function be carried out not only in
Washington and the Federal field offices, but also in conjunction with
State and local agencies. The interaction of all interested parties is
essential to effective programs at the level of the metropolitan area.

At the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Interagency Committee
on Metropolitan Area Problems, a report to incoming President
Kennedy was approved which emphasized that “large-scale urban
development programs are a recent phenomenon * * *, The coordi-
nation problems created by these programs are only now becoming
recognized and understood.” 8 Thus, it is not surprising that no truly

%8 U.S. Pregident’s Committee on Administrative Management, “Administrative Manage-
ment in the Government of the United States, 1937,” pp. 25-26.

87 Ad Hoc Interagency Committee on Metropolitan Area Problems, ‘‘Coordination of
Federal Metropolitan Area Development Activities,” (January 1961) pp. 10-11.
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formal device for coordination has yet been developed at the White
House level. The executive branch over the past 2 or 3 years has
been feeling its way, with the assignment of relevant duties to a
Presidential assistant in the White House and with staff assistance
from the Bureaun of the Budget and from the former Ad Hoc Inter-
agency Committee serving an essentially catalytic function.®®

2. Coordination of operating programs

The Ad Hoc Interagency Committee on Metropolitan Area Prob-
lems developed a list of the programs of the Federal Government
operating primarily in metropolitan areas which shows how many
agencies and what varied activities are now involved in meeting
metropolitan area requirements (see appendix K). The Committee
report indicates that a number of conflicts between these agencies have
arisen and have served to impair the effectiveness of each of the
programs involved. The fact that there was not more evidence of
lack of ccordination was attributed to (1) the existence of gaps as
well as overlaps in the activities; (2) the tendency of Federal agencies
to draw away from each other in administering their programs rather
than duplicate activities; and (3) the lack of a policy framework
against which to evaluate the Federal activities.

‘While the agencies involved in metropolitan activities run the gamut
from the Department of Defense to the Veterans’ Administration, the
Housing and Home Finance Agency has more program involvement
with most metropolitan communities than any of the others. The
Agency itself consists of two constituent units (the Community Facili-
ties Administration and the Urban Renewal Administration) and
three constituent agencies (the Federal Housing Administration, the
Public Housing Administration, and the Federal National Mortgage
Association), all under varying degrees of oversight by the Office of
the Administrator, HHFA.

Interagency problems were dramatized by the differences of ap-

proach between HHF A and the Bureau of Public Roads of the De-
partment of Commerce with regard to the relationship between the in-
terstate highway program and urban renewal activities. While it
would appear obvious that these two functions should be geared to-
gether closely, until recently the planning and actual physical activi-
ties involved in each function were proceeding independently. With
the highway program making no provision for the relocation of the
families forced to move by the construction involved, Mayor Richard-
son Dilworth of Philadelphia pointed out that—
if people are given no help in relocating from the path of highways, this ob-
viously augments the housing problems which the renewal program is trying to
solve. And renewal activities must be closely related to the programing of
highways if we are to avoid, on the one hand, the creation of new blight along
new highways, and, on the other hand, the churning up of a newly rencwed area
to make way for a new highway.”
And to carry this possible oversight one step further, the housing mort-
gage insurance activities often have been developed with little regard
for the metropolitan problems created, of a political, economic, and
social nature, by new patterns of housing development.

88 The Ad Hoc Interagency Committee was abolished by President Kennedy in March
1961 and its functions assigned to_one of the sg‘eclal assistants to the President.

32 Robert H. Connery and Richard H. Leach, “The Federal Government and Metropolitan
Areas” (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960), p. 19.
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There has been one significant exception to this long history of uni-
lateral functional programing. This exceptional approach was
adopted on the assumption that the best way to see that coordination
takes place is to require that the community involved develop a “work-
able program” before being assisted. Thus the Housing Act of 1954
requires that in order to be eligible for certain forms of Federal as-
sistance to urban renewal and public housing, the community must
convince the HHFA Administrator that the purposes of that urban
renewal will be achieved. The community does this by preparing a
workable program that includes among its provisions a comprehen-
sive community plan. If such a plan is in existence, it is expected
that the coordination of Federal and other public and private com-
munity development activities will be facilitated.

One other device has been used for Federal interdepartmental co-
ordination, but only in the field of housing. Under Reorganization
Plan No. 3 of 1947, a National Housing Council was established under
the Housing and Home Finance Agency. The Council consists of
representatives from the Veterans’ Administration, the Departments
of Agriculture, Defense, Commerce, Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and the heads of the three HHFA constituent agencies.
The Housing Administrator serves as the Chairman of the Council.
The object of the Council is to coordinate the activities of all agencies
of the Federal Government concerned directly or indirectly with hous-
ing. There is, however, little indication that this Council has made
any outstanding strides in the direction of coordinating Federal Gov-
ernment housing and financing activities, but rather it has served pri-
marily an educational purpose.

Within the Office of the HHFA Administrator, there is an Office
of Program Policy. This Office assists the Administrator in analyzing
the type and magnitude of metropolitan developments which exist
or are likely to occur, and carries on other duties designed to help
the HHF A meet the metropolitan needs that arise. While this Office
identifies problems requiring coordination between HHFA and other
Federal agencies, and recently helped work out an important program
agreement between the agency and the Department of Commerce, it
is obviously limited in the powers it has to achieve interagency co-
ordination. In any event, it would have difficulty in objectively
evaluating the metropolitan area programs of other Federal agencies
and in getting such evaluations accepted.

One of the recent constructive steps forward in interagency coordi-
nation has been the agreement negotiated between HHFA and the
Department of Commerce in November 1960 to make highway (114
percent) funds and urban planning funds (sec. 701 funds) available
for joint use in comprehensive urban and metropolitan planning (see
appendix L). Thus, we find one of the basic difficulties we mentioned
earlier apparently on the threshold of resolution. The Federal high-
way legislation referred to authorizes the use of 114 percent of total
program funds for planning and research work in connection with
the federally aided highway program.

Under the terms of the agreement a joint steering committee (rep-
resenting the Bureau of Public Roads and the Urban Renewal Ad-
ministration) is to be appointed with overall responsibility for en-
couraging joint planning projects and reviewing and evaluating the
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success of this joint effort at the metropolitan area level. Regional
joint committees from the two agencies will be set up to encourage
and assist the States and local governments to undertake this com-
prehensive planning. Either State or local agencies may initiate a

roposal for a jointly financed planning project, but the project must

e sponsored jointly by (1) a State, metropolitan, or regional plan-
ning agency eligible for urban planning grants, and (2) a State high-
way department. It was presumably the hope of further develop-
ments such as this that led the ad hoc interagency committee to rec-
ommend that the internal structure of the HHFA be strengthened
to vest full operating and policymaking authority in the Adminis-
trator, so that his Office could increase its leadership function among
the Federal agencies with respect to metropolitan activities.

With respect to the coordination of Federal field activities, one
example may merit consideration for future application. From 1943
to 1952, the Budget Bureau maintained four regional offices located
in Dallas, San Francisco, Denver, and Chicago. More were planned
but never approved by Congress. Among its functions, the Bureau’s
field service was assigned responsibility for promoting coordination
of Federal field programs, consulting with State and local officials
with respect to Federal programs affecting them, and appraising the
effect of Federal fiscal policies on State and local governments. The
San Francisco office achieved the highest degree of success of the
units created, being instrumental in the establishment of the Pacific
Coast Board of Intergovernmental Relations, known as PACBIR.
This board developed into a striking example of the successful co-
ordination of all three levels of government.

Every major component of government on the Pacific coast par-
ticipated in this effort at intergovernmental cooperation. Created
on a purely voluntary basis, it served the purpose of mutual discus-
sion and cooperation in administrative efforts to solve mutual prob-
lems. Membership among levels of government was carefully bal-
anced so that no level would be put at a disadvantage. While it had
no power to enforce any decisions, its discussions often led to consensus
and resolution of conflict. Among the items on its agenda were many
of direct significance to metropolitan areas, including housing, indus-
trial development, administration of Federal grant programs, public
works planning and timing, ete.** While the factors which led to the
discontinuance of PACBIR are many and varied, it is relevant to note
that such a device was able to command enthusiastic support from
State and local officials alike, even though objections to it were raised
at the national level.

3. A Department of Urban Affairs

The issue of whether or not there should be established within the
National Government a Department of Urban Affairs, or a com-
parable Cabinet-rank agency, is excluded from treatment in this
report. The Commission is conducting a separate study relating to
this question, and any views or recommendations thereon by the Com-
mission will be issued as a separate document.

@ Stanley K. Crook, “The Pacific Coast Board of Intergovernmental Relations,” Public
Administration Review, vol. 11, No, 2 (spring 1951), and Miriam Roher, “Coast States Try
Cooperation,” National Municipal Review, vol. 34, No. 10 (November 1945).



CHAPTER VI. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

In this report the Commission has presented a considerable number
of recommendations for action by the States and by the National
Government, designed to facilitate intergovernmental cooperation
and simplify governmental structure in the large metropolitan areas.
Seventeen recommendations are presented, of which 13 are directed
to State legislatures. Of these, seven would provide a series of grants
of permissive authority to local units of government which, through
individual choice, the people of metropolitan areas concerned would
utilize to improve local arrangements for the performance of neces-
sary governmental services. The other five recommendations to State
legislatures are designed to assert the leadership of the State with
respect to metropolitan area problems, both through the rendering
of financial and technical assistance to the areas and in the imposition
of necessary regulation and control. Five recommendations are pre-
sented to the executive and legislative branches of the National Gov-
ernment, of which four are designed to provide Federal stimulation
and to otherwise facilitate metropolitan area planning and associated
activities, and one is directed toward improved coordination of Fed-
eral agency programs which have a strong impact upon metropolitan
areas.

The Commission does not presume to have spoken any “final words”
with respect to the problem of intergovernmental relations in metro-

olitan areas. It is the sincere belief of the Commission that the
egislative and administrative proposals contained in this report
would, if placed into effect, constitute significant steps forward in
the amelioration of Federal-State-local relations with respect to the
metropolitan areas and would provide a base for far-reaching im-
provements in the adequacy and efficiency by which governmental
services are provided to over 100 million people living in these vast
urban areas. However, the problems considered herein are so inter-
related that no single proposal, standing alone, can be considered an
effective approach toward this objective. Rather, concurrent and
persistent efforts on a number of fronts by each of the levels of gov-
ernment concerned are considered by the Commission to be absolutely
necessary to sound progress in this very important segment of our
overall governmental structure.

The Commission therefore urges that legislators and officials at all
levels of government give sympathetic consideration to these pro-
posals, recognizing that each level of government and each branch of
government may find some propositions here with which they heart-
ily disagree as well as some which they can strongly endorse. The
Commission believes that the problems of governmental structure,
organization, planning, and cooperation in the metropolitan areas are
so urgent and critical as to require the ushering-in of an “era of re-
ciprocal forbearance” among the units of government concerned. For
example, unless counties and cities are willing to yield some autonomy

57
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to each other and unless the States take necessary, though contro-
versial action along a number of fronts, the final result can only be
a much wider assertion of direct Federal action and control than
either States or local government officials or the people themselves
would be willing to accept under normal circumstances. This result
will come about if the battle lines among levels of government con-
tinue to harden and there is continued thwarting of the desires of the
people for adequate and efficient local government in the metropolitan
areas. Wholesale assumption of metropolitan area functions by the
Federal Government is now recommended by few, if any, thoughtful
people; but it will surely come to pass if the only alternative is chaos,
distintegration, and biclzering at the local level. To those who ques-
tion the justification for the degree of increased Federal responsibility
recommended in this report, the Commission would point out that
moderate Federal action now, designed to stimulate more effective
State and local action, is much to be preferred to a more unitary ap-
proach at a later date.



APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A

Standard metropolitan statistical areas, 1961

Area title

Area definition

Abilene, Tex - -

Albuquerque, N. Mex
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, Pa.-N.J

Altoona, Pa. .o
Amarillo, Tex..

Ann Arbor, Mich
Asheville, N.C oo aaee
Atlanta, Ga

Atlantic City, N.J__ -
Augusta, Ga.-8.C .
Austin, Tex_. -
Bakersfleld, C
Baltimore, Md

Baton Rouge, La
Bay City, Mich

Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex- -
Billings, Mont. ..
Bmgha.mton, N.Y e emeeae
Birmingham, Ala
Boston, Mass. oo

Bridgeport, Conn. ..o s

Brockton, Mass. .o comomaoooaaacaaas

Brownsville-Harlingen-S8an Benito, Tex
Buffalo, N. Y.
Canton, Ohio..._____.....__.

Cedar Rapids, Towa..._...__.
Champaign-Urbsana, . .....
Charleston, 8.C
Charleston, W,
Charlotte,
Chattanooga ‘Tenn.-Ga_.
Chicago, Il

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky_ ... ...

Taylor and Jones Counties, Tex.

Summit Coanty, Ohio.

Dougherty County, Ga.

Alrga%y, Rensselaer, Saratoga, and Schenectady Counties,

Bernalillo County, N. Mex.
Lehxgh and Northampton Counties, Pa.; Warren County,

Blair County, Pa.

Potter and Randall Counties, Tex.

Washtenaw County, chh

Buncombe County, N.C.

Olaytou Cobb, De Ka]b Fulton, and Gwinnett Counties,

Atlantic County, N.J.

Richmond County, Ga Aiken County, 8.C.

Travis County, Tex.

Kern County, Calif.

Baltimore City; Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, and
Howard Counties, Md.

East Baton Rouge Parish, La.

Bay County, Mich,

Jefferson and Orange Counties, Tex,

Yellowstone County, Mont,

Broome County, N,

Jefferson County, Ala.

Suffolk County (Boston, Chelsea, and Revere cities;
‘Winthrop town);

Middlesex County (part) (Cambridge, Everett, Malden,
Medford, Melrose, Newton, Somervxlle, Waltham and
Woburn cities; Arlington, Ashland, Bedford, Belfoont
Burlington, Concord Framingham, Lexmgton, Lincoln,
Natick, North Readmg. Reading, Stoneham, Sudbury,
Wakeﬁeld ‘Watertown, Wayland, Weston, Wilmington,
and Winchester towns);

Essex County (part) (Beverly, Lynn, Peabody and Salem
cities; Danvers, Hamilton, Lynnfield, Manchester,
Marblehead Mlddleton Nahant, Saugus, Swampseott,
Topsfield, and Wenham towns)

Norfolk County (part) (Quincy city; Braintree, Brookline,
Canton, Cohasset, Dedham, Dover. Holbrook, Medﬂeld
Milton, Needham Norfolk, Norwood, Randolph Sharon.
Walpole, Wellesley, Westw ood, and Weymouth towns);

Plymouth County (part) (Duxbury, Hanover, Hingham,
Hull, Marshfield, Norwell, Pembroke, Rockland, and
Scxtuate towns), Mass.

Fairfield County (part) (Bridgeport and Shelton cities;
Fairfield, Monroe, Stratford, and Trumbull towns);

New Hm.en County (part) (Milford town), Conn,

Plymouth County (part) (Brockton eity; Abington,
Bridgewater, East Bridgewater, Hanson, West Bridge-
water, and Whitman towns);

Norfolk_ County (part) (Avon and Stoughton towns);

Bristol County (part) (Easton town), Mass.

Cameron County, Tex

Erie and Niagara Countles, N.Y.

Stark County, Ohio.

Linn County, Iowa.

Champaign County, Ill.

Charleston County, S.C.

Kanawha County, W. Va,

Mecklenburg County, N. C.

Hamilton County, Tenn.; Walker County, Ga.

Cq((l)lk' Du Page, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties,

H%(niilton County, Ohio; Campbell and Kenton Counties,
y.
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Standard metropolitan statistical areas, 1961—Continued

Area title Area definition
Cleveland, Ohio Cuyahoga and Lake Counties, Ohio.
Colorado Springs, COl0. v e cmeaaccacamcanan El Paso County, Colo,
Columbia, 8.C Lexington and Richland Counties, 8.C.
Columbus, Ga.-Ala. ... Chattahoochee and Muscogee Counties, Ga.; Russell

Columbus, Ohio
Corpus Christi, Tex
Dallas, Tex
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ill....
Dayton, Ohio
Decatur, Ill

Denver, Colo.

Des Moines, Iowa.
Detroit, Mich
Dubuque, [owa.
Duluth.Slf\?erior, Minnesota-Wisconsin. ......
Durham, N.C..

X1 Paso, Tex
Erie, Pa. _
Eugene, Oreg. .
Evansville, Indiana-Kentucky . .o cooococaeae
Fall River, Massachusetts-Rhode Island.....

Fargo-Moorhead, North Dakota-Minnesota..
Fitchburg-Leominster, Mass. . cuececacmacceae

Flint, Mich
Fort tauderdale—Hollywood, Flaccocaaa
Fort Smith, Ark.
Fort Wayne, Ind. _
Fort Worth, Tex,
Fresno, Calif.
QGadsden, Ala.
Galveston-Texas City, Tex......_..
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind..
Grand Rapids, Mich

Great Falls, Mont.
Green Bay, Wis_
QGreensbhoro-High Point, N.C_.._____________.
Greenville, 8.C_
Hamijlton-Middletown, Ohio..oocoeeaana o
Harrisburg, Pa
Hartford, Conn.

Honolulu, Hawaii

Houston, Tex..

Huntington-Ashland, W, Va.-Ky.-Ohio__....

Huntsville, Ala__
Indianapolis, Ind
Jackson, Mich

Jackson, Miss..

Jacksonville, Fla
Jersey City, N.J__
Johnstown, Pa.

Kalamazoo, Mich

Kansas City, Mo.-Kans

Kenosha, Wis
Knoxville, Tenn. .

County, Ala.

Franklin County, Ohio.

Nueces County, Tex.

Collin, Dallas, i)enton, and Ellis Counties, Tex.

Scott County, Iowa; Rock Island County, Iil,

Greene, Miamt, and Montgomery Counties, Ohio.

Macon County, IIl.

Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, and Jefferson Coun-
ties, Colo,

Polk County, lowa.

Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne Counties, Mich,

Dubuque County, Iowa,

St. Louis County, Minn.; Douglas County, Wis.

Durham County, N.C,

El Paso County, Tex.

Erie County, Pa.

Lane County, Oreg.

Vanderburgh County, Ind.; Henderson County, Ky.

Bristol County (part) (Fall River City; Somerset, Swan-
sea, and Westport towns), Mass.; Newport County
(part) (Tiverton town), RI

Cass County, N. Dak.; Clay County, Minn,

Worcester County (part) (Fitchburg and Leominster
cities; Lunenburg town); Middlesex County (part)
(Shirley town), Mass,

Genesee County, Mich.

Broward County, Fla.

Sebastian County, Ark,

Allen County, Ind.

Johnson and Tarrant Counties, Tex.

Fresno County, Calif,

Etowah County, Ala.

Galveston County, Tex.

Lake and Porter Counties, Ind.

Kent County, Mich.

Cascade County, Mont.

Brown County, Wis.

QGuilford County, N.C.

Greenville County, 8.C.

Butler County, Ohio.

Cumberland and Dauphin Counties, Pa.

Hartford County (part) (Hartford city; Avon, Bloomfield,
Canton, East Hartford, East Windsor, Enfield, Farm-
ington, Glastonbury, Manchester, Newington, Rocky
Hill, Simsbury, South Windsor, Suffield, West Hartford,
‘Wethersfleld, indsor, and Windsor Locks towns),
Middlesex County (part) (Cromwell town); Tolland
County (part) (Vernon town), Conn.

Honolulu County, Hawaii.

Harris County, Tex.

Cabell and Wayne Counties, W. Va.; Boyd County, Ky.;
Lawrence County, Ohio.

Madison County, Ala.

Marion County, Ind.

Jackson County, Mich.

Hinds County, Miss.

Duval County, Fla.

Hudson County, N.J.

Cambria and Somerset Counties, Pa.

Kalamazoo County, Mich.

Clay and Jackson Counties, Mo.; Johnson and Wyandotte
Counties, Kans.

Kenosha County, Wis,

Anderson, Blount, and Knox Counties, Tenn.

Caleasieu Parish, La.

Lake Charles, La_
Lancaster, Pa
Lansing, Mich.
Laredo, Tex.

Las Vegas, Nev._.
Lawrence-Haverhill, Mass.-N.H.____._.____.

Lawton, Okla.

Lancaster County, Pa.

Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham Counties, Mich.

Webb County, Tex.

Clark County, Nev.

Essex County (part) (Lawrence and Haverhill cities;
Andover, Groveland, Methuen, and North Andover
towns), Mass.; Rockingham County (part) (Plaistow
and Salem cities), N.H.

Co he County, Okla.

Lewiston-Auburn, Maine

Lexington, Ky.
Lime, Ohfo.

Lincoln, Nel

br.
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Ark__.......

Androscoggin County (part) (Auburn and Lewiston cities;
Lisbon town), Maine.

Fayette County, Ky.

Allen County, Ohio.

Lancaster County, Nebr.

Pulaski County, Ark.
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Standard metropolitan statistical dreas, 1961—Continued

Area title Area definition

Lorain-Elyria, Ohio.ec cce. e meccav———— Lorain County, Ohio.

Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif_.u_..__.__ ..-| Los Angeles and Orange Counties, Calif.

Louisville, Ky.-Indiana Jefferson County, Ky.; Clark and Floyd Counties, Ind.

Lowell, Mass... Middlesex County (part) (Lowell City; Billerica, Chelms.
%)Ird. Dracut, Tewksbury, and Tyngsborough towns),

858,

Lubbock, Tex Lubbock County, Tex.

Lynchburg, Va... Lynchburg City; Amherst and Campbell Counties, Va.

Macon, Ga, ..| Bibb and Houston Counties, Ga.

Madison, Wis ; Dane County, Wis.

Manchester, N.H .

Memphis, Tenn
Meriden, Conn._._.
Miami, Fla.
Midland, TOX.o-ove--- e R,
Milwaukee, Wis
Minneapolis-8t. Paul, Min

Mobile, Ala
Monroe, La.

Montgomery, Ala.

Muncie, Ind... ‘
Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Mic
Nashville, Tenn

New Bedford, Mass

New Britain, Conn_.._._.__.._. ... —————

New Haven, Conn

New London-Groton-Norwich, Connh...._.._

New Orleans, La.

New York, N.Y._. e
Newark, N.J i iee

Newport News-Hampton, Va.
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va. . ccoaaaoas wm—————

Norwalk, Conn.

Odessa, Tex-...
Ogden, Utah

Oklahoma City, Okla.
Omaha, Nebraska-Iowa.

Orlando, Fla. . .-
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic,
Pensacola, Fla...

Peoria, I1l._.

Philadelphia,

Phoenix, Ariz.

Pitisburgh, Pa.

Pittsfield, Mass.
Portland, Maine.

Portland, Oreg.-Wash_ ..o o.eueoocimoamneas
Providence-Pawtucket, R.I.-Mass

Hillsborough County (part) (Manchester city and Goffs-
town town), N.H,

8helby Counéy, Tenh.

New Haven County (part) (Meriden city), Conn.

Dade County, Fla.

Midland County, Tex.

Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties, Wis.

Anoka, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, and Washington
Counties, Minn,

Mobile County, Ala.

Quachita Parish, La.

Montgomery County, Ala.

Delaware County, Ind,

Muskegon County, Mich,

Davidson County, Tenn,

Bristol County (part) (New Bedford city; Acushnet,
Dartmouth and Fairhaven towns); Plymouth County
(part) (Marion and Mattapoisett towns); Mass.

Hartford County (part) (New Britain city; Berlin, Plain.
ville and Southington towns) Conn.

New Haven County (part) (New Iaven city; Branford,
East Haven, Guilford, Hamden, North Haven, Orange,
‘West Haven and Woodbridge towns), Conn.

New London County (part) (New London and Norwich
cities; East Lyme, Groton, Ledyard, Montville, Preston,
Stonington and Waterford towns), Conn.

Jefferson, Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes, La.

New York City (Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens and
Richmond Counties); Nassau, Rockland, Suffolk and
‘Westchester Counties, N,Y.

Essex, Morris and Union Counties, N.J.

Newport News and Hampton Cities; and York County,

Va.

Norfolk, South Norfolk, Portsmouth and Virginia Beach
cities; Norfolk and Princess Anne Counties, Va.

Feirfield County (part) (Norwalk city; Westport and
‘Wilton towns), Conn.

Ector County, Tex.

Weber County, Utah, .

QOanadian, Cleveland, end Oklahoma Counties, Okla.

Douglas and Sarpy Counties, Nebr.; Pottawattamie
County. Iowa.

Orange and Seminole Counties, Fla.

Beérgen and Passaic Counties, N.J,

Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties, Fla.

Peoria and Tazewell Counties, I1l.

Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadel-
'%hia Counties, Pa.; Burlington, Camden, and Gloucester
Counties N,JJ.

Maricopa County, Ariz.

Alleghenry, Beaver, Washington, and Waestmoreland
Counties, Pa.

Berkshire County (part) (Piitsfield city; Dalton, Lenox,
and Lee towns), Mass.

Cumberland County (part) (Portland, South Portland and
‘Westbrook cities; Cape Elizabeth and Falmouth
towns), Maine.

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Countles,
Oreg.; Clark County, Wash.

Providence County (part) (Central Falls, Cranston, East
Providence, Pawtucket, Providence and Woonsocket
cities; Burrjllville, Cumberland, Johnston, Lincoln,
North Providence, North Smithfield and Smithfield
towns); Washington County (part) (Narragansett and
North Kingstown towns); Kent County (part) (Warwick
city, Coventry, East Greenwich, and West Warwick
towns); Bristol County (part) (Barrington, Bristol, and
Warren towns); Newport County (part) (Jamestown
town), R.I; Bristol County (part) (Attleboro city,
North Attleboro, and Seekonk towns); Norfolk County
(part) (Bellingham, Franklin, Piainville, and Wrentham

wns); Worcester County (part) (Blackstone and

Millville towns), Mass,
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Standard metropolitan statistical areas, 1961—Continued

Area title

Area definition

Provo-Orem, Utah
Pueblo, Colo
Racine, Wis,
Raleigh, N.C._
Reading, Pa
Reno, Nev
Richmond, Va
Roanoke, Va.__
Rochester, N.Y
Rockford, I11
Sacramento, Calif.
Saginaw, Mich
St. Joseph, Mo
St. Louis, Mo.-Ill.

Salt Lake City, Utah. e oaccacaaee
San Angelo, Tex..
San Antonio, Tex
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif_._.
San Diego, Calif.

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif_ . _________

San Jose, Calif_..
Santa Barbara, Calif. oo
Savannah, Ga, -
Seranton, Pa.
Seattle, Wash
Shreveport, La.
Sioux City, Iowa.
Sioux Falls, 8. Dak. oo
South Bend, Ind
Spokane, Wash___
Springfield, Il___..
Springfleld, Mo
Springfield, Ohio.
Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, Mass_...._...

Stamford, Conn._ s
St:ubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W, Va___________

Stockton, Calif . ...
Syracuse, N.Y .
Tacoma, Wash
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla___._______________
Terre Haute, Ind
Texarkana, Tex.-Ark
Toledo, Ohio

Topeka, Kans..__
Trenton, N.J el
Tucson, Ariz
Tulsa, Okla.
Tuscaloosa, Ala
Tyler, Tex._._.
Utwa—Rome, N.Y
Waco, T
Washingbon, D.C.-Maryland-Virginia._.__._.

Waterbury, Conn

Waterloo, Towa . _ .o
West Palm Beach, Fla_.
‘Wheeling, W. Va.-Ohio

Wichita, Kans_

Wichita Falis, Tex.
Wilkes-Barre-Hazelton, Pa..
Wilmington, Del.-N.

‘Winston-Salem, N.C..
‘Worcester, MasS. o .cuooooooooon oL

York, Pa

Youngstown-Warren Ohio.._.. T

Utah County, Utah.

Pueblo County, Colo.

Racine County, Wis.

Wake County, N.C.

Berks County, Pa.

‘Washoe County, Nev,

Richmond Clty, Chesterficld and Henrico Counties, Va.

Roanoke City; Roanoke County, Va.

Monroe County, N.Y.

‘Winnebago Couuty .

Sacramento County, Calif.

Saginaw County, Mich.

Buchanan County, Mo.

St. Louis City; Jefferson, St. Charles, and St. Louis
Counties, Mo., Madison and St. Clair Counties, Ill.

Salt Lake County, Ttah.

Tom Green County Tex.

Bexar County, Tex.

Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, Calif.

San Diego County, Calif.

Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo,
and Solano Counties, "Calif.

Santa Clara County, Calif.

Santa Barbara County, Calif.

Chatham County, Ga.

Lackawanna Count Pa.

King and Snohomish Counties, Wash.

Bossier and Caddo Parishes, La.

Woodbury County, Iowa.

Minnehaha County, S. Dak.

St. Joseph County, Ind.

Spokane County, Wash,

Sangamon County, Il

Greene County, Mo.

Clark County, Ohio.

Hampden County (part) (Chicopee, Holyoke, Springfield,
and Westfield cities; Agawam, East Longmeadow,
Longmeadow, Ludlow, Monson, Palmer, West Spring-
field, and Wilbraham towns); Hampshire County (part)
(Northampton city; Easthampton, Hadley, and South
Hadley towns); Worcester County (part) (Warren
town), Mass.

Fairfield County (part) (Stamford city; Darien, Green-
wich, and New Canaan towns), Con

Je{)!;rs&n County, Ohio; Brooke and Hancock Counties,

San Joaquin County, Calif,

Madison, Onondaga, and Oswego Counties, N.Y.

Pierce County, Wash.

Hillsborough and Pinellas Counties, Fla.

Vigo County, Ind.,

Bowie County, Tex.; Miller County, Ark.

Lucas County, Ohio

Shawnee County, Kans.

Mercer County, N.J.

Pima County, Ariz.

Creek, Osage, and Tulsa Counties, Okla.

Tuscaloosa County, Ala.

Smith County, Tex,

Herkimer and Oneida Counties, N.Y.

McLennan County, Tex.

Washington, D.C.; Alexandria and Falls Church cities;
Arlington and Fairfax Counties, Va.; Montgomery and
Prince Georges Counties, Md.

New Haven County (part) (Waterbury city; Naugatuck
Borough; Beacon Falls, Cheshire, Middlehury, Prospect,
and Wolcott towns); Litchfield County (part) (Thomas—
ton and Watertown tow ns), Conn.

Black Hawk County, Iowa.

Palm Beach County, Fla.

Ohu})“and Marshall Countles, W. Va.; Belmont County,

Sedgwick County, Kans.

Archer and chhxta Counties, Tex.

Luzerne County, P

New Castle Countv 'Del.; Salem County, N.J.

Forsyth County, N.

Worcester County (part) (Worcester city; Auburn, Berlin,
Boylston, Brookficld, East Brookfield, Grafton, Ho]den
Leicester, Millbury, Northborough, Northbridge, North
Brookfield, Oxford, Shrewsbury Spencer, Sutton, Upton,
Westborough and West Boylsbon towns), Mass.

York County,

Mahoning and Trumbull Counties, Ohio.
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Standard congolidated areas

New York-Northeastern New Jersey :
New York, N.Y., standard metropolitan statistical area
Newark, N.J., standard metropolitan statistical area
Jersey City, N.J., standard metropolitan statistical area
Paterson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J., standard metropolitan statistical area
Middlesex and Somerset Counties, N.J.
Chicago, I11.-Northwestern Indiana:
Chicago, Ill., standard metropolitan statistical area
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind., standard metropolitan statistical area
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APPENDIX B

Land area of the 130 cities having a 1960 populatiqn of 100,000 or more as of
Apr. 1, 1960 and 1950

Land area Land area
(square miles) (square miles)
City asof Apr. 1 City asof Apr. 1

1960 1950 1960 1950
Akron, Ohio. 63.9 53.7 || Memphis, Tenn.. | 128.2 104.2
Albany, N.Y. 19,0 19.0 || Miami, Fla - 34.2 34,2
Albuquerque, 56,2 47.9 || Milwaukee, Wis.. 91.1 50.0
Allentown, Pa 17.6 15.9 {| Minneapolis, Minn 56.5 53.8
Armarillo, Tex. 54.8 20.9 || Mobile, Ala-._. 152.9 28.4
Anaheim, Cali; 24.8 4.5 || Montgomery, Al 31.8 26.1
Atlanta, Ga. 128.2 36.9 || Nashville, Tenn. 29.0 22.0
Austin, Tex. 49,4 32.1 || Newark, N.J. 23.6 23,6
Baltimore, M 79.0 78.7 {| New Bedford, 19.1 19,1
Baton Rouge, La 3L0 30.2 || New Haven, Conn 17.9 17.9
Beaumont, Tex. 70.8 31.4 || New Orleans, La. 198.8 199.4
Berkeley, Cali 9.7 9.5 || Newport News, V; 75.0 4.2
Birmingham, Al 74.5 65.3 || New York, N.Y_ 315.1 313.1
Boston, Mass 47.8 47.8 (| Niagara Falls, N 13.5 12,7
Bridgeport, Conn. 17.9 14.6 || Norfolk, Va..__ 60.0 28.2
Buffalo, N.Y... 39.4 39.4 || Oakland, Cali 53.0 53.0
Cambridge, M 6.3 6.2 || Oklahoma Cit 321.5 50,8
Camden, N.J. . 8.7 8.6 || Omaha, Nebr._..__ 5.2 40.7
Canton, Ohi 14.3 14.1 || Pasadena, Cal 22,6 21.3
Charlotte, N 64.8 30.0 | Paterson, N.J 8.4 8,1
Chattanooga, Te! 36.7 28,0 |i Peoria, Ili_. 15.2 12.9
Chicago, Ill... 224.2 207.6 || Philadelphia, Pa 120.7 127, 2
Cincinnati, Oh: 71.3 75.1 {| Phoenix, Ariz.. 187.4 17,1
Cleveland, Ohio.. 81.2 75.0 || Pittsburgh, Pa 54.1 54.2
Columbus, Ga. 26,4 12.0 {| Portland, Oreg 67.2 64,1
89.0 39.4 || Portsmouth, V 18.0 10.2
37.8 21.5 || Providence, R 17.9 17.9
279.9 112.0 || Richmond, Va 37.0 37.1
- 33,6 25.0 || Rochester, N. 36.4 36.0
Dearborn, Mic 25.3 25.3 |} Rockford, Il 26.0 14.0
Denver, Colo.. 71.0 66.8 il Sacramento, C 45.1 16.9
Des Moines, Io 64.5 54.9 || St. Loulis, Mo. 61.0 61.0
Detroit, Mich... 139.6 139.6 || St. Paul, Minn 52.2 52.2
Duluth, Minn 62.6 62.3 || St. Petersburg, FI. 54.0 52,2
Elizabeth, N.J 11.7 11.7 || Salt Lake City, Utal 56.1 53.9
El Paso, Tex 114.6 25.6 || San Antonio, Tex_ 160.5 69,5
Erie, Pa.__ 18.8 18.8 || San Diego, Calif.. 192.4 90.4
Evansville, 32.0 18.0 || San Francisco, Calif. 47.6 44.6
Flint, Mich__. 29.9 29.3 (| San Jose, Calif.___ 54.5 17.0
Fort Wayne, Ind.. 36.8 18.8 || Santa Ana, Calif.. 21,3 10.8
Fort Worth, TeXecac-- 140.5 93.7 || Savannah, Ga_. 41.5 14,6
Fresno, Califoo.cceeoae 28.6 15.0 || Scranton, Pa_ 25,3 24,9
Gary, Ind. .. _ceeeos 41.6 41.6 || Seattle, Wash_... 83.6 70.8
Glendale, Calif oo _oueoo oo . 29.3 20.3 || Shreveport, La... 36.0 24.0
Grand Rapids, Micha aceaceeee.. 24. 4 23.4 |I South Bend, Ind. 23.8 20.2
Greensboro, N.Caceemooomcaaaaoe 48.6 18.2 || Spokane, Wash.._ 43.0 415
Hammond, Ind.._. 23.5 23.5 || Springfield, Mass. 33.1 3L.7
Hartford, CONN.aveavecmmcmcccanan 17,4 17.4 || Syracuse, N.Y.... 25.0 25.3
Honolulu, Hawaiic aaaooooooeaoaon 83.9 80.9 || Tacoma, Wash. 47.5 47.9
Houston, TeX_ caecececaacecccacoan 328.1 160.0 || Tampa, Fla.c.... 85.0 19.0
Indianepolis, Ind.. ——emmm——— 7.2 55.2 || Toledo, Ohi0acueecaccmcnccaccaee 48.2 38.3
Jackson, MIiSS. cceccomcaoamanaaaan 46. 5 27.0 || Topeka, Kans. 36.1 12.5
Jacksonville, Flaeaeacaamcaacacace, 30.2 30.2 || Torrance, Calif. oo ——— 20.0 18.9
Jersey City, e 19.0 13.0 || Trenton, N.J. 7.4 7.2
Kansas City, Kans.. 40.6 18,7 1| Tucson, ArfZeemecaccecaeacs vemeca]  70.9 0.5
Kansas Oit% Mo.. 129.8 80.8 || Tulsa, Okla 47.8 26.7
Knoxville, Tenn.... 25. 4 25.4 || Utlea, N. Y oo vmcce e 17.0 15.8
Lansing, Mich__.- -} 2L2 14.1 || Washington, D.C. 61. 4 6.4
Lincoln, Nebr._-.. | 25.4 23.8 || Waterbury, Conn. oo ooecaee 27.6 27.6
Little Rock, Ark.. .| 283 21.0 || Wichita, Kans. 51.9 25.7
Long Beach, Calil. - 45.9 34.7 || Wichita Falls, Tex.._._... ———— 37.3 14.1
Los Angeles, Calif. _.| 454.8 450.9 || Winston- Salem, N.C. 311 18.8
Louisville, Ky... --| 671 39.9 || Worcester, Mass.... 37.0 37.0
Lubbock, Tex. -- 75.0 17.0 || Yonkers, N.Y.... 18.3 17.2
Madison, WiSuanen-s mmeamamocman 35.7 15.4 || Youngstown, Ohio. o ccocanuaan 33.2 32.8

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; based on city reports to the Bureau in connection with the decennial

population census.
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APPENDIX C
SUGGESTED STATE LEGISLATION ON INTERLOCAL CONTRACTING®

[Title should conform to State requirements]

(Be it enacted, etc.)

Section 1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this act to permit local governmental
units to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling them to cooper-
ate with otber localities on a basis of mutual advantage and thereby to provide
services and facilities in a manner and pursuant to forms of governmental
organization that will accord best with geographie, economic, population, and
other factors influencing the needs and development of local commurities.

Section 2. Short Title. This act may be cited as the Interlocal Cooperation
Act.

Section 3. Public Agency Defined. (a) For the purposes of this act, the term
“public agency” shall mean any political subdivision (insert enumeration, if
desired) of this State; any agency of the State government or of the United
States; and any political subdivision of another State.

(b) The term “State’” shall mean a State of the United States and the District
of Columbia.

Boction 4. Interlocal Agreements. (a) Any power or powers, privileges or
authority exercised or capable of exercise by a public agency of this State may
be exercised and enjoyed jointly with any other public agency of this State,
and jointly with any public agency of any other State or of the United States
to the extent that the laws of such other State or of the United States permit
such joint exercise or enjoyment. Any agency of the State government when
acting jointly with any public agency may exercise and enjoy all of the powers,
privileges and authority conferred by this act upon a public agency.

(b) Any two or more public agencies may enter into agreements with one
another for joint or cooperative action pursuant to the provisions of this act.
Appropriate action by ordinance, resolution, or otherwise pursuant to law of
the governing bodies of the participating public agencies shall be necessary
before any such agreement may enter into force.

(¢) Any such agreement shall specify the following:

1. Its duration.

2. The precise organization, composition, and nature of any separate legal
or administrative entity created thereby together with the powers delegated
thereto, provided such entity may be legally created.

3. Its purpose or purposes.

4. The manner of financing the joint or cooperative undertaking and of
establishing and maintaining a budget therefor.

5. The permissible method or methods to be employed in accomplishing
the partial or complete termination of the agreement and for disposing of
property upon such partial or complete termination.

6. Any other necessary and proper matters.

(d) In the event that the agreement does not establish a separate legal entity
to conduct the joint or cooperative undertaking, the agreement shall, in addition
Ito iitems 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 enumerated in subdivision (c) hereof, contain the fol-
owing:

1. Provision for an administrator or a joint board responsible for admin!s-
tering the joint or cooperative undertaking. In the case of a joint board
public agencies party to the agreement shall be represented.

2. The manner of acquiring, holding, and disposing of real and personal
property used in the joint or cooperative undertaking.

(e) No agreement made pursuant to this act shall relieve any public agency
of any obligation or responsibility imposed upon it by law except that to the
extent of actual and timely performance thereof by a joint board or other legal
or administrative entity created by an agreement made hereunder, said per-
formance may be offered in satisfaction of the obligation or responsibility.

(f) Every agreement made hereunder, shall, prior to and as a condition
precedent to its entry into force, be submitted to the attorney general who shall
determine whether the agreement is in proper form and compatible with the laws
of this State. The attorney general shall approve any agreement submitted to

1 Developed by Committee of State Officials on Suggested State Legislation of Council of
?::t;sg?y’e;%m%xwg?nd contained in the Council’s “Suggested State Legislation, Program
f . f
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him hereunder unless he shall find that it does not meet the conditions set forth
herein and shall detail in writing addressed to the governing bodies of the public
agencies concerned the specific respects in which the proposed agreement fails to
meet the requirements of law, Failure to disapprove an agreement submitted
hereunder within (.__-_) days of its submission shall constitute approval thereof.

(g) [Financing of joint projects by agreement shall be as provided by law.]

Section 5. Filing, Status, and Actions. Prior to its entry into force, an agree-
ment made pursuant to this act shall be filed with (the keeper of local public
records) and with the (secretary of state). In the event that an agreement en-
tered into pursuant to this act is between or among one or more public agencies
of this State and one or more public agencies of another State or of the United
States, said agreement shall have the status of an interstate compact, but in any
case or controversy involving performance or interpretation thereof or liability
thereunder, the public agencies party thereto shall be real parties in interest and
the State may maintain an action to recoup or otherwise make itself whole for
any damages or liability which it may incur by reason of being joined as a party
therein. Such action shall be maintainable against any public agency or agencies
whose default, failure of performance, or other conduct caused or contributed to
the incurring of damage or liability by the State.

Section 6. Additional Approval in Certain Cases. In the event that an agree-
ment made pursuant to this act shall deal in whole or in part with the provision
of services or facilities with regard to which an officer or agency of the State
government has constitutional or statutory powers of control, the agreement
shall, as a condition precedent to its entry into force, be submitted to the State
officer or agency having such power of control and shall be approved or disap-
proved by him or it as to all matters within hisg or its jurisdiction in the same
manner and subject to the same requirements governing the action of the attor-
ney general pursuant to section 4(f) of this act. This requirement of submission
and approval shall be in addition to and not in substitution for the requirement
of submission to and approval by the attorney general.

Section 7. Appropriations, Furnishing of Property, Personnel and Service.
Any public agency entering into an agreement pursuant to this act may appro-
priate funds and may sell, lease, give, or otherwise supply the administrative
joint board or other legal or administrative entity created to operate the joint or
cooperative undertaking by providing such personnel or services therefor as may
be within its legal power to furnish.

Section 8. (Insert severability clause, if desired.)

Section 9. (Insert effective date.)

APPENDIX D
[Suggested State Legislation]
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION
SUGGESTED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT *

[Title, format and procedural practice for constitutional amendment should
conform to state practice and requirements.]

Ynhject to any provision which the legislature may make by statute, the state,
or any one or more of its municipal corporations and other subdivisions, may
exercise any of their respective powers, or perform any of their respective func-
tions and may participate in the financing thereof jointly or in cooperation with
any one or more other states, or municipal corporations, or other subdivisions
of such states, or the United States, including any territory, possession or other
governmental unit thereof, or any one or more foreign powers, including any
governmental unit thereof,

Any other provision of this constitution to the contrary notwithstanding, an
officer or employee of the state or any municipal corporation or other subdivision
or agency thereof may serve on or with any governmental body as a representa-
tive of the state or any municipal corporation or other subdivision or agency

1 Developed by Committee of State Officlals on Suggested State Legislation of the Council
of State Governments and contained in the Council’s “Suggested State Legislation, Pro-
gram for 1961,” p. 66.
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thereof, or for the purpose of participating or assisting in the consideration or
performance of joint or cooperative undertakings or for the study of govern-
mental problems, and shall not be required to relinquish his office or employment
by reason of such service. The legislature by statute may impose such restric-
tions, limitations or conditions on such service as it may deem appropriate.

APPENDIX E

DRAFT “MODEL STATE METROPOLITAN SERVICES Law”?

AN ACT Providing for the creation and operation of metropolitan service corporations to
provide and coordinate certain specified public services and functions for particular
areas

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State 0f ccee oo H

Title 1. Purpose of this Act, and Definitions

SecrioNn 1. It is hereby declared to be the public policy of the State of
________________ to provide for the people of the populous metropolitan areas
in the State the means of obtaining essential services not adequately provided
by existing agencies of local government. The growth of urban population and
the movement of people into suburban areas has created problems of sewage
and garbage disposal, water supply, public transportation, planning, parks and
parkways which extend beyond the boundaries of cities, counties and special
districts. For reasons of topography, location and movement of population, and
land conditions and development, one or more of these problems camnnot be
adequately met by the individual cities, counties and districts of many metro-
politan areas.

It'is the purpose of this act to enable cities and counties to act jointly to
meet these common problems in order that the proper growth and development
of the metropolitan areas of the State may be assured and the health and
welfare of the people residing therein may be secured.

SEc. 2. As used herein:

(1) “Metropolitan service corporation” means a municipal service corporation
of the Stateof _______________ created pursuant to this act.

(2) “Metropolitan area” means an area containing a city having 50,000 or
more inhabitants and consisting of a county or group of contiguous counties.

(3) “Service area” means the area contained within the boundaries of an
existing or proposed metropolitan service corporation.

(4) “City” means an incorporated city or town.

(5) “Component city” means an incorporated city or town within a service
area.

(6) “Component county” means a county of which all or part is included
within & service.area.

(7) “Central city” means the city with the largest population in a service
area.

(8) “Central county” means the county containing the city with the largest
population in a service area.

(9) “Special district” means any municipal corporation of the State of
eemeee————-_ other than a city, town, county, school district, or metropolitan
service corporation.

(10) “Metropolitan council” means the legislative body of a metropolitan
service corporation.

(11) *“City council” means the legislative body of any city or town.

(12) “Population” means the number of residents as shown by the figures
released from the most recent official Federal or State census.

(13) “Metropolitan function” means any of the functions of government
named in Title I, Section 2 of this act.

(14) “Authorized metropolitan function’” means a metropolitan function which
a metropolitan service corporation shall have been authorized to perform in the
manner provided in this act.

1The text of this Model Act is based largely upon the provisions of Chapter 213, L
of 1957, State of Washington. P pe aws
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TitleI1. Area and Functions of a Metropolitan Service Corporation

‘SEC. 1. A m_etropolitan service corporation may be organized to perform cer-
_tam metropohtan functions, as provided in this act, for a service area consist-
ing of contiguous territory which comprises all or part of a metropolitan area
and inclugies the entire area of two or more cities, of which at least one has
a population of 50,000 or more: Provided, That if a metropolitan service cor-
poration st_1a11 be authorized to perform the function of metropolitan comprehen-
sive glaumng it shall exercise such power, to the extent found feasible and ap-
prop}'xate, for the entire metropolitan area rather than only for some smaller
service area. No metropolitan service corporation shall have a service area
yvhlch includes only a part of any city, and every city shall be either wholly
tncludcle)d l;)rbwl'xolllydeﬁclud&d fr(l)lm the boundaries of a service area. No terri-

ory sha e included within the service area of i
e AvCreiidviay more than one metropolitan

SEC. 2. A metropglittﬁn gelrlvice co?oration shall have the power to perform
any one or more o e following functions, wh iz i
B i e g A en authorized in the manner

(1) Metropolitan comprehensive planning.

(2) Metropolitan sewage disposal.

(3) Metropolitan water supply.

(4) Metropolitan public transportation.

(5) Metropolitan garbage disposal.

(6) Metropolitan parks and parkways.

Sec. 3. With respect to each function it is authorized to perform, a metro-
politan service corporation shall make services available throughout its service
area on a uniform basis, or subject only to classifications or distinctions which
are applied uniformly throughout the service area and which are reasonably
related to such relevant factors as population density, topography, types of users,
and volume of services used. As among various parts of the service area, no
differentiation shall be made in the nature of services provided, or in the condi-
tions of their availability, which is determined by the fact that particular terri-
tory is located within or outside of a component city.

Sreo. 4. In the event that a component city shall annex territory which, prior
to such annexation, is outside the service area of a metropolitan service corpora-
tion, such territory shall by such annexation become a part of {he service area.

Title I11. Establishment and Modification of a Metropolitan Service Corporation

Sec. 1. A metropolitan service corporation may be created by vote of the
qualified electors residing in a metropolitan area in the manner provided in this
act. An election to authorize the creation of a metropolitan service corporation
may be called pursuant to resolution or petition in the following manner:

(1) A resolution or concurring resolutions calling for such an election may be
adopted by either:

(a) The city council of a central city; or
(b) The city councils of two or more component cities other than a
central city; or
(¢) The board of commissioners of a central county.
A certified copy of such resolution or certified copies of such concurring reso-
lutions shall be transmitted to the board of commissioners of the central county.

(2) A petition calling for such an election shall be signed by at least four
percent of the qualified voters residing within the metropolitan area and shall
be filed with the (official) of the central county.

Any resolution or petition calling for such an election shall describe the
boundaries of the proposed service area, name the metropolitan function or
functions which the metropolitan service corporation shall be authorized to
perform initially and state that the formation of the metrcpolitan service
corporation will be conducive to the welfare and benefit of the persons and
property within the service area. After the filing of a first sufficient petition
or resolution with such county (official) or board of county commissioners
respectively, action by such e or board shall be deferred on any
subsequent petition or resolution until after the election has been held pursuant
to such first petition or resolution.
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Upon receipt of such a petition, the ... w-=~ Shall examine the same
and certify to the sufficiency of the signatures thereon. Within thirty days
following the receipt of such petition, the ueccccca. shall transmit the same

to the board of commissioners of the central county, together with his certifi-
cate as to the sufficiency thereof.

SEc. 2. The election on the formation of the metropolitan service corporation
shall be conducted by the —cecuoaa___ of the central county in accordance with
the general election laws of the State and the results thereof shall be can-
vassed by the county canvassing board of the central county, which shall certify
the result of the election to the board of county commissioners of the central
county, and shall cause a certified copy of such canvass to be filed in the office
of the secretary of state.2 Notice of the election shall be published in one or
more newspapers of general circulation in each component county in the manner
provided in the general election laws. No person shall be entitled to vote at
such election unless he is a qualified voter under the laws of the State in effect
at the time of such election and has resided within the service area for at least
thirty days preceding the date of the election. The ballot proposition shall be
substantially in the following form:

“FORMATION OF METROPOLITAN SERVICE CORPORATION"

“Shall a metropolitan service corporation be established for the area de-
seribed in a resolution of the board of commissioners of
county adopted on the ____...__. day of — 19 to
perform the metropolitan functions of (here
insert the title of each of the functions to be authorized as set forth in the
petition or initial resolution).

YES 0
NO 0o”

If a majority of the persons voting on the proposition residing within the
service area shall vote in favor thereof, the metropolitan service corporation
shall thereupon be established and the board of commissioners of the central
county shall adopt a resolution setting a time and place for the flrst meeting of
the metropolitan council, which shall be held not later than thirty days after
the date of such election. A copy of such resolution shall be transmitted to the
legislative body of each component city and county and of each special district
which shall be affected by the particular metropolitan functions authorized.

Sec. 3. A metropolitan service corporation may be authorized to perform one
or more metropolitan functions in addition to those which it has previously
been authorized to perform, with the approval of the voters at an election, in the
manner provided in this section.

An election to authorize a metropolitan service corporation to perform one
or more additional metropolitan functions may be called pursuant to a resolu-
tion or a petition in the following manner:

(1) A resolution for such an election may be adopted by:

(a) The city council of the central city; or
(b) The city councils of two or more component cities other than a
central city; or
(c¢) The board of commissioners of the central county.
A certified copy of such resolution or certified copies of such concurring resolu-
tions shall be transmitted to the board of commissioners of the central county.

(2) A petition calling for such an election shall be signed by at least four
percent of the registered voters residing within the service area and shall be
filed with the (official) of the central county.

Any resolution or petition calling for such an election shall name the additional
metropolitan funection or functions which the metropolitan service corporation
shall be authorized to perform.

Upon receipt of such a petition, the —_.___ shall examine the same and certify
to the sufficiency of the signatures thereon. Within thirty days following the re-
ceipt of such petition, the .____ shall transmit the same to the board of com-

missioners of the central county, together with his certificate as to the sufficiency
thereof. -

*In a State where this procedure might face constitutional difficulties, provision would
be made, instead, for individual county canvassing, and certification to the central county
or the secretary of state.
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(3) An election on the guestion of authorizing a metropolitan service corpora-
tion to perform additional metropolitan functions shall be conducted in the man-
ner provided by Title III, Sec. 2 of this act concerning an election on the original
formation of a metropolitan service corporation.

If a majority of the persons voting on the proposition shall vote in favor there-
of, the metropolitan service corporation shall be authorized to perform such ad-
ditional metropolitan function or functions.

Sec. 4. The service area of a metropolitan service corporation may be extended,
subject to the general geographical conditions stated in Title II, Sec. 1, in the
manner provided in this section.

(1) The metropolitan council of a metropolitan service corporation may make
or authorize studies to ascertain the desirability and feasibility of extending the
service area. of the corporation to include particular additional territory within
the metropoltan area which is contiguous to the existing service area of the cor-
poration. If such studies appear to justify, the metropolitan council may adopt
a resolution stating that it has formally under consideration the annexation of
certain territory to the service area. The resolution shall clearly describe the
area or areas concerned, and shall specify the time and place of a public hearing
to be held on the matter by the metropolitan council. Such resolution shall be
published in one or more newspapers having general circulation in the metro-
politan area, at least 30 days before the date set for the public hearing.

(2) The metropolitan council shall hold the public hearing so announced, to
receive testimony on the question of extending the boundaries of the service area,
and it may hold further public hearings on the matter, subject in each instance
to published notice in a newspaper having general circulation in the area, at least
3 days in advance.

(3) Following such hearings, the metropolitan council may, by resolution, au-
thorize the annexation to the service area of all or any portion of the territory
which was considered for annexation in accordance with the foregoing para-
graphs of this section. Such resolution shall clearly describe the area or areas
to be annexed and shall specify the effective date of the annexation, which shall
in no event be sooner than either: (1) six months from the date when such
resolution is published; or (2) one month after the date of the next regular

,pnmary or general election to be held throughout the metropolitan area. The
resolution shall be published in one or more newspapers having general circula-
tion in the metropolitan area.

(4) Any annexation to the service area of a metropohtan service corporation
which is authorized in the manner provided above shall become effective on the
date specified unless nullified pursuant to a popular referendum conducted as
follows.

To be sufficient, a petition calling for a popular referendum on the prospective
annexation of particular territory to the service area of a metropolitan service
corporation shall be signed by at least either: (1) 4 percent of the gualified
voters residing within the entire service area of the corporation as prospectively
enlarged; or (2) 20 percent of the qualified voters residing within the territory
concerning which a referendum is proposed. The petition shall indicate such
territory, in terms of any one or more entire areas speciﬁed for annexation by
the metropolitan council resolution which is described in paragraph (3) above.
Such petition shall be filed with the (official) of the central county within 30
days of the publication of the annexation resolution by the metropolitan council.
The (official) shall examine the same and certify to the sufficiency of the signa-
tures thereon. If a sufficient petition is filed, the question specified by such
petition shall be submitted at the next regular primary or general election held
throughout the metropolitan area. If, at such election, a majority of the persons
residing within the service area of the metropolitan service corporation as pro-
spectively enlarged shall vote against the annexation of a particular area or
areas, the action of the metropolitan council with respect to such area or areas
shall thereby be nullified.

Title IV. Organization and Governing Body of a Metropolitan Service
Corporation

Sec. 1. A metropolitan service corporation shall be governed by a metro-
politan council composed of the following: ?

3 Numbers of members coming from cities as contrasted to countles, as well as the total
gize of the Council should of course be adjusted in terms of the general pattern of local
government prevalent within the metropolitan areas of the particular State.
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(1) One member selected by, and from, the board of commissioners of
each component county; .

(2) One member who shall be the mayor of the central city; .

(8) One member from each of the three largest component cities qther
than the central city, selected by, and from, the mayor and city council of
each of such cities;

(4) —__. members representing all component cities other than the four
largest cities to be selected from the mayors and city councils of such
smaller cities by the mayors of such cities in the following manner: The
mayors of all such cities shall meet on the second Tuesday following the
establishment of a metropolitan service corporation and thereafter on
__________ of each even-numbered year at —_.___ o’clock at the office of the

(date) .
board of county commissioners of the central county. The chairman of

such board shall preside. After nominations are made, ballots shall be
taken and the oo ___ candidate(s) receiving the highest number of votes
cast shall be considered selected ;

(5) One member, who shall be chairman of the metropolitan council.
selected by the other members of the council. He shall not hold any public
office other than that of notary public or member of the military forces of
the United States or of the State of - not on active duty.

SEc. 2. At the first meeting of the metropolitan council following the forma-
tion of a metropolitan service corporation, the mayor of the central city shall
serve as temporary chairman. As its first official act the council shall elect a
chairman, The chairman shall be a voting member of the council and shall
preside at all meetings. In the event of his absence or inability to act the
council shall select one of its members to act as chairman pro tempore. A
majority of all members of the council shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
action of business. A smaller number of council members than a quorum may
adjourn from time to time and may compel the attendance of absent members
in such manner and under such penalties as the council may provide. The
council shall determine its own rules and order of business, shall provide by
resolution for the manner and time of holding all regular and special meetings
and shall keep a journal of its proceedings which shall be a public record.
Every legislative act of the council of a general or permanent nature shall be
by resolution.

Sec. 8. Each member of a metropolitan council except those selected under
the provisions of section 1, paragraphs (2), (4) and (5) of this title shall hold
office at the pleasure of the body which selected him. Each member holding
office ex officio may not hold office after he ceases to hold the position of mayor,
commissioner, or councilman. The chairman shall hold office until ST

ate
of each even-numbered year and may, if re-elected, serve more than one term.

SEc. 4. A vacancy in the office of a member of the metropolitan couneil shall
be filled in the same manner as provided for the original selection. The meeting
of mayors to fill a vacancy of the member selected under the provisions of section
1(4) of this title shall be held at such time and place as shall be designated by
the chairman of the metropolitan council after ten days’ written notice mailed
to the mayors of each of the cities specified in section 1(4) of this title.

Sec. 5. The chairman of the metropolitan council shall receive such compen-
sation as the other members of the metropolitan council shall provide. Members
of the council other than the chairman shall receive compensation for attendance
at metropolitan council or committee meetings of ____________ dollars per diem
but not exceeding a total of ___________ dollars in any one month, in addition
to any compensation which they may receive as officers of component cities or
counties: Provided, That elected public officers serving in such capacities on a
full-time basis shall not receive compensation for attendance at metropolitan
council or committee meetings. All members of the council shall be reimbursed
for expenses actually incurred by them in the conduet of official business for
the metropolitan service corporation.

Sec. 6. The name of a metropolitan service corporation shall be established
by its metropolitan council. Each metropolitan service corporation shall adopt
a corporate seal containing the name of the corporation and the date of its
formation.

Sec. 7. All the powers and functions of a metropolitan service corporation shall
be vested in the metropolitan council unless expressly vested in specific officers,
boards, or commissions by this act. Without limitation of the foregoing author-
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ity, or of other powers given it by this act, the metropolitan council shall have
the following powers:

(1) To establish offices, departments, boards and commissions in addition to
those provided by this act which are necessary to carry out the purposes of the
metropolitan service corporation, and to prescribe the functions, powers and
duties thereof.

(2) To appoint or provide for the appointment of, and to remove or to provide
for the removal of, all officers and employees of the metropolitan service corpora-
gn except those whose appointment or removal is otherwise provided for by

is act.

(3) To fix the salarles, wages and other compensation of all officers and em-
ployees of the metropolitan service corporation unless the same shall be other-
wise fixed in this act.

(4) To employ such engineering, legal, financial, or other specialized personnel
as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the metropolitan service
corporation.

Title V. Duties of a Metropolitan Service Corporation

SEc. 1. As expeditiously as possible after its establishment or its authoriza-
tion to undertake additional metropolitan functions, the metropolitan service
corporation shall develop plans with regard to the extent and nature of the
services it will initially undertake with regard to each authorized metropolitan
function, and the effective dates when it will begin to perform particular func-
tions.'lSuch initial basic plans shall be adopted by resolution of the metropolitan
council.

Sec. 2. The metropolitan service corporation shall plan for such adjustment
or extension of its initial assumption of responsibilities for particular authorized
functions as is found desirable, and the metropolitan council may authorize
such changes by resolution.

Sec. 8. It shall be the duty of a metropolitan service corporation to prepare
comprehensive, plans for the service area with regard to present and future
public facility requirements for each of the metropolitan functions it is author-
ized to perform.

Sec. 4. If a metropolitan service corporation shall be authorized to perform
the function of metropolitan comprehensive planning, it shall have the follow-
ing duties, in addition to the other duties and powers granted by this act:

(1) To prepare a recommended comprehensive land use plan and public capi-
tal facilities plan for the metropolitan area as a whole.

{(2) To review proposed zoning ordinances and resolutions or comprehensive
plans of component cities and counties and make recommendations thereon.
Such proposed zoning ordinances and resolutions or comprehensive plans must
be submitted to the metropolitan council prior to adoption and may not be
adopted until reviewed and returned by the metropolitan council. The metro-
politan council shall cause such ordinances, resolutions and plans to be reviewed
by the planning staff of the metropolitan service corporation and return such
ordinances, resolutions and plans, together with their findings and recommenda-
tions thereon, within ninety days following their submission.

(3) To provide planning services for component cities and counties upon
request and upon payment therefor by the cities or counties receiving such
service.

Title VI. General Powers of a Metropolitan Service Corporation

Sec. 1. In addition to the powers specifically granted by this act a metro-
politan service corporation shall have all powers which are necessary to carry
out the purposes of the metropolitan service corporation and to perform author-
ized metropolitan functions.

SEc. 2. A metropolitan service corporation may sue and be sued in its cor-
porate capacity in all courts and in all proceedings.

Src. 8. A metropolitan service corporation shall have power to adopt, by
resolution of its metropolitan council, such rules and regulations as shall be
necessary or proper to enable it to carry out authorized metropolitan functions
and may provide penalties for the violation thereof. Actions to impose or
enforce such penalties may be brought in the . __..__ court of the State
Of e in and for the central county.

Sec. 4. A metropolitan service corporation shall have power to acquire by
purchase, condemnation, gift, or grant, and to lease, construct, add to, improve,
replace, repair, maintain, operate and regulate the use of facilities requisite
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to its performance of authorized metropolitan functions, together with all lands,
properties, equipment and accessories necessary for such facilities. Facilities
which are owned by a city or special district may, with the consent of the
legislative body of the city or special districts owning such facilities, be
acquired or used by the metropolitan service corporation. Cities and special
districts are hereby authorized to convey or lease such facilities to a metro-
politan service corporation or to contract for their joint use on such terms
as may be fixed by agreement between the legislative body of such city or
special district and the metropolitan council, without submitting the matter to
the voters of such city or district.

Sec. 5. A metropolitan service corporation shall have power to acquire by
purchase and condemnation all lands and property rights, both within and
without the metropolitan area, which are necessary for its purposes. Such
right of eminent domain shall be exercised by the metropolitan council in the
same manner and by the same procedure as is or may be provided by law
for cities of the oo class, except insofar as such laws may be incon-
sistent with the provisions of this act.

Sec. 6. A metropolitan service corporation shall have power to construct
or maintain metropolitan facilities in, along, on, under, over, or through public
streets, bridges, viaducts, and other public rights of way without first obtain-
ing a franchise from the county or city having jurisdiction over the same:
Provided, That such facilities shall be constructed and maintained in accord-
ance with the ordinances and resolutions of such city or county relating to
construction, installation and maintenance of similar facilities in such public
properties.

Sec. 7. Except as otherwise provided herein, a metropolitan service corpora-
tion may sell or otherwise dispose of any real or personal property acquired in
connection with any authorized metropolitan function and which is no longer
required for the purposes of the metropolitan service corporation in the same
manner as provided for cities of the ______ class. When the metropolitan coun-
cil determines that a metropolitan facility or any part thereof which has been
acquired from a component city or county without compenastion is no longer
required for metropolitan purposes, but is required as a local facility by the
city or county from which it was acquired, the metropolitan council shall By
resolution transfer it to such city or county.

Sec. 8. A metropolitan service corporation may contract with the United
States or any agency thereof, any State or agency thereof, any other metro-
politan service corporation, any county, city, special district, or other govern-
mental agency for the operation by such entity of any facility or the perform-
ance on its behalf of any service which the metropolitan service corporation is
authorized to operate or perform, on such terms as may be agreed upon by the
contracting parties.

Title VII. Financial Powers of a Metropolitan Service Corporation

Sec. 1. A metropolitan service corporation shall have power to set and collect
charges for services it supplies and for the use of metropolitan facilities it
provides.

Sec. 2. A metropolitan service corporation shall have the power to issue gen-
eral obligation bonds and to pledge the full faith and credit of the corporation
to the payment thereof, for any authorized capital purpose of the metropolitan
service corporation: Provided, That a proposition authorizing the issuance of
such bonds shall have been submitted to the electors of the metropolitan service
corporation at a special election and assented to by three-fifths of the persons
voting on said proposition at said election at which such election the total number
of persons voting on such bond proposition shall constitute not less than ____.__
percent of the total number of votes cast within the area of said metropolitan
service corporation at the last preceding State general election. Both principal
of and interest on such general obligation bonds shall be payable from annual
tax levies to be made upon all the taxable property within the service area of
the corporation.*

General obligation bonds shall bear interest at a rate of not to exceed ...
percent per annum. The various annual maturities shall commence not more
than —_.. years from the date of issue of the bonds and shall as nearly as prac-

4¢In the event that the authorized functions of the corporation extend beyond those
subject to financing solely from user charges, beneflt assessments, or borrowing, specific
further provision for general property taxing power should be included.
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ticable be in such amounts as will, together with the interest on all outstanding
bonds of such issue, be met by equal annual tax levies.

Such bonds shall be signed by the chairman and attested by the secretary of
the metropolitan council, one of which signatures may be a facsimile signature
and the seal of the metropolitan corporation shall be impressed thereon. Each
of.the interest coupons shall be signed by the faesimile signatures of said of-
ficials. General obligation bonds shall be sold at public sale as provided by law
for sale of general obligation bonds of cities of the ... class and at a price not
less than par and accrued interest.

Skc. 3. A metropolitan service corporation may issue revenue bonds to provide
funds to earry out its authorized metropolitan sewage disposal, water supply,
garbage disposal or public transportation functions, without submitting the mat-
ter to the voters of the metropolitan service corporation. The metropolitan
council shall create a special fund or funds for the sole purpose of paying the
principal of and the interest on the bonds of each such issue, into which fund or
funds the metropolitan council may obligate the metropolitan service corpora-
tion to pay such amounts of the gross revenue of the particular utility constructed,
acquired, improved, added to, or repaired out of the proceeds of sale of such
bonds, as the metropolitan council shall determine. The principal of, and in-
terest on, such bonds shall be payable only out of such special fund or funds,
and the owners and holders of such bonds shall have a lien and charge against
the gross revenue of such utility.

Such revenue bonds and the interest thereon issued against such fund or funds
shall be a valid claim of the holders thereof only as against such fund or funds
and the revenue pledged therefor, and shall not constitute a general indebted-
ness of the metropolitan service corporation.

If the metropolitan service corporation shall fail to carry out or perform any
of its obligations or covenants made in the authorization, issuance and sale of
such bonds, the holder of any such bond may bring action against the metro-
politan service corporation and compel the performance of any or all of such
covenants,

SEc. 4. The metropolitan service corporation shall have the power to levy
special assessments payable over a period of not exceeding ... years on all
property within the service area specially benefited by any improvement, on
the basis of special benefits conferred, to pay in whole, or in part, the damages
or costs of any such improvement, and for such purpose may establish local
improvement districts and enlarged local improvement districts, issue local
improvement warrants and bonds to be repaid by the collection of local im-
provement assessments and generally to exercise with respect to any improve-
ments which it may be authorized to construct or acquire the same powers
as may now or hereafter be conferred by law upon cities of the __._.___ class.

Sec. 5. A metropolitan service corporation shall have the power when auth-
orized by. a majority of all members of the metropolitan council to borrow
money from any component city or county and such cities or counties are hereby
authorized to make such loans or advances on such terms as may be mutually
agreed upon by the legislative bodies of the metropolitan service corporation
and any such component city or county to provide funds to carry out the pur-
poses of the metropolitan service corporation.

SEc. 6. All banks, trust companies, bankers, saving banks and institutions,
building and loan associations, savings and loan associations, investment com-
panies, and other persons carrying on a banking or investment business, all in-
surance companies, insurance associations, and other persons carrying on an
insurance business, and all executors, administrators, curators, trustees and other
fiduciaries, may legally invest any sinking funds, moneys, or other funds be-
longing to them or within their control in any bonds or other obligations issued
by a metropolitan service corporation pursuant to this act. Such bonds and
other obligations shall be authorized security for all public deposits in the State

of . ___
funds held in reserves or sinking funds or any such funds which are not re-

quired for immediate disbursement, in property or securities in which mutual
savings banks may legally invest funds subject to their control.

Title VIII. Separability
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APPENDIX F
SUGGESTED STATE LEGISLATION CREATING AN OFFICE OF LOCAL AFFAIRS®

(Title should conform to State requirements)

(Be it enacted, ete.)

[Section 1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this act to provide a continuing
means of assisting local governments and citizens in the determination of
present and changing governmental needs of metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas by establishing an agency of State government concerned with collecting
information and making evaluations about metropolitan and local conditions
and relations and aiding in the development of both remedial and preventive
programs.®]

Section 2. COreation of the Agency. There is hereby created the Office of
Local Affairs to be located in [the office of the governor].?

Section 3. Chief and Staff of Agency. The Office of Local Affairs shall be
directed by a chief who shall be appointed [by the governor and who shall
serve at his pleasure]. The staff of the Office shall be appointed by the chief
[subject to state civil service regulations].

Section 4. Functions, The Office of Local Affairs shall have responsibility
for studying the following matters and for submitting its findings and recom-
mendations to the governor and legislature:

(a) Legal changes necessary for the establishment of adequate metropolitan
and local levels of government.

(b) The various methods of adopting forms of government for metropolitan
areas.

(c¢) Voting procedures to be employed if local determination is used as the
method of adoption. :

(d) The need for adjustments in area, organization, functions and finance
of reorganized governments.

(e) Interstate areas that include a part of the territory of this State.

(f) State advisory and technical services and administrative supervision to
governments in local areas.

(g) The effects upon local areas of present and proposed national, State and
local government programs, including but not limited to grants-in-aid.

(h) The means of facilitating greater coordination of existing and contem-
plated policies of the national, State and local governments and of private as-
sociations and individuals that affect local areas.

Section 5. [Insert severability clause.]

Section 6. [Insert effective date.]

1 Developed by Committee of State Officials on Suggested State Leglslation of the Council
of State Governments and Contained in the Council’s “Suggested State Legislation, Pro-
gram for 1957,” pp. 91-92.

3 Thig bracketed section concerning purpose may be helpful in some States; in other
States it may be unnecessary.

3 The Office could be located in an existing department of administration, department of
finanee, planninf or planning and development agency, or agency responsible for the
financial supervision of local governments. Or, the functions that are enumerated in
Section 4 of this Act could be assigned to a new permanent commission composed of publie
officials or private citizens or both, or to an existing or new joint legislative interim com-
mittee that operates on a continuing basis.

¢« In States in which part of their territory is within one or more interstate metropolitan
areas, it is appropriate to add the following to Section 4(e) : “Studies of Interstate metro-
politan areas in which the territory of this State is involved may be undertaken by the
Office in cooperation with similar ageneles in adjoining States.”
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APPENDIX G

DRAFT STATE LAW PROVIDING FOR “PURCHASE OF INTERESTS AND RIGHTS IN
REAL PrOPERTY”?

TITLE 1
Statement of Legislative Purpose

SecrioN 1. The Legislature finds that the rapid growth and spread of urban
development is encroaching upon, or eliminating, many open areas and spaces
of varied size and character, including many having significant scenic or esthetic
values, which areas and spaces if preserved and maintained in their present open
state would constitute important physical, social, esthetic or economic assets to
existing or impending urban and metropolitan development,

SEc. 2. Separability.

TITLE 2

Conservation Easements

SEc. 1. Definition of Conservation Easements. For purposes of this Title, con-
servation easements are defined as an aggregation of easements in perpetuity
designed to preserve in their natural state lands of cultural, scenic, historie, or
other public significance. Such easements could include restrictions against
erecting buildings or other structures; constructing or altering private roads or
drives; removal or destruction of trees, shrubs or other greenery; changing
existing uses; altering public utility facilities; displaying of any form of out-
door advertising ; dumping of trash, wastes, or unsightly or offensive materials;
changing any features of the natural landscape; and any changes detrimental to
existing drainage, flood control, erosion control, or soil conservation; any other
activities inconsistent with the conservation of open spaces in the public interest.
Conservation easements will permit all present normal and reasonable uses, not
conflicting with the purposes indicated above, to be engaged in by the landowners,
their heirs, successors and assigns.

SEc. 2. Authority to Designate and Acquire Conservation Easements. The
(State agency head), acting alone or in cooperation with any Federal, State, or
local agency, is hereby authorized to plan, designate, acquire, and maintain con-
servation easements in appropriate areas wherever and to the extent that the
(agency head) is of the opinion that the same will be in the public interest, by
serving the objectives of this act, indicated in Title 1 of this Act. The (agency
head) is authorized to issue appropriate rules and regulations governing the
care, use and management of areas where conservation easements have been
acquired.

SEc. 8. Acquisition of Conservation FEasements. The (agency head) may
acquire, in the name of the State of . ________ , conservation easements in
private or public property, by gift, devise, purchase, or condemnation in the
same manner as the State and its agencies are now or hereafter may be author-
ized by law to acquire property or interests in property for conservation, recrea-
tion, dam, or flood control purposes. All property rights acquired under the pro-
visions of this Act shall be deemed to be in the nature of easements that “run
with the land.”

Sec. 4. Tax Policy. It is the intention of the Legislature that property
covered by conservation easements be assessed on the basis of fair market value.
For purposes of local taxation, accordingly, assessments made on such property
should reflect the fact the property is not available for tract housing or com-
mercial development. Conservation easement rights, as such, shall no longer be
the object of local property taxation, anymore than other property which has
been publicly acquired.

Skec. 5. Unlawful Use of Conservation Easement Areas. It it unlawful for any
person to exercise any of the conservation easement rights in conservation ease-
ment areas after the (agency) has duly acquired such rights, as indicated in
Section 3 of this title. Any person who violates any of the provisions of this
act by the erection of structures in the conservation easement areas or by per-
forming any other act contrary to this act or the rules and regulations promul-
gated by the (agency), shall be deemed to have created a nuisance, subject to

1Title 2 of this draft taken from ‘“A Proposed Bill on Conservation Easements,” Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania (Appendix B, Technical Bulletin No. 36 of the Urban Land
Institut% Washington, D.C.). (Title 8 taken from Chapter 1658, Statutes, 1959, State of
California.
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public abatement without any compensation whatsoever. Any other enfqrce-
ment powers now lodged with the (agency) with respect to any kind of facility
or activity under its jurisdiction shall be available to the (agency) in conserva-
tion easement areas for purposes of this act.

TITLE 8
Purchase of Interests and Rights in Regl Property by Political Subdivisions of
the State

Sec. 1. For the purposes of this title an “open space” or “open area’ is any space
or area (1) characterized by great natural scenic beauty or (2) whose existing
openness, natural condition, or present state of use, if retained, would enhance
the present or potential value of abutting or surrounding urban development,
or would maintain or enhance the conservation of natural or scenic resources.

Sec. 2. It ig the intent of the Legislature in enacting this title to provide a
means whereby any county or city may acquire, by purchase, gift, grant, bequest,
devise, lease or otherwise, and through the expenditure of public funds, the fee
or any lesser interest or right in real property in order to preserve, through
limitation of their future use, open spaces and areas for public use and enjoyment.

SE0. 3. The Legislature hereby declares that it is necessary for sound and
proper urban and metropolitan development, and in the public interest of the
people of this State for any county or city to expend or advance public funds for,
or to accept by purchase, gift, grant, bequest, devise, lease or otherwise, the
fee or any lesser interest or right in real property to acquire, maintain, improve,
protect, limit the future use of or otherwise conserve open spaces and areas
within their respective jurisdictions.

Sec. 4. The Legislature further declares that the acquisition of interests or
rights in real property for the preservation of open spaces and areas constitutes
a public purpose for which public funds may be expended or advanced, and that
any county or city may acquire, by purchase, gift, grant, bequest, devise, lease
or otherwise, the fee or any lesser interest, development right, easement, covenant
or other contractual right necessary to achieve the purposes of this title. Any
county or city may also acquire the fee to any property for the purpose of con-
veying or leasing said property back to its original owner or other person under
such covenants or other contractual arrangements as will limit the future use of
the property in accordance with the purposes of this title.

APPENDIX H
SecrioNn 701 or TEE HousiNe Act oF 1954 As AMENDED'®
URBAN PLANNING

Sec. 701. (a) In order to assist State and local governments in solving plan-
ning problems resulting from increasing concentration of population in metro-
politan and other urban areas, including smaller communities to facilitate com-
prehensive planning for urban development by State and local governments on
a continuing basis, and to encourage State and local governments to establish
and develop planning staffs, the Administrator is authorized to make planning
grants to— '

(1) State planning agencies, or (in States where no such planning agency
exists) to agencies or instrumentalities of State government designated by
the Governor of the State and acceptable to the Administrator as capable of
carrying out the planning functions contemplated by this section, for the
provision of planning assistance to (A) cities, other municipalities, and
counties having a population of less than 50,000 according to the latest
decennial census, (B) any group of adjacent communities, either incorpo-
rated or unincorporated, having a total population of less than 50,000 ac-
cording to the latest decennial census and having common or related urban
planning problems resulting from rapid urbanization, and (C) cities, other
municipalities, and counties referred to in paragraph (3) of this subsection
and areas referred to in paragraph (4) of this subsection;

1 (P.L. 560, 83d Con%'ess, Approved Aug. 2, 1954, 68 Stat. §590), as amended by the
Housing Act of 1956 (P.L. 1020, 84th Congress, Approved Aug. 7, 19568, 70 Stat. 10981,
1102), the Housing Act of 1957 (P.L. 85-104, 85th Congress, Approved July 12, 1957, 71
Stat. 204 et seq.), and the Housing Act of 1959 (P.L. 86-372, 86th Congress, Approved
Sept. 23, 1959, 73 Stat. 654).
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(2) official State, metropolitan, and regional planning agencies empow-
ered under State or local laws or interstate compact to perform metropolitan
or regional planning;

(3) cities, other municipalities, and counties which have suffered sub-
stantial damage as a“result of a catastrophe which the President, pursuant
to section 2(a) of “An Act to authorize Federal assistance to States and
local governments in major disasters, and for other purposes”, has deter-
mined to be a major disaster;

(4) to official governmental planning agencies for areas where rapid
urbanization has resulted or is expected to result from the establishment
or rapid and substantial expansion of a Federal installation; and

(5) State planning agencies for State and interstate comprehensive plan-
ning (as defined in subsection (d)) and for research and coordination
activity related thereto.

Planning assisted under this section shall, to the maximum extent feasible,
cover entire urban areas having common or related urban development problems.

(b) A grant made under this section shall not exceed 50 per centum of the
estimated cost of the work for which the grant is made. All grants made
under this section shall be subject to terms and conditions prescribed by the
Administrator. No portion of any grant made under this section shall be used
for the preparation of plans for specific public works. The Administrator is
authorized, notwithstanding the provisions of section 3648 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended, to make advances or progress payments on account of
any planning grant made under this section. There is hereby authorized to
be appropriated not exceeding $20,000,000 to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion, and any amounts so appropriated shall remain available until expended.

(¢) The Administrator is authorized, in areas embracing several municipali-
ties or other political subdivisions, to encourage planning on a unified metropoli-
tan basis and to provide technical assistance for such plannmg -and the solution
of problems relating thereto.

(d) It is the further intent of this section to encourage comprehensive plan-
ning for States, cities, counties, metropolitan areas, and urban regions and the
establishment and development of the organizational units needed therefor.
In extending financial assistance under this section, the Administrator may
require such assurances as he deems adequate that the appropriate State and
local agencies are making reasonable progress in the development of the ele-
ments of comprehensive planning. Comprehensive planning, as used in this
section, includes the following, to the extent directly related to urban needs:
(1) preparation, as a guide for long-range development, of general physical
plans with respect to the pattern and intensity of land use and the provision
of public facilities, together with long-range fiscal plans for such development;
(2) programing of capital improvements based on a determination of relative
urgency, together with definitive financing plans for the improvements to be
constructed in the earlier years of the program; (3) coordination of all related
plans of the departments or subdivisions of the government concerned; (4)
intergovernmental coordination of all related planned activities among the State
and local governmental agencies concerned; and (5) preparation of regulatory
and administrative measures in support of the foregoing.

(e) In the exercise of his function of encouraging comprehensive planning
by the States, the Administrator shall consult with those officials of the Fed-
eral Government responsible for the administration of programs of Federal
assistance to the States and municipalities for various categories of public
facilities.

Approved September 23, 1959.

APPENDIX I
PUBLIC PLANNING AGENCIES SERVING METROPOLITAN AREAS

Cities.—Nearly all sizable municipalities have a city planning commission, but
in most instances this is a relatively small-scale agency. According to informa-
tion gathered by the International City Managers Association for the forthcoming
1961 Municipal Year Book, less than one-third of the cities with a population of
at least 50,000 expend on planning as much as $50,000 a year, and only one-sixth
of them devote $100,000 or more annually to this purpose. For those municipali-
ties of 50,000 and over which reported some planning activity to editors of the
Municipal Year Book, planning expenditure in 1960 altogether amounted to
approximately $18 million, or an annual per capita average of less than 30 cents.
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States.—There is even less provision for planning activity by State govern-
ments . A majority of them, according to the Office of Area Development of the
U.S. Department of Commerce, provide through one or more State agencies for
State planning work, assistance to local planning agencies, or both. However,
only eight States reported total expenditure of $100,000 or more for such activ-
ities during fiscal 1960, and only four reported at least $100,000 going into local
planning assistance. Total identifiable State government expenditure for State
planning and local planning assistance in fiscal 1960, according to Office of Area
Development tabulations, was about $4.3 million.

Regional and county agencies—The Conference on Metropolitan Area Prob-
lems has recently undertaken to identify public “regional” planning agencies that
operate in metropolitan areas. The following information can be drawn from
findings to date of that effort, and from a previous enumeration of county plan-
ning agencies by the National Association of County Officials.

In about one-third of the 212 metropolitan areas in the United States, it is pos-
sible to identify some public planning agency in addition to those that serve only
individual city areas. 'There appear to be about 105 such agencies, located in
30 States. Nearly two-thirds of these are clearly county government bhodies, and
at least 8 are joint county-city agencies. Only about 20 have been definitely
identified as having concern for a multicounty area, but as many as 10 others
may also have this characteristie.

Summary budget information ag of a recent year has been obtained for many
of these agencies, but not all. Most of them obviously involve very limited oper-
ations; only about one-third expend as much as §100,000 a year, and a mere
handful of these agencies have an annual budget exceeding $250,000. It would
appear that expenditure by all the “regional” and county planning bodies in
metropolitan areas presently totals around $10 million a year, with most of the
sum accounted for by a relatively small number of agencies.

APPENDIX J
ONE OF “WORKABLE PROGRAM” REQUIREMENTS—HoOUSING Act or 1954
A COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY PLAN

A general plan should be developed under procedures provided by State and
local legislation, and should be supervised and administered by an official local
planning body with adequate resources and authority to insure continuity of
planning. The minimum requirements with respect to the general plan are:

(a) Plans and programs for physical development

(1) A land-use plan—which shows the location and extent of land in the com-
munity proposed to be used for residential, commercial, industrial, and public
purposes.

(2) A thoroughfare plan—which indicates the system of existing and proposed
major thoroughfares and distinguishes between limited access thoroughfares,
primary thoroughfares, and secondary thoroughfares.

(3) A community facilities plan—which shows the location and type of schools,
parks, playgrounds and other significant public facilities, and, where appropri-
ate, indicates buildings required.

(4) A public improvements program-—which identifies those future public im-
provements necessary to carry out the community development objectives envi-
sione(}:.in other general plan elements, and which recommends priorities for their
execution.

(b) Administrative and regulatory measures to conirol eand guide physical devel-
opment

(1) A zoning ordinance—which establishes zoning regulations and zone dis-
triets covering the entire community (and surrounding territory where appropri-
ate and authorized by law) to govern the use of the land, the location, height, use,
and land coverages of buildings, and which may establish suitable requirements
for the provision of off-street parking and off-street loading space.

(2) Subdivision regulations—which provide for control of undeveloped land in
the community (and immediately surrounding it where appropriate and author-
ized by law), through review by the local planning agency of proposed subdivision
plats to insure conformance to the general plan, adequate lot sizes, appropriate
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street grades and widths, provision of adequate street and utility improvements
and establishment of proper official records.

INFORMATION TO BE SUBMITTED WITH THE WORKABLE PROGRAM

The locality should submit:

(@) A description of the progress already made by the community toward es-
tablishing a general plan as described above and covering the following as
applicable :

(1) Status of each general plan element, program or regulatory control
applicable to the community (in use, completed, or in preparation) ;

(2) Organization and functions of the local planning agency, its recent
past and present staff and funds and its current work program.

(3) The extent to which the community uses its general plan to guide its
development programs.

(b) One copy each (whether or not the material has been previously submit-
ted) of appropriate plan elements, programs, and regulatory measures as avail-
able, any plan reports which indicate the progress of planning in the community,
and a copy of the local ordinances creating the local planning agency and defin-
ing its powers and dutles.

(c¢) If a general plan does not exist, a statement as to how and when it is pro-
posed to establish an official planning agency, what funds are proposed and how,
when, and by whom the essential elements of a general plan will be prepared
and within what period of time.

APPENDIX K

Programs of the Federal QGovernment operating primarily in metropolitan areas

Nature of activity

Physical development in—
Agency and program

Metropoltan| Services
Metropolitan{ and rural
areas areas

Defense: .
Construction of military installations.
Flood control and prevention..........__.
Improvement of rivers, harbors, and waterways

‘Water and air pollution control
Control of communicable and environmental d
Services to crippled children...... - c.-...
Health centers and clinics
School lunch program
Soctal security ..
Hospital planning and construction-....
General welfare (including medical) assistance.
Vocational rehabilitation. . . R
Assistance for schools in federally impacted areas_ - ...
Idaob]gli\:/l Employment security.

Disaster relief.
Civil defense

PP MMM

‘Housin, mortgage insurance. x
Public housing. - X
Urban renewal X

X

Public facilities loans. .
Urban and public works planning-
FAA: Airports construction.
Justice: Suppression of crime, enforcement of water pollution
control, and legal services for Federal agencies. - - X
VA: Hospitals, medical services, and veterans’ benefits...--aa|eeemecccaacaan
GSA: Public buildings, surplus disposal.
Post Office: Post office location and services. -
Commerce:
Highway construction. X
Statistics for metropolitan areas. X
Area development X

At

M MM

Source: Ad Ho¢ Interagency Committee on Metropolitan Area_Problems.
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APPENDIX L

JOINT PoLICY AND PROCEDURAL STATEMENTS ON IMPROVED COORDINATION oF HigH-
WAY AND GENERAL URBAN PLANNING

(Housing and Home Finance Agency—Norman P. Mason, Administrator; U.S.
Department of Commerce—Frederick H. Mueller, Secretary)

I, Paolicy statement

The Federal Government is vitally interested in encouraging and assisting the
sound growth and redevelopment of our cities and their surrounding urban areas.
More and more of our rapidly growing population will live in urban areas, par-
ticularly in metropolitan areas. Future changes in the physical characteristies
of these urban complexes will profoundly influence the health, happiness and
prosperity of all our people and the strength of the Nation.

The States also have substantial and even more immediate interest in the
sound future growth of their metropolitan areas. State highway departments
and planning agencies are already concerned with municipal planning. The
highway departments are spending substantial Federal and State funds for both
planning and construction in urban areas and are legally responsible for initia-
tion and execution of Federal-aid highway projects. State interest has been
expressed by the Conference of State Governors which has recognized that better
coordination of State activities is needed both to assure economical use of State
and Federal funds and to enable metropolitan planning and development pro-
grams to be fully effective.

Local people must reach a working agreement upon what they want their com-
munities to become since they should be the ones to initiate and carry out the
plans. Many urban areas are making progress in this direction and a few are
on the way to outstanding success. Successful planning in the larger metropoli-
tan areas, however, is heavily dependent upon the active cooperation of almost
all the political jurisdictions involved and of most private individuals and groups
whose decisions will influence the pattern of future development and redevelop-
ment.

The Federal Government assists various types of development which con-
tribute significantly to the physical character of the urban environment, and it
has a responsibility to see that these aids are used efficiently and economically.

The Federal-aid highway program is the largest program of Federal aid for
capital improvement in urban areas and often constitutes the most crucial single
factor in community development. The impact upon the community of the high-
ways constructed under this program is direct, widespread, and often of massive
proportions.

Federal and State highway officials have recognized this problem and have
encouraged planning which meets both the objectives of sound community
development and the purposes of the Federal-aid highway program. The avail-
ability under Federal highway legislation since 1934 of 114 percent of total pro-
gram funds for planning and research has been invaluable. These funds have
facilitated planning aimed at assuring a highway system compatible with sound
community development.

The various programs administered by HHFA have a continuing major impact
on the character and direction of urban development. Urban renewal opera-
tions are beginning to transform our cities. The recently authorized program
of grants for community renewal programing will help cities assess thelr totzl
urban renewal needs and determine the best ways to satisfy them over a period
of years, taking into account local land use objectives, prospective financial
capacity, and other community development programs such as water, Sewer
and transportation systems. The FHA system of mortgage insurance, the public
housing program, and advances and loans for the planning and construction of
community facilities also directly influence the shape and quality of urban
development.

The HHFA also provides matching grants for comprehensive planning of
metropolitan areas in their entirety and of smaller cities and towns. The
program authority is very broad. It is helping localities to look at their overall
development problems and possibilities. It assists them to do the mnecessary
planning and programing for future development.

‘While much has been done by both agencies, much more needs to be done by
them and by other Federal agencies administering programs of Federal aid for
community development. It is of the greatest importance that the impact on the



82 GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE, ORGANIZATION AND PLANNING

community of all federally assisted programs be harmonious and that the timing,
character and location of all federally assisted improvements be compatible with
desirable community development goals.

To assist in meeting these requirements, the Secretary of Commerce and the
HHFA Administrator are establishing an experimental procedure for the joint
financing, through Federal-aid highway planning funds and urban planning
grants, of the planning required for a cooperative and comprehensive approach
to metropolitan area development. The purpose of this undertaking is to stimu-
late a continuing process of planning and development coordination which will—

(a) Give consideration to all ferces, public and private, shaping the
physical development of the total community.

() Cover land uses and controls as well as plans for physical develop-
ment and combine all elements of urban development and redevelopment into
a clear-cut, comprehensive plan of what the citizens want their community
to become.

(¢) Cover the entire urban area within which the forces of development
are interrelated.

(d) Involve in the planning process the politieal jurisdictions and agencies
which make decisions affecting development of the metropolitan area.

(e) Link the process of planning to action programs.

The objective, then, is not merely a planning process but the development of
effective cooperation and coordination both among the local governments within
a metropolitan area, and between these governments and the State and Federal
agencies involved in area development activities. This process must be con-
tinuing if it is to serve its purpose effectively as the areas grow and change. In
the beginning, this joint activity may be limited to metropolitan areas where
the need is greatest and the prospects for significant accomplishment are most
promising. If local interest warramts, this effort will be extended as quickly
as staff and funds permit.

II. Procedure for coordinating joint financing of comprehensive planning in
metropolitan areas

1. Joint steering committee—The Secretary of Commerce and the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator shall appoint a Joint Steering Committee con-
sisting of equal representation from both agencies to supervise and review this
experimental program for coordination of the use of HHFA urban planning
grants and 1% percent highway planning funds. The Joint Committee will
have responsibility for (e¢) developing procedures, (b) putting these procedures,
into effect, (¢) - ’aluating the effectiveness of this experimental program, and
(d) recommending modifications based on experience.

2. Regional Joint Commitice—The Joint Steering Committee, in cooperation
with the heads of the regional offices of HHFA and the Bureau of Public Roads,
shall appoint regional joint committees consisting of an equal number of per-
sons from each agency and who have responsibility for urban planning and
highway planning activities, respectively. The duties of these committees shall
be to (a) explore the interest and the capacity of agencies in any metropolitan
area to carry on comprehensive planning for the entire area; (b) encourage
the joint financing procedure in areas where it offers the greatest promise of
constructive results; (¢) advise and assist State and local planning agencies
and State highway departments in the development of proposals for jointly
financed planning projects; (d) review and make recommendations with respect
to applications for such assistance; and (e) provide advice and assistance dur-
ing the oneration of an approved planning project.

3. Project initiation.—Any State or local agency may initiate a proposal for
a jointly financed planning project, but such a project must be jointly spon-
sored by a State, metropolitan, or regional planning agency eligible for urban
plananing grants, and a State highway department. The regional joint commit-
tees will provide advice and assistance to any agency wishing to initiate such
a project, and will work with the sponsoring agencies to develop an approvable
project.

Proposals for coordinated planning will be approved for joint financial assis-
tance only when the following conditions are met:

(1) The proposal aims at achieving a unified process of planning cover-
ing all relevant aspects of development and land use;
(2) Planning will cover the entire urbanized area involved ;
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(8) There are prospective problems in planning or locating Federal-aid
highways in the ares.

(4) Planning is to be conducted under the policy guidance of a metropoli-
tan coordinating committee broadly representative of the governing officials
of the local jurisdictions within the area and including representatives of
major State planning and development agencies.

This procedure is an alternative to rather than a substitute for existing pro-
cedures for initiating comprehensive urban planning projects for federally aided
highway planning projects for metropolitan areas. The possible need for co-
ordinate planning under joint financial assistance should be considered, how-
ever, by the regional offices of the respective agencies in reviewing applications
for either type of project. When such a need is believed to exist ,the appli-
cation should be referred to the regional joint committee for consideration.

Cost-sharing arrangements will be developed by agreement among the spon-
soring agencies on the basis of the planning project prospectus, subject to the
approval of the HHFA and the Bureau of Public Roads. The regular eli-
gibility requirements of the urban planning grants and highways planning pro-
grams will continue to apply.

O
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