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INTRODUCTION TO T H E  SECOND PRIYTING 

CURRENT ISSUES IN 
MULTISTATE REGIONALISM- 1978 

REGIONAL DISARRAY 

At the time the Advisory Commission on Intergov- 
ernmental Relations concluded its formal study of 
multistate regionalism (the report was adopted at its 
'December I97 I meeting), most of these instrumen- 
talities were still comparatively new and untried. 
The major pieces of multistate legislation---the A p -  
palachian Regional Development Act .  the Public 
Works  and Economic Development Ac t ,  and the 
Water Resources Planning Act- had been adopted 
in 1965, just six years previously. It was, in the Corn- 
mission's view, still much too early for any drastic 
revision or overhaul of these fledgling organizations, 
since most of the planning activities they had em- 
barked upon were still in an early stage. Thus, while 
the Commission examined each of these programs in 
considerable depth, it felt that any major reform 
proposals at that time would be premature. Hence 
its recommendation to "let the experiment con- 
tinue''--- to retain the multistate commissions unal- 
tered pending further experience. 

Six years later, as a second printing of this report 
was being prepared, these circumstances had 
changed. The multistate agencies are now more fully 
"institutionalized" and have a longer track record-- 
although evaluations and especially conclusions re- 
garding them still vary widely. 

But the multistate question----urgent in previous 
years because of the Nixon administration's opposi- 
tion to regionalism as a "fourth layer of govern- 
ment''---was still quite pressing. Many observers in 
late 1977 through mid-1978 felt that the network of 
multistate organizations was in serious disarray. LJn- 

settled issues confronted the Title V commissions and 
Title I 1  commissions, as well as the system of Fed- 
eral Regional Councils. Only the Appalachian Ue- 
gional Commission and the two compact-based 
river basin commissions (the Delaware and Susque- 
hanna UBCs) seemed to have retained a clearly 
defined  role^-~-and even in these cases, the possibility 
of new Carter administration proposals for depart- 
mental reorganization and federal urban, rural, and 
water development policies left some question 
marks. Sources of concern and tension includcd: 

increasing sectional antagonism between the 
"sunbelt" and "frostbelt" states; 

W surprising recent growth of population in the 
nation's nonmetropolitan areas, reversing past 
trends and forecasts; 

a plodding recovery from the 1974-75 recession, 
compounding continuing problems of structural 
unemployment; 

W heightened awareness of resources (especially 
energy and water) constraints in some sections 
of the nation; 

W the creation of activist "voluntary" multistate 
regional organizations and coalitions of state 
and local officials as well as of members of the 
Congress; 

uncertainty about the structuring and future role 
of regional offices within the federal Executive 
Branch; and 

H state-proposed expansions of the Title V system. 



As of mid-1978, the Carter administration had not 
yet formulated a clear position on any of the basic 
policy questions. However, reviews aimed at  positive 
recommendations were underway in several locations; 
the President's Reorganization Project, the White 
House Conference on Balanced National Growth 
and Economic Development, the cabinet-level Urban 
and Regional Policy Group, and the Water Resource 
Policy Study team. 

The multiplicity of these fo run~s  and issues made 
predictions on the future direction of multistate re- 
gionalism quite uncertain. Incremental change, as 
always, did appear to be the most likely prospect, 
but the possibility of significant alterations in one or 
more of the major multistate entities could not be dis- 
missed entirely. 

This brief discussion is not intended to point out 
the proper path. The ACIR has not conducted a for- 
mal reassessment of the full range of multistate or- 
ganizations and for this reason has not reconsidered 
its I971 recommendations.' However, this new intro- 
ductory material does summarize some of the prin- 
cipal developments on the multistate regional scene 
over the intervening years, and describes the issues as 
they appeared early in 1978.' 

THE APPALACHIAN REGIONAL 
COMMISSION 

The Appalachia program--certainly foremost in 
scope and importance among the multistate organi- 
zations- was renewed by the Regional Development 
Act of 197.5; for four years (and its highway pro- 
gram for six). The new legislation induded a number 
of measures intended to strengthen Commission op- 
erations, including provisions assuring more active 
gubernatorial participation, a mandate for an overall 
regional development plan, and encouragement of 
local development districts to prepare comprehensive 
"areawide action  program^."^ Overall, however, 
these amendments remained true to the original 
vision behind the ARC,  and were intended simply to 
assist in realizing them. 

In a 1977 study of federal grants management 
issues, the ACIR offered a brief update on A R C  ac- 
tivities and a comparison of the Appalachian pro- 
gram with two other "target grants"---community ac- 
tion and model cities.' These three programs all 
stemmed from the same historical period (1964 to 
1966) and included certain common objectives. In 
each case, the coordination of the activities of a 
broad range of federal agencies and programs with 

those of state and/or local governments was a cen- 
tral aim. Each, too, was intended to "target" assis- 
tance on certain specific areas, neighborhoods, or  
jurisdictions. In the instance of the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission, there were legislative mandates 
to "serve as a focal point and coordinating unit for 
Appalachian programs," and to "concentrate [in- 
vestments] in areas where there is a significant 
potential for future growth, and where the expected 
return on public dollars invested will be the greatest.'' 

The ACIR review, which drew upon a consider- 
able number of official and academic evaluations, 
suggested that these particular features in the basic 
design of these programs may have been unrealistic. 
All three target grants were found to have followed a 
similar course: 

The most basic observation regarding all three 
target grant programs indicates their inability to 
draw together, meld, and coordinate-in short, 
to "target3'-other federal assistance programs. 
None experienced more than limited success in 
this fundamental purpose. . . . The capacity for 
complex, fully coordinated administrative ac- 
tion among federal agencies and the three gov- 
ernmental levels was tested and found to be 
limited. 

The target grants did not fully conform with 
the basic conception behind them in a second re- 
spect as well. Each of the programs was in- 
tended to serve specific, restricted, target areas 
and populations. Yet, each was faced with the 
political need to generate widespread Congres- 
sional and popular support. This need brought 
pressures for expansion which reduced the pro- 
grams' targeting effects and, in some cases, 
badly stretched available f ~ n d s . ~  

The report also summarized evaluative research 
concerning the A R C  in particular and various recom- 
mendations for both expansion and abolition.' 

Although not discussed in the grants management 
study, weaknesses of the planning processes of both 
the Title V and Title I1 commissions as well as short- 
comings in the performance of the Federal Regional 
Councils also illustrate the serious organizational and 
political obstacles to the coordination of policies 
among a number of federal agencies and state-local 
governments. These were not generally recognized in 
the mid-60s. but have been amply documented since. 

Yet the Appalachian program, like any public en- 
deavor, must be assessed by a number of different 



(sometimes competing or  even conflicting) criteria. 
Proponents of  the Commission system stress espe- 
cially its "partnership approach" to federal, state, 
and local investment decisionmaking. They argue 
that it offers an important middle ground between 
revenue sharing programs on the one hand-which 
provide little opportunity for federal program direc- 
tion-and categorical grants on the other, in which 
the reins of federal administration often are very 
tightly held. By virtue of its interlevel composition, 
the Commission strikes a balance by permitting the 
states to identify their priority needs through a joint, 
federal-state decisionmaking process. 

This important positive aspect of the Commis- 
sion's record was stressed in a recent evaluative study 
conducted by the American Enterprise Institute for 
Public Policy R e s e a r ~ h . ~  Its authors interviewed 
some 300 public officials and staff at  the local, state, 
and federal levels in Washington and the 13 Appa- 
lachian states. Comparative assessments of four 
major types of grant-in-aid systems- general revenue 
sharing, block grants, categorical grants, and the 
A R C  federal-state partnership approach-were de- 
vised. The ratings on some seven evaluation criteria 
were almost uniformly high for the A R C  system, de- 
spite its somewhat greater administrative complex- 
ity. From these data, the authors concluded that 

. . . users place a high value on "flexible" ad- 
ministrative systems regardless of the magnitude 
of the financial stakes, and that users will toler- 
ate somewhat more cumbersome administrative 
machinery and lower application success ratios 
if, in exchange, they have a greater say in tailor- 
ing the use of federal dollars to their needs." 

The form in which federal assistance is provided- 
as well as its dollar magnitude-was thus indicated 
to be quite crucial. "' 

Overall, the authors also concluded that 

. . . the A R C  system is working as it was intended 
to work. Its strengths were perceived to be in flex- 
ibility, responsiveness, capacity building, and the 
provision of greater amounts of local and state in- 
volvement than occur through alternative funding 
systems. 

Where people are affects their perceptions of the 
A R C  significantly. State respondents, who have 
the largest influence over ARC'S public investment 
decisions, ranked A R C  as the system they most 
preferred to deal with, across the board." 

TITLE V COMMISSIONS 

The Regional Development Act o f  1975 extended 
the authorization of the Title V Commissions-more 
properly, the regional action planning commis- 
sions--for two years, with minor amendment. The 
authcrity of the commissions was expanded some- 
what, with the creation of four new program areas: 
energy, transportation, vocational education, and 
health. In 1976, the basic authorization was again 
extended through FY 79.'' 

Other important changes since 1971 (illustrated in 
Figure I) include expansions of the Four Corners 
Regional Commission and Ozarks Regional Com- 
mission to include all of the territory of  their mem- 
ber states and the addition of Nevada to the former 
and Louisiana to the latter, and an extension of the 
Coastal Plains Commission into northern Florida 
and tidewater Virginia and the central portions of 
Georgia and South Carolina. Three new commissions 
also have been organized: Pacific Northwest (1972), 
Old West (l972), and Southwest Border (1977). 

With these additions, the eight Title V commis- 
sions now serve all or part of 34 states, including 
more than half of the geographic area of the nation, 
though only one-third of its population. In fiscal 
terms, however, they still remain pale shadows of 
the ARC. In FY 77, ARC provided a total of $249 
million in aid to its 13 member states, while the Title 
V commissions together provided only $58 million." 

Always regarded with disinterest or even opposi- 
tion from certain quarters within the Executive es- 
tablishment, the Title Vs never have enjoyed as se- 
cure an existence as the ARC.  However, they have 
survived one round of  Presidential fire. The Nixon 
Administration downplayed the concepts of joint 
federal-state decisionmaking and regional coordina- 
tion embodied in the multistate commissions and 
regarded them as an unnecessary "fourth level of 
government." In 1973, the administration initially 
proposed the termination of EDA and the Title V 
commissions, but later agreed to a scaled-down, one- 
year extension pending a reexamination of the pro- 
grams. Early in 1974, the President suggested re- 
placing the existing programs with a block grant to 
the states for economic adjustment assistance. The 
block grant approach, he argued, would permit states 
to better coordinate economic adjustment assistance 
with aid from other related programs. The bill also 
authorized the creation of interstate compacts in this 
field and permitted states to uce federal aid for such 
joint efforts. This proposal was rejected, and a two- 
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year extension of the 1965 Public Works Act was 
signed into law by President Ford in September 
1974. Reauthorizations of the commission system in 
1975 and 1976 were not opposed by the administra- 
tion. 

Assessments of the commission's planning activi- 
ties continue to identify shortcomings in their con- 
tent, preparation, or  especially implementation. Not 
all of the Title Vs have up-to-date planning docu- 
ments: at  the time of a Library of Congress study in 
early 1977, even draft plans were not available for 
review from three of the seven commissions. Only 
one of the commissions had complied with a require- 
ment of the 1975 Regional Developmenr Act that a 
Regional Economic Development Plan be submitted 
to  the Congress within 120 days.'J 

A 1974 study by the General Accounting Office 
indicated that the commissions assessed had not de- 
vised a fully effective regional development strategy, 
even in the use of their own funds. The GAO's ex- 
amination of the Ozarks, New England, and Four 
Corners commissions concluded: 

Although many local benefits can be attributed 
to the Title V regional commission program, G A O  
found that the three regional commissions included 
in its study have not effectively directed their pro- 
grams to meet a major goal to solve problems on 
a regional basis. Regional commissions generally 
have not 

--established a system of prioritieq for those pro- 
grams and projects which wouid have the great- 
e\t economic impact on tht: region; 

-allocated dc~t-!i~prncni Finds among member 
states on a rcgicnai-~>ri*)rii! I w i ~  bui on e w m -  
tially a proportionate-sharing basis: 

- funded many projects with rnultistatc impact; 

--evaluated the effectiveness of their program and 
projects in relation to over411 goals." 

More recently, an evaluation report prepared by 
Professor'Renjamin Chinitz concluded thzt commis- 
sion plans have had little influence on the flow of fis- 
cal resources to the member states. The federal "part- 
ners"---the national departments and the White 
House----have not taken the partnership approach 
very seriously. Furthermore, the early plans wexc 
grandiose in functional scope and fiscal scale, and ig- 
nored the problems of implen!entation and the com- 
n~issions' own very limited resources. The planning 
process also usually was remote from localiy-elected 

oficials and i n  most instances provided no clear role 
for integration with state plans. Finally, the com- 
missions have had great difficulty in identifying 
projects for aid which are simultaneously both of 
multistate significance und concerned with serious 
economic distress  two basic mandates. The author 
argues. however, that the commi%sions have strug- 
gled creatively under adverse fiscal and political con- 
ditions, and that their past performance is no sure 
guide to future prospects.lh 

As in the case of the ARC,  supporters of  the Com- 
mission system stress especially the ability of the 
Title Vs to respond flexibly to priority needs in a 
range of fields. Recognizing the limited funding yet 
special utility of the Commission approach, the Title 
Vs are described as "gap-fillers in the cracks of fed- 
eralism." A group of peers, they point out---as the 
Governor members are-- behaves far more responsi- 
bly than do lone individuals. Thus they believe that 
the commissions remain very useful tools, worthy of 
an expanded role in national development policy. 

The expansion of the commission system to  in- 
clude whole states and greater portions of the na- 
tion has somewhat altered their traditional mission. 
The 1965 act required that all designated regions 
meet one or  more of  several criteria demonstrating 
lagging economic development (such as a high rate 
of unemployment, low income levels, or  long-term 
industrial decline). The early commissions, save for 
New England, included only portions of states and 
largely adhered to this conception. But later experi- 
ence has demonstrated that the statutory restrictions 
are  not in fact very restrictive: every state can quali- 
fy for participation urider some provision. Thus, the 
geographic focus on severe economic distress has 
diminished steadily. ' ' 

'This issue has become more pressing with the pros- 
p w t  , ) I '  s v e i a l  more con~missions being established. 
Appli~aiions for six new conln~issions have been sent 
to [he Departrncnt of Commerce, and Alaska, too, 
has ir~dicatcd its inlcntiorr to apply. I f  thc proposed 
commissions are approved, aid would be extended to 
each of the 48 states through either the Title V or  
Appalachian program (or both). The proposed com- 
missions and states include: 

a Mid-America (Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio): 

iVid-South (portions of Tennessee, and Ken- 
tucky and those portions of Mississippi and Ala- 
bama not now within the Appalachian region); 

Mid-Atlantic (New York, Pennsylvania, Mary- 
land, and Delaware); 



Antillean (Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands); 

California (single-state commission), and 

Texas (single-state commission). 

No  action has yet been taken, as Commerce has 
placed a moratorium on new applications pending 
assessments of the entire system of regional and com- 
munity development activities by the President's 
Reorganization Project and the White House Con- 
ference on Balanced National Growth and Economic 
Development. 

RIVER BASIN PLANNING 

Water resources policy, like regional economic de- 
velopment, was a matter of unusual public concern 
in 1977 and early 1978. Questions about the ade- 
quacy of water resources planning and management 
had been prompted by a two-year drought and Car- 
ter administration initiatives to formulate a new 
water resources policy. Projections by the Water 
Resources Council indicated that many sections of 
the nation would face water supply shortages by the 
year 2000; the need for a new "conservation ethic" 
and perhaps even changes in settlement patterns 
were suggested.18 Many critics felt that current in- 
stitutions were unequal to these challenges. 

As of early 1978, the number of Title I1 river basin 
commissions stood at six. Two new commissions 
were established in March 1972. These were the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission, which 
includes the territory previously organized under the 
Souris-Red-Rainy RBC as well as a much larger area 
of the Mississippi basin itself, and the Missouri RBS. 
Together with the compact-based commissions for 
the Delaware and Susquehanna, and the previously 
established New England, Ohio, Great Lakes, and 
Pacific Northwest Commissions, these organizations 
now embrace nearly the entire northern half of the 
nation. Much of the southern U.S. is still served by 
the more traditional interagency committees. These 
boundaries are illustrated in Figure I I .  

A number of additional reviews of water planning 
and management activities have been conducted 
since 1971, all of which directed some criticism at the 
performance of the Title 11s and the Water Resources 
Council. The National Water Commission (NWC) 
concluded in its 1973 report that "the federal-inter- 
state compact is recommended as the preferred insti- 
tutional arrangement for water resources planning 
and management in multistate regions."" They 
found that the Delaware and Susquehanna commis- 

sions are clearly the most effective organizational 
form. T o  expedite the creation of such compacts, 
the Commission proposed that Congress enact legis- 
lation giving advance consent to a limited class of 
water compacts not having a significant impact on 
federal interests, subject to  a 90-day Congressional 
review period.20 However, the NWC also added that 

River basin commissions are to be preferred 
over interagency and ad hoc committees for 
water and related land resource planning and 
should be encouraged as regional planning en- 
tities for water and related land resources. The 
commissions are new and unique regional insti- 
tutions, and should be given a chance to de- 
velop joint coordinated comprehensive plans for 
their r e g i ~ n . ~ '  

The National Conference on Water (held in April, 
1975) raised serious questions about appropriate fed- 
eral, state, and local roles in water resources plan- 
ning and management. Conference participants con- 
cluded that "planning at all levels needs to be better 
coordinated," and the summary report stated that 

The proliferation of water-related programs has 
led to fragmentation and overlapping assign- 
ments among a myriad of federal and state 
agencies. Regional planning groups often do not 
receive the necessary resources to accomplish 
coordination at the regional level. Agencies 
frequently seem to be doing planning unilat- 
erally. Accordingly, strong consideration should 
be given to developing a process to better :,- 
ordinate planning at all levels." 

A General Accountmg Office report completed 
late in 1977 concluded that only limited progress had 
been made in carrying out the purposes of the 1965 
Water  Resoutres Planning Act." None of the Title 
I 1  commissions had yet completed an entire "com- 
prehensive, coordinated joint plan" (CCJP), and 
poor cooperation and unclear working relationships 
with the Water Resources Council were noted. Past 
attempts to develop clear guidelines for the prepa- 
ration and review of the CCJPs had failed. The 
G A O  called upon the Water Resources Council to 
provide the necessary national guidelines or, if this 
again proved impossible, to recommend legislation 
for establishing a more effective agency. 

The subject also is of concern within the admin- 
istration. A comprehensive review of water policy 
was announced by President Carter in his May 1977, 
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environmental message." The Water Resource Pol- 
icy Study, conducted by Office of Management and 
Budget, the Council on Environmental Quality, and 
the Water Resources Council, proposed a number of 
steps to improve water resource planning and man- 
agement and enhance federal-state c o o p e r a t i ~ n . ~ '  
However, no changes in the existing system of multi- 
state organizations were recommended. 

ISSUES AND RELATIONSHIPS 

Despite the additional years of experience, the is- 
sues and alternatives for multistate organization and 
reorganization remain quite similar to those dis- 
cussed in Chapter 6 and Appendix A of the Commis- 
sion's 1971 study. These include three alternative 
approaches: 

continuation and selective expansion and reform 
of separate multistate regional instrumentalities 
for economic development, river basin planning, 
and federal interagency coordination; 

consolidation or replacement of  some or all ex- 
isting organizations with a set of new, broader 
purpose organizations; and 

elimination of most or all federal-state multi- 
state mechanisms, with greater reliance upon 
nationally administered grant programs of aid to 
general-purpose governments (block grants, cate- 
gorical grants, or  revenue sharing), supplemented 
as necessary by interstate cornpacta and "volun- 
tary," state-initiated,multistate regional organira- 
tions. 

Within these general strategies there are a variety 
of specific proposals. I n  mid-summer 1978, the Presi- 
dent's Reorganization Project was reviewing several 
alternatives including: a nationwide network of re- 
furbished Title V commissions, with stronger institu- 
tional ties to the FRCs and other regional entities; a 
new economic development block or  categorical 
grant prograrn intended to address priority regional 
development problems; and, a realignment and ex- 
tension of Title V, ARC,  arid FKC boundaries, 
linked through the appointment of a conltiion, 
chairperson and per!laps a join! staff. 

Missing from this list are parallels to oni: of the 
most significant options at  the substate regional level: 
the creation of authoritative, multifunctional gnvern- 
ments to deal with region-wide issues. as are found 
now in a few metropolitan areas. Although the. re- 
drawing of state boundaries for a better fit wiih 

regional economic and social relationships has long 
been a pipe-dream of geographers, the only viable 
possibilities are based upon a mixture of interstate 
and interlevel participation. 

The g r o ~ t h  of the Title V system, and the number 
of pending applications, now makes the develop- 
ment of a nationwide system of  multistate economic 
development commissions appear likely. But these 
past and prospective ad hoc extensions also reem- 
phasize questions about the boundaries, functions, 
and organization of the commissions and their rela- 
tionships to other regional instrumentalities. 

A principal issue is that of relating the multi- 
state commissions to the ten Federal Regional Coun- 
cils (FRCs). Begun in 1969 and increasingly expand- 
ed in membership and responsibility over the Nixon 
years, these organizations have provided a forum for 
the principal regional officials of 1 1  federal depart- 
ments in ten standardized administrative regions 
(illustrated in Figure I l l ) .  Over this period the FRCs 
tackled a variety of interdepartmental coordination 
problems and also sought to strengthen comrnunica- 
tions with state and local officials. 

But the FRCs did not inaugurate an era of "new 
federalism." Assessments suggest that they suffered 
from incomplete decentralization of grant "sign off '  
authority, insufficient staff, and inadequate guidance 
from Washington. Performance has varied widely 
from region to region and changed with the rotation 
of counci! chairmanships. Clearly the FKCs lack 
authority to resolve the most serious problems of 
interagency coordin:ition, and with only limited staff 
contributed hy their member agencies, can provide 
technical assistance to just a fraction of all local and 
state governments.?" 

Although the FRCs have not, and probably can- 
not live up to early ambitions and expectations, they 
have made significant contributions by calling at- 
tention to coordination problems for resolution in 
Washington, serving as a single point oi' contact for 
program insormation, and improving rhe delivery of 
federal aid (through, for example, the joint funding 
process) in selected cases. For these reasons-an3 in 
the belief that the co~lncils and thz standardized 
regions are h r  superior t o  the hodgepodge of service 
areas and adrninistrativc :jutononly which preceded 
them  the ,Qdvisory Commission on Ilrtergovern- 
mental Relations has called for their continuation 
and modest reforms to strengthen than." 

The future of the FRCs, however, remains clouded. 
The Carter Administration has not yet enunciated a 
Presidential position on administrative decentraliza- 



tion and regional councils. Although the question 
was one of the first tackled by the White House Of-  
fice of Intergovernmental Relations, headed by As- 
sistant to the President Jack Watson, no definitive 
action was taken upon completion of his staff study. 
Instead, it was announced in September 1977, that 
the councils would be continued temporarily. A final 
decision was delayed for up to one year, pending the 
completion of another review by the President's Re- 
organization Project. 

In the absence of specific White House guidance, 
several departments have acted unilaterally to revise 
their field structures. All regional oftices were abol- 
ished by the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis- 
tration, and several were closed by the Department 
of Interior. The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare eliminated its regional director posi- 
tions, replacing them with principal regional officials 
(PROS) who act as the field representatives of the 
H E W  Secretary. While the PROS serve as liaison 
with state and local government, public interest 
groups, and the media, they have little real adminis- 
trative authority. The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development also downgraded the operational 
role of its regional offices. These apparently unanti- 
cipated shifts have had the effect of weakening the 
authoritativeness of the FRCs and might stand in 
the way of any comprehensive multistate reorgani- 
zation. 

A second set of questions is stimulated by the 
growing role of voluntary multistate organi~ations 
and political caucuses.2x While a large variety of 
specialized cooperative organizations are  traditional, 
those taking an interest in a broad range of develop- 
ment and policy concerns are relatively new. Some 
observers believe that their growth has reduced or 
eliminated the need for federal/multistate organiza- 
tions. They argue that the voluntary units provide a 
better forum for representing regional concerns and 
offer ample opportunities for interstate communica- 
tions and, if desired, policy planning. On the other 
hand, others stress that these organizations lack the 
ability to provide additional financial assistance and 
may not serve as effectively as a voice within the na- 
tional Executive Branch, since they lack "official" 
status. 

The first of this new breed was the Federation of 
Rocky Mountain States, formed in 1966 as a non- 
profit corporation by the Governors of Colorado, 
Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 
Originally focusing exclusively on economic devel- 
opment issues, the Federation has become involved 

in many matters affecting the region's "quality of 
life." It includes many leading business concerns 
among its members;and is supported financially by 
both private and state funds as well as federal 
grants.?' 

The Southern Growth Policies Board (SGPB) is 
also among the oldest and most institutionalized of 
these organizations. Created in 1971, SGPB is a pub- 
lic, nonprofit agency established by the legislatures 
of 13 southern states.?" Its aim is to assist its mem- 
bers in developing plans and policies for growth 
management and the wise use of natural and human 
resources. To  this end, it has produced a Statement 
of Regional Objectives and a comprehensive devel- 
opment study, The Future of the South, as well as 
many other reports. While the Board has no legal 
authority over its member states, it reports annually 
to the Southern Governor's Conference and state leg- 
islatures. Board membership includes a delegation of 
five persons from each state---the Governor, two 
legislators, and two citizens. Financial support is 
provided by the states themselves, federal aid, and 
philanthropic sources. 

The northeastern states have spawned a number 
of organizations in recent years. The New England 
Congressional Caucus, founded in 1972 by members 
of the Congress from the six New England states, 
has a small permanent staff, including a New Eng- 
land Economic Research Ofice. It has focused pri- 
marily on energy and transportation problems. The 
Northeast Legislative Energy Project, funded by the 
National Science Foundation, produced a report, 
"The Northeastern States Confront the Energy 
Crisis," in late 1974. An Economic Development Ad- 
ministration grant in 1976 established the Council 
for Northeast Economic Action, including govern- 
ment and business representatives and a small staff. 
1976 also saw the creation of  the Coalition of North- 
eastern Governors (CONEG), formed in July by 
the Democratic Governors of  seven states. A 
CONEG-sponsor.ed meeting at  Saratoga, NY, in 
November 1976, involved participants in panel ses- 
sions concerned with such topics as unemployment, 
welfare, federal aid, transportation. and energy, and 
helped formulate an agenda for Congressional 
action. " 

The midwestern states also have been involved in 
new regional endeavors. The Northeast-Midwest 
Economic Advancement Coalition, formed in 1976, 
includes more than 200 members of Congress from 
these two regions. In the same year, the Great Lakes 
states convened a conference on federal economic 
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policy, including three Governors among the parti- 
cipants. 

About a dozen of the western states are affiliated 
with the Western Governors' Task Force on Region- 
al Policy Management. This organization, formal- 
ized in the autumn of 1977, is focusing attention on 
regional energy, natural resources, water, agricul- 
ture, and human resources issues. It includes two 
staff units, a Policy Management Office and Insti- 
tute for Policy Research. 

A third question involves the need to better re- 
late economic development and other federally aided 
activities to water resources planning. Water re- 
source development, of course, has a significant im- 
pact on land use. For this reason, Senator Jackson 
has proposed that national land use legislation focus 
on tying the two kinds of planning and development 
activities together by expanding the scope of the 
river basin agencies. On the other hand, opponents 
argue that land use planning is much more compre- 
hensive and "generalist" oriented, while the key 
water questions involve problems of hydrology and 
civil engir~eering.'~ Another possibility would give 
strengthened Federal Regional Councils greater au- 
thority to coordinate all federally funded water re- 
source programs. 

EXPANSION AND 
CONSOLIDATION 

As in the past, the most ambitious reform pro- 
posals call for the creation of more comprehensive 
and substantially strengthened, multistate regional 
organizations, which could play a key role in the 
economic development process. This view seems to 
reflect both the traditional interest in some quarters 
of devising a more effective approach to national 
growth policymaking and a reaction to the present 
regional disarray. Indeed, some critics believe that 
the current set of overlapping and largely unifunc- 
tional multistate bodies has become a serious admin- 
istrative problem in itself. Some also contend that 
the functions of economic development, water re- 
sources, and grants coordination and intergovern- 
mental liaison are closely interrelated and require 
better institutional coordination. 

Many of the consolidation proposals would accept 
the existing boundaries of the ten standard federal 
administrative regions as their foundation. On the 
other hand, there are those who feel that thcse state 
groupings in many instances do not constitute mean- 

ingful economic, social, or political entities, and 
thus advise an entirely new scheme of regionaliza- 
tion. (Only in New England and the Pacific North- 
west has a consistent set of boundaries been fol- 
lowed for all three t j  pes of multistate organizations). 

One consolidationist scenario calls for a new 
agency to be created in each of the ten federal re- 
gions to assume the functions of the FRCs, the eco- 
nomic development comn~issions, and perhaps even 
some national development agencies (such as the 
Economic Development Administration and com- 
ponents of the Departments of Housing and Urban 
Development or Agriculture). A Presidentially ap- 
pointed director would play several roles simulta- 
neously, acting as: co-chairman of a newly created 
economic development commission composed of 
state governors; chairman of the FRC; director of 
regional economic development programs, and co- 
ordinator of other, more specialized multistate re- 
gional bodies (including the river basin commis- 
sions). The new commissions would become the 
principal regional planning bodies, and a single 
staff would support all of the interrelated regional 
activities. 

Another approach toward creating much more 
comprehensive regional growth policy machinery 
was proposed in Senator Humphrey's Balanced 
National Growth and Development Act. This bill 
would establish important new agencies both in 
Washington and across the nation. The Humphrey 
bill called for the creation of an Office of Balanced 
National Growth and Development consisting of 
top administrative officials. The Office would be 
charged with the direction and coordination of fed- 
eral economic development, land use, energy, and 
planning assistance, as well as the preparation of an 
Annual Report on Balanced National Growth and 
Development and other studies. In addition, the Of- 
fice would be responsible for the establishment of 
representative multistate regional bodies for planning 
and coordination, Presidentially approved national 
growth policies for use in review of agency policies, 
and creation of a "national coordinated multijuris- 
dictional comprehensive planning process." 

The Humphrey bill authorizes and directs the 
President to submit a plan for from eight to 12 plan- 
ning and development regions to cover the nation, 
subject to Congressional veto within 90 days. Re- 
gional commissions (modeled after Title V Commis- 
sions) would consist of the governor and one legi- 
slator from each state and a Presidentially appointed 
representative of the Office of Balanced National 



Growth and Development, who would also serve 
as the executive director of the Federal Executive 
Administrative Region. 

A third, somewhat different strategy was outlined 
in the recent report of the Advisory Committee on 
National Growth Policy Processes, a subunit of the 
temporary National Commission on Supplies and 
Shortages. The Committee called for a new, inde- 
pendent National Growth and Development Com- 
mission to be established within the Executive branch 
and be made responsible for the National Growth 
Policy Report. Information on the territorial and in- 
tergovernmer~tal aspects of national growth would be 
provided to that Commission by this Commission 
(ACIR). The Committee also recommended that 
existing regional organizations be reviewed. I t  con- 
cluded that 

The time has come to provide a common na- 
tional framework for regional organizations 
embracing all the states, and enabling the states 
and the federal government to cope as partners 
with problems of regional growth and develop- 
ment for which they have shared responsibility." 

The Committee proposed that regional organiza- 
tions be established to  carry out. on a more limited 
basis, the same functions it wanted assigned to the 
ACIR. More specifically, these organizations 

. . . might weigh the local impact of proposed 
tax reforms or railroad subsidies, reporting the 
results to the Advisory Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations and to the public. They 
would continually monitor and evalute the ter- 
ritorial effects of specific policies or programs. 
The results of their observations would appear 
in reports on regional growth and development 
which would then be used by the Advisory Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations in pre- 
paring its contributions to the National Growth 
Policy Report. 

In these reports, critical regional problems 
would be identified and examined in the context 
of national development trends, and of federal 
policies. On a day-to-day basis, the regional 
groups should function as clearing houses for in- 
formation and for the analysis of regional prob- 
lems and prospects--sponsoring some studies 
and disseminating others. They would provide 
a place where federal, state, and local leaders 
could consider regional problems; the resolution 

of  which might require joint use of federal and 
state powers or  possible multistate funding. Fi- 
nally, the regional organizations would carry 
out any operational development functions that 
Congress might deem appropriate after the con- 
clusion of the special study authorized in the 
1976 amendments to the Public Works  and 
Economic Development Act.'4 

The regional commission strategy appears attrac- 
tive to many who have considered questions of na- 
tional growth policy because it offers unusual flexi- 
bility and retains for the states much of their tradi- 
tional prominence in such domestic policy questions. 
Yet opposing arguments also continue to be impor- 
tant, and stress especially the limited actual accom- 
plishments of existing multistate organizations as 
against their somewhat hypothetical and unrealized 
virtues as development planners and agencies of co- 
ordination. Of special importance within this camp 
are the "organizational pragmatists," who believe 
that the most effective agencies are those established 
in response to particular, pressing problems by the 
affected interests, rather than created "cookie cut- 
ter" fashion from a Washington-based mold.-" 
The greater achievements of  the DRBC and Appala- 
chia programs, for example, are explained on this 
basis. This position counsels against a national 
system of similar organizations. 

Other analysts see the multiplicity of multistate 
organizations as an "insurance policy" helping to 
guarantee that important regional concerns are not 
overlooked entirely. Any consolidation of functions, 
they fear, might lead some activities to be neglected 
or performed poorly. Water resource planning espe- 
cially, some believe, may become a field of real na- 
tional urgency, and should not be made secondary 
to other issues. 

CONCLUSION 

There appears to be some possibility of decisive 
federal action on multistate regionalism in late 1978 
or 1979. Such action is being considered and debated 
in a number of forums within the Executive Branch, 
and the Congress, too, is experiencing renewed inter- 
est in both regional economic development and ur- 
ban growth policy. The prospective expiration of the 
Title V and A R C  legislation in 1979 provides an 
action-forcing mechanism. 

The question, moreover, is one which needs thor- 
ough consideration. The period of incremental ex- 
pansion of the Appalachia-Title V programs has 



nearly run its course, raising new issues regarding the nation's sectional ills. "Sunbelt" and "Frostbelt" 
boundaries and functions and the relationship of disparities now are high on the agenda of political 
these partnership programs to other federal activi- discourse. 
ties. A growing awareness of potentially serious 
water resource constraints in many sections of the 
nation has sparked concern over water planning ca- 
pabilities. And public cynicism about governmental 
performance, and President Carter's dedication to 
simplifying and improving Executive Branch opera- 
tions, should compel a reconsideration of the ap- 
propriate role of the Federal Regional Councils. 

The proper functions of multistate organizations 
also require reassessment because of the shifting pub- 
lic concern from rural to urban poverty----distressed 
areas to distressed cities--and changing definitions of 

Finally, the multistate regional institutions have 
made a crucial partisan transition, prompting new 
attention as a Democratic administration seeks to 
delineate its own domestic policy strategy. 

This multitude of forums and policy-relevant con- 
cerns make forecasting unusually difficult. The ACIR 
offers neither prediction nor specific prescription. It 
is the Commission's hope, however, that the reissue 
of this Multistate Regionalism report will provide 
useful information to the parties involved in this 
important debate. 
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Preface 

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

"Sec. 2. Because of the complexity of modern life intensifies the 
need in a federal form of government for the fullest cooperation and 
coordination of activities between the levels of government, and be- 
cause population growth and scientific developments portend an in- 
creasingly complex society in future years, it is essential 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 lo- 
cal governments for the consideration of common problems; 

"(2) provide a forum for discussing the administration and co- 
ordination of Federal grant and other programs requiring inter- 
governmental cooperation; 

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

"(4) make available technical assistance to the executive and leg- 
islative branches of the Federal Government in the review of pro- 
posed legislation to determine its overall effect on the Federal 
system; 

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

"(6) recommend, within the framework of the Constitution, the 
most desirable allocation of governmental functions, responsibili- 
ties, 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 prob- 
lems the amelioration of which, in the commission's view, would 
enhance the effectiveness of the federal system. In keeping with this 
responsibility, the Commission identified regionalism as an impor- 
tant intergovernmental development and resolved "to assess the rec- 
ord to date, including the use and accomplishments of regional inter- 
governmental bodies." 

In this report, the commission has focused on major regional in- 
strumentalities, primarily of a federal-multistate nature with the 
objective of determining the degree of effectiveness with which they 
carry out pertinent legislative mandates, and their general viability 
and role as intergovernmental mechanisms for coalescing Federal, 
State and local activities and programs in the developmental fields. A 
subsequent report will deal with the substate regional dimension of 
this broad topic, including the special problems facing interstate 
metropolitan areas. 

The  report was approved a t  a meeting of the  commission on 
December 17, 1971. 

Robert E. Merriam 
Chairman 
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The Commission and Its Working Procedures 

This statement of the procedures followed by the Advisory Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations is intended to assist the 
reader's consideration of this report. The commission, made up of 
busy public officials and private persons occupying positions of major 
responsibility, must deal with diverse and specialized subjects. It is 
important, therefore, in evaluating reports and recommendations of 
the Commission to know the processes of consultation, criticism, and 
review to which particular reports are subjected. 

The duty of the commission, under Public Law 86-380, is to give 
continuing attention to intergovernmental problems in Federal- 
State, Federal-local, and State-local, as well as interstate and in- 
terlocal relations. The commission's approach to this broad area 
of responsibility is to select specific intergovernmental problems for 
analysis and policy recommendation. In some cases, matters proposed 
for study are introduced by individual members of the commission; 
in other cases, public officials, professional organizations, or scholars 
propose projects. In still others, possible subjects are suggested by 
the staff. Frequently, two or more subjects compete for a single "slot" 
on the commission's work program. In such instances selection is by 
majority vote. 

Once a subject is placed on the work program, staff is assigned to 
it. In limited instances the study is contracted for with an expert in 
the field or a research organization. The staff's job is to assemble 
and analyze the facts, identify the differing points of view involved, 
and develop a range of possible, frequently alternative, policy consid- 
erations and recommendations which the commission might wish to 
consider. This is all developed and set forth in a preliminary draft 
report containing (a) historical and factual background, (b) analysis 
of the issues, and (c) alternative solutions. 

The preliminary draft is reviewed within the staff of the commis- 
sion and after revision is placed before an informal group of "critics" 
for searching review and criticism. In assembling these reviewers, care 



is taken to provide (a) expert knowledge and (b) a diversity of sub- 
stantive and philosophical viewpoints. Additionally, representatives of 
the Council of State Governments, International City Management 
Association, National Association of Counties, National Governors' 
Conference, National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
U.S. Office of Management and Budget, and any Federal agencies 
directly concerned with the subject matter participate, along with the 
other "critics" in reviewing the draft. It should be emphasized that 
participation by an individual or organization in the review process 
does not imply in any way endorsement of the draft report. Criticisms 
and suggestions are presented; some may be adopted, others rejected 
by the commission staff. 

The draft report is then revised by the staff in light of criticisms 
and comments received and transmitted to the members of the com- 
mission at least three weeks in advance of the meeting at which it is 
to be considered. 

vii 
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Chapter 1 

THE CONCEPT AND GROWTH OF 
MULTISTATE 

Regionalism has been a persistent i f  not always 
persuasive part of the American political tradition. 
Regionalism has attitudinal, economic, geogrriphic 
and social dimensions which have caused it to be 
used for political, administrative, and planning ends. 
The federal system does not have a regional quality 
per se. Yet, the various multistate political institu- 
tions created by interstate compacts, Federal-multi- 
state compacts, and Federal legislation are a clear 
indication that national and subnational govern- 
ments find it both necessary and desirable to accom- 
modate regional tendencies in the body politic and 
to satisfy multi-jurisdictional needs within the system. 

As early as 1787, George Mason proposed that the 
chief executive of the new constitutional government 
be composed of three persons, one each from the 
northern, middle, and southern States, thereby 
creating an arrangement that would " . . . contribute 
to quiet the minds of the people and convince them 
that there will be proper attention paid to their 
respective concerns."' As recently as 1970, Rexford 
Tugwell proposed a new model constitution that 
would provide for the creation of at  most 20 regional 
republics that would replace States as the basic sub- 
national units of government in this c o ~ n t r y . ~  These 
two instances are one indication of the enduring 
political thought that neither national nor subna- 
tional governments adequately reflect the regional 
character of the American nation. 

During the course of American history, regional- 
ism has evolved from a defensive and often bitter 
sectionalism to a more positive force which has been 

REGIONALISM 

" . . . portrayed as the effort to meet an area's needs 
in such a way as to integrate the area into the na- 
tional culture and e c ~ n o m y . " ~  Moreover, the concept 
of regionalism has come to have more widespread 
application with the passage of time. Starting a s  a 
geographic concept, it gradually was regarded as 
having economic and social qualities. Thereby, 
regionalism came to exhibit a composite quality 
which proved useful for a variety of political, adminis- 
trative, and planning purposes. 

As Roscoe Martin has observed, regions are a 
phenomenon unto themselves.' Yet, their place in 
the Federal system is a problematic one. The region 
does not have a formal legal place in the political 
system. Rather, it must gain its institutional charac- 
ter by interstate, Federal, or  joint Federal-interstate 
action. Indeed, even the manner of creating a 
regional body is a sensitive matter. When created by 
the States alone, the regional body can be regarded 
as a threat to the national interest; the compact 
clause of the Constitution recognizes that possibility 
insofar as it provides for Congressional consent to all 
compacts.' When a regional body is imposed from 
the national level, it can be viewed as  a threat to 
State jurisdictions in the affected area! On the other 
hand, regions provide an excellent arena wherein 
national and State governments can construct pro- 
grams for the solution of problems that are of a 
subnational, multistate nature. The creation of 
regional institutions, then, can serve to further State 
and national interests on a centralized or decentral- 
ized basis respectively. 



DIMENSIONS OF 
REGIONALISM 

Regions lie at the interstices of the American Fed- 
eral system. They are more comprehensive than 
States yet less inclusive than the nation. When 
public policies need to be formulated on a multi- 
state basis, they must serve regional interests, but 
they must not subvert national or State goals. As a 
consequence, the life of a regional organization can 
be a precarious one since it is not always possible to 
reach continuing agreement among national, re- 
gional, and State policies. Moreover, the nature of 
the Federal system, in theory, does not permit auton- 
omy in the regional institution's operations. Yet, 
regionalism as a concept and regional institutions as 
an application of that concept have gained increas- 
ing prominence to the point where regionalism is 
viewed by some as " . . . a major new development in 
modern American Federalism."' A description of the 
dimensions of regionalism and its historical evolu- 
tion will provide a general backdrop for this study of 
the various multistate mechanisms in the Federal 
system. 

A Geographic Concept 

In its most elemental sense, regionalism is a spatial 
concept. As the Natural Resources Committee stated 
in 1935: "A region is generally considered to be an 
area, exhibiting homogeneity in one or more of its 
aspects, and thus it represents an areal or spatial 
generalizati~n."~ Used in a purely geographic 
sense, regions are areas which exhibit homogeneous 
natural characteristics which differentiate one 
region from another. Factors such as climate, geol- 
ogy, soil, hydrology, and vegetation are elements 
which are the basis for the demarcation of natural 
regions. These areal units, unlike social, economic, 
and political regions, have a static quality. They are 
"given" units which are prior to human activities. 
Moreover, as naturvl units. these types of regions are 
generally more easily identifiable than regional 
groupings based on human activities. 

Due to their distinct character, natural regions 
have long been accepted as useful units for the inte- 
grated administration of natural resource policies. 
Water resources compacts such as the Colorado River 
Basin Compact of 1929 were among the earliest to 
gain prominence in the interstate field. The Tennes- 
see Valley Authority remains a significant example 

of Federal regional policy, and the Delaware and 
Susquehanna Compacts and five Title I1 commis- 
sions, are instances of joint Federal-State regional 
action on a river basin basis. 

The importance of natural regional units lies in 
their integrated character. In the water resources 
field, for example, the basin-wide organization is 
regarded by some as the ideal vehicle for water 
resource management since it can best plan and 
implement a multiple-purpose program of natural 
resource d e v e l ~ p m e n t . ~  A basin-wide unit is in an 
excellent position to take advantage of the economic 
complimentaries and to avoid needless economic 
externalities in water resource development. Having 
jurisdiction coterminous with the phenomenon it 
manages, a properly empowered agency faces few 
difficulties in maintaining an integrated program of 
water resource management. 

Moreover, the physical characteristics of natural 
regions can markedly affect regional activities. In- 
hospitable natural conditions can often forestall 
economic development, as has happened in the case 
of Appalachia, or make the management and promo- 
tion of economic growth difficult, as in the case of 
the development of Southern California. Thus, 
regional economic or human resource programs can 
be markedly affected by natural regional configura- 
tions. Indeed, the resource endowment of an area 
can be a prime factor in the pattern of its historical 
development. l o  

An Economic Concept 

Economic regions are dynamic in character. Gen- 
erally they are of two types, being either nodal or  
functionally integrated or  having a quality of eco- 
nomic homogeneity." The first type is most com- 
monly metropolitan in scale though there can be 
clusters of metropolitan areas around dominant 
regional centers.'? 

Examples of homogeneous economic regions are  
characterized by relative economic underdevelop- 
ment (Appalachia, Great Lakes Cutover Region), by 
particular economic specialization (Industrial North- 
east vis-a-vis agricultural Midwest), or by diversifi- 
cation of economic activity (Atlantic megalopolis 
vs. Rocky Mountain Region). 

Like natural regions, economic multistate group- 
ings have been the subject of periodic public con- 
cern. The Public Works and Economic Development 
Act of 1965 and the Appalachia Regional Develop- 
ment Act represent efforts to meet the problems of 



economically depressed areas on a regional scale. 
The I2 regional districts of the Federal Reserve Bank 
mirror regional money flows in the nation, and the 
regional groupings of the Department of Commerce 
reflect composite economic groupings in the country. 

Economic regions generally are defined to include 
a major city and its surrounding hinterland. In 
measurable terms, such regions are generally de- 
fined as metropolitan areas or State economic areas. 
Yet these primary units of economic integration 
gradually blend together so that there will be a con- 
centrated economic core that generally covers a far 
wider geographic area than the metropolitan areas 
themselves.13 Thus, within the country there are 
megalopolitan complexes running from Boston to 
Washington, from Pittsburgh to Chicago, and in 
Southern California. England has a major economic 
complex centering on London, France on Paris, 
Sweden on Stockholm, and so on. Through this form 
of concentration, a country can gradually differenti- 
ate itself into areas having highly-developed econo- 
mies and areas having primarily export-based 
economies. Economic problems then present them- 
selves as public policies that need to be employed to 
insure economic parity between regions, to stimulate 
the growth of slower developing regions and to 
"pare" the growth of more advanced areas. Indeed, 
a good deal of regional economic study presently is 
being directed into the analysis of the determinants 
of regional growth and the interregional linkages 
needed between subnational components of the 
national economy.14 

A Social Concept 

In addition to having distinct geographic and 
economic qualities, regions can be the subject of 
social attachment. Mumford and others, for example, 
have suggested the true reality of a region lies in its 
popular identification-its perception as a cultural 
unit. Speaking of the regional character of the South, 
Odum suggests that it has gained its distinction due 
to a continuous economic and social crisis contribut- 
ing to a " . . . like-mindedness of the region in the 
politics of the 'Solid South,' in the Protestant reli- 
gion, in matters of racial culture and conflicts, and 
in State and sectional patriotism, much of it tending 
to take the form of loyalties to the past and to out- 
moded patterns rather than faith in the future and 
confidence in achievement."ls Indeed, in another 
piece, Odum elaborated on this power of the social 
component of regionalism stating: 

Here again, organic regionalism, in the sense of the people 
and their culture, living close to the soil and their resources, is 
a supreme measure of the power of the nation. Always and 
everywhere society has evolved from the folk regional cultures, 
conditioned fundamentally by the interaction of the folk and 
nature and then of the folk and their own cultural interrelation- 
ships expanding out and growing from the folk regional group 
to the larger ci~i l ization.'~ 

The importance of cultural regionalism cannot be 
underestimated. Indeed, the awareness of the 
cultural similarities of a region often are the basis for 
cooperative action in the political process. Witness 
the fact, for example, of the recent proposal of the 
Southern Governor's Conference for a 19-State 
environmental compact to preserve that area's 
relatively undermined, natural resource base1' or 
the continued regional cooperation in the New 
England area in a variety of matters. In such cases, 
political regional action can probably be traced back 
to the fact that decision makers are aware of the 
cultural attachments of their constituents to the 
regions in question. Indeed, without regional cultural 
or social awareness, it seems improbable that re- 
gionalism would enjoy the periodic prominence it 
has enjoyed during the course of American history. 

Administrative Regionalism 

Administrative regions are used as mechanisms 
whereby a government can effectively decentralize 
its activities and prevent an over-centralization of 
operations. Yet, administrative regionalism is re- 
garded by some as an artifical phenomena. As the 
Natural Resources Committee stated in 1935: "In 
other words such (administrative) territorial divisions 
are created by extrinsic rather than intrinsic factors. 
Strictly speaking, they are regions only by designa- 
tion, and must, therefore, be regarded as pseudo- 
regions rather than as real regional units."18 

While administrative regionalism may not always 
reflect natural, economic, or social regional realities, 
it is a significant phenomena in the Federal system. 
It is important because it reflects the attitudes and 
techniques that will be used for the organization of 
governmental power. Quite clearly, the proliferated 
pattern of field administration under the Roosevelt 
Administration bespoke a different philosophy of 
Federal power than the ten uniform Federal regions 
being utilized by the Nixon Administration. The two 
different patterns of administration place different 
emphases on interagency coordination, Federal field 
decentralization, and joint Federal-State coopera- 
tion. On a theoretical basis at least, the former tends 
to compartmentalize Federal agencies, fracture 



consistent Federal field administration, and dis- 
courage uniform State-local inputs into Federal 
programs while the latter tends to do the opposite. 

Patterns of administrative regionalism are also 
potential harbingers of the political efficacy of 
regionalism. Highly decentralized patterns of Fed- 
eral administration, for example, could encourage 
multistate interests to cluster around Federal re- 
gional offices. On the other hand, centralized 
administration could result in more traditional pat- 
terns of single State-local lobbying through Congres- 
sional and Executive sources. Thus, the presence or 

, lack of administrative regionalism can affect whether 
subnational political groupings will be effective in a 
Federal system. 

A Planning Concept 

Like administrative regionalism, regional planning 
tends to be an applied phenomena. Put quite sim- 
ply, " . . . regional planning is the process of formu- 
lating and clarifying social objectives in the ordering 
of activities in supra-urban space."19 In essence, 
then, regional planning is a management tool for 
preparing programs and objectives of public policies 
that have a regional dimension. It is concerned with 
understanding and predicting the pattern of func- 
tional linkages that occur on a regional scale. 

Some observers have distinguished between the 
different substantive concerns of city and regional 
planning and have stated that regional planning 
should deal mainly with economic and resource 
development problems which supply the framework 
for most subregional planning  operation^.^^ Thus, 
regional planning becomes involved with the effort 
to interrelate a number of phenomena that occur at 
the regional level. Such planning is concerned with 
the locational aspects and consequences of various 
functional phenomena and is directed towards 
insuring that various substantive policies, such as 
economic development, income equity, and social 
welfare make an optimal spatial impact on the 
region.?' 

While regional planning may seem to lack a 
central substantive component, its spatial emphasis 
is necessary since various functional policies often 
have an unacknowledged areal dimension which is 
the object of legitimate public concern. Thus, two 
economic policies may produce a given rise in 
employment but have vastly different spatial impacts. 
Regional planning, therefore, can analyze the spatial 
effects of various public policies and allow public and 

private decision-makers to choose a desired combina- 
tion of spatial and functional policies. In short, 
regional planning is concerned with the place dimen- 
sions of public policies, a concern not always shared 
by functional bureaucracies. 

A Political Phenomenon 

Several studies have noted distinct regional politi- 
cal cultures within the Such cultures have 
generally followed broad sectional divisions, and are 
representative of broader social regional qualities 
which condition an area's political behavior. 

While political cultures often are regional in 
extent, the Federal system has not made an easy 
accommodation with this manifestation of regional- 
ism. This is partly a result of history, partly the fact 
that ~ederalism makes constitutional provision for 
only two sovereign levels of government, and partly 
that regional political institutions have neither the 
status nor political responsiveness of States and local 
units of government. Thus, neither in an operational 
nor legal sense, do regional units fit easily into a 
Federal system. 

Recent regional developments have not resulted 
in radical changes in the American polity due to 
their peculiarly functional quality and the composi- 
tion of the existing levels to guard what they deem to 
be their fair prerogatives. Thus, most regional prob- 
lems of an economic or natural character have been 
adapted to a mode of unifunctional administration 
rather than a composite, general political process. 
This has presented less of a threat to the traditional 
levels and produced commissions that are controlled 
by these levels. 

It should be remembered that regionalism can be 
advanced as an administrative or planning concept 
without gaining political currency. Presently, the 
three operating levels of government retain a divers- 
ity of responsibilities rather than being functionally 
specialized units of government. As a result, they 
have a breadth of tasks that enable them to under- 
take comprehensive policy undertakings and gain the 
support of various constituencies. Thus, the political 
system retains three levels of government which are 
multifunctional in nature and which have strong 
political and constitutional bases. 

From a historical perspective, it would appear that 
many of the earlier reasons for regional differentia- 
tion in a political and cultural sense no longer apply 
with the same force. For a host of economic, social, 
and migrational causes, the "Solid South" as it 
existed for nearly three quarters of a century and a 



cohesive New England as its voting behavior ex- 
hibited for most of the period from 1865 to the turn 
of the century have diminished. The impact of the 
Civil War has gradually receded; race has become a 
national issue; industrial and urban development 
affect all regions to a lesser or greater degree; and 
few, i f  any, areas retain their cultural homogeneity, 
the simple one or two product or crop economy or a 
single overriding fear or hope that provide the basis 
for sustained regional political unity. The voting 
records of regional delegations in Congress highlight 
this fading cohesion. The resolutions of regional 
governors' conferences and the growing two-party 
character of all regions also demonstrate this. Con- 
temporary regional developments stem less from old 
style partisan regional loyalities than from program 
and administrative challenges that require political 
accommodation in a regional context. 

From a practical vantage point, regionalism as a 
political concept, can represent a threat to existing 
office holders at all levels when it assumes the form 
of a possible forth tier of government with its own 
body of elected officials. All functioning and nearly 
all of the proposed regional experiments recognize 
this by making these regional instrumentalities or 
describing them as agents of the one or more layers 
of existing sponsoring governments. 

In short, regionalism as a political phenomena 
recognizes both the continuing differences between 
and among the sections in political behavior and the 
combination of developments over the past four 
decades which has eroded many of the traditional 
bases of distinctive regional political behavior. At the 
same time, many of these same developments, es- 
pecially on the economic and urbanization fronts, 
have prompted diverse efforts to resolve certain 
public policy questions in a regional context. These 
efforts, however, have not caused any real diminu- 
tion of the powers and basic political role of the 
public officials at the traditional levels of govern- 
ment. 

HISTORY OF 
REGIONALISM 

Regional awareness occurred in this nation from 
its inception. At the convening of the Continental 
Congress in 1774, it is reported that delegates spon- 
taneously used such terms as Southern, Middle, 
Eastern, and New England colonies.23 By 1788, the 
Continental Congress had made several administra- 
tive decisions relating to the organization of Indian, 
military, and judicial affairs that reflected the sec- 

tional realities of the new Republi~.~.' The Consti- 
tution itself reflected various sectional interests and 
compromises in the provisions relating to the basis of 
representation in the House of Representatives, the 
basis of enumeration for direct tax purposes, foreign 
commerce, importation of slaves, and the ban on 
export duties. 

By the middle of the 19th century the nation was 
deeply embroiled in the North-South sectional con- 
flict that eventually led to the Civil War, the most 
bitter fruit of American sectionalism to date. Despite 
or because of that conflict, considerable intellectual 
attention was directed towards analyzing the 
regional character of the country. Historical and 
geographic studies, in particular, concentrated on 
the analysis of particular regions,2s and by 1850, 
regions were officially recognized by the U.S. Bureau 
of the Census with the appearance of several tabula- 
tions arranged on a sectional basis. A later com- 
pendium to the 1850 Census made even greater use 
of regional groupings.26 The sectional character of 
the Civil War highlighted regional differences in the 
nation, and by the end of the century, the passing of 
the frontier resulted in a full-scale movement to 
study sectionalism as a fundamental force in Ameri- 
can h i s t ~ r y . ~ '  

Regionalism Emergent : 
1 900-1 933 

The first third of the 20th Century witnessed an 
increasing recognition of the region as a useful 
economic, administrative, social and natural area 
within which various public services could be fo- 
cused. By 1910, the U.S. Census Bureau grouped the 
country into nine distinct regions, a classification in 
use to the present d a ~ . ~ x  Clear indication of the 
administrative dimension of regionalism occurred 
with the creation of the Federal Reserve System in 
1913, composed of 12 multistate units reflecting 
distinct monetary regions within the United States. 

Aside from the use of regions for administrative 
purposes or census analysis, States proved most 
receptive to using the region for broader public 
purposes. The New York Port Authority Compact 
enacted in 1921 and Colorado River Basin Compact 
of 1929 were two significant examples of such opera- 
tion. Both mechanisms were designed to solve 
problems that spilled across State lines involving the 
allocation of waters within a river basin in one case, 
and the unified development of an interstate port 
area in the other. 

In the late 1920's, added emphasis was given to 



the "regional" idea with the appearance of a re- 
gional plan for New York State done under the 
direction of Clarence Stein and Lewis Mumford as 
well as Benton MacKaye's work, The New Explora- 
tion. Both works dealt at length with the problem of 
controlling the excesses of metropolitan regionalism, 
urging the creation of balanced regional cities to 
take the place of unbalanced metropolitan com- 
plexes. Especially noteworthy was MacKaye's 
championing of the Appalachian Trail as a regional 
open space complex for the entire Eastern portion 
of the country.*' 

The Renaissance of Regionalism : 
1933-1 943 

Regionalism came into full flower in the early 
1930's. With the creation of the multi-purpose TVA 
in 1933, the first truly comprehensive muitistate 
regional authority came into existence. Notably, the 
TVA Act authorized planning surveys to be made for 
the purpose of " . . . guiding and controlling the ex- 
tent, sequence, and nature of development that may 
be equitably and economically advanced through the 
expenditure of public funds, or through the guidance 
or control of public authority, all for the general 
purpose of fostering an orderly and proper physical, 
economic, and social development of said areas 
(Tennessee River Basin and adjoining areas)."'O 

Regionalism gained considerable political cur- 
rency on a nationwide scale during this period. The 
National Planning Board was created in 1934, and by 
1935 it encouraged the creation of planning agencies 
in almost every State as well as the two multistate 
regional planning agencies in New England and the 
Pacific Northwest. Moreover, in coping with various 
problems created by the depression of the 1930's, 
the Federal government embarked on a massive 
public works program, much of which had a distinct 
regional dimension." Faced with the problem of 
administering various New Deal programs on a 
partnership basis with State and local governments, 
the Natural Resources Board (NRB) in 1935 sug- 
gested the "organization of centers of regional 
planning and coordination in which State and Fed- 
eral staff people may collaborate in planning for 
development enterprises which are interstate, but 
not nationwide in their immediate ~ignificance."~~ 
Using these regional planning centers to frame 
development plans for various regions in the country, 
the NRB went on to suggest three types of regional 
mechanisms to implement such plans, namely ( I )  a 

Federal corporation such as the Tennessee Valley 
Authority (TVA), (2) an interstate authority, or (3) 
" . . . a public corporate authority . . . under the joint 
ownership of both the national government and those 
States concerned in regional projects affecting the 

The attractiveness of regional solutions to natural 
resource problems, in particular, was evident in the 
1930's with the proposal of at least ten regional 
development authorities similar to the TVA in var- 
ious parts of the ~oun t ry .~ '  None of these proposals, 
however, were ever adopted. 

Support for a syitem of regional planning and 
development coordination was also forthcoming from 
other quarters. Odum's Southern Regions of the 
United States, published in 1936, suggested the 
development of a southern planning council that 
would " . . . integrate State planning . . . serve as a 
buffer between local and Federal areas of control 
and direction; and conversely to make the Federal 
programs and policies more unified and arti~ulate." '~ 
Indeed, Odum concluded that the South's future 
depended, in large measure, on achieving a pattern 
of regional-national cooperation that would bridge 
the " . . . extraordinary chasm between the region's 
possibilities and its actualities."~ 

Regionalism gained even more widespread atten- 
tion with the appearance of Lewis Mumford's Cul- 
ture of Cities in 1938. In this book, Mumford con- 
ceived of regions as being the bedrock of civilization 
and stressed that only by constant attention to the 
regional qualities of life would there be a chance for 
a permanent restructuring of human activity." 
Mumford charged the nation, State, and the city 
with being artificial in character, and stated, "Ra- 
tionally defined, the focus of human communities is 
the region. . . . In other words, the region, as a unit 
of geographic individuation, is given: as a unit of 
cultural individuation, it is partly the deliberate ex- 
pression of human will and purpose. . . . The human 
region, in brief, is a complex of geographic, eco- 
nomic, and cultural elements. Not found as a finished 
product in nature, not solely the creation of human 
will and fantasy, the region . . . is a collection work 
of art."38 

Mumford argued in most aesthetic terms for a 
regional approach to the building of a quality envir- 
onment. Only by integrating human activities within 
an areal unit which could encompass them in a 
natural and balanced manner could the quality of 
life be sustained. Neither the artificially centralized 
city, nor the nation could adequately relate to the 
variety of social, economic, and cultural needs of 



most human beings. Only the region with its organic 
character and its human focus could be the funda- 
mental base for the improvement of human life. 

Mumford's writings represented the high-water 
mark in the phiiosophy of American regionalism. 
By 1943, the National Resources Planning Board 
was abolished, 'thereby removing another source of 
regional inspiration from the national scene. 

Unifunctional Regionalism : 
1945-1 965 

After World War I1 attention focused on uni- 
functional regionalism. Most prominent attention 
focused on natural regions, particularly the river 
basins. As noted in Chapter IV, several national 
commissions proposed joint Federal-State operation 
of river basin commissions. And States created a 
variety of unifunctional compact agencies dealing 
with water pollution and flood control problems on a 
regional basis. Moreover, by 1961 a Federal-inter- 
state compact in the Delaware Basin was enacted, 
creating a joint regional body to plan and regulate 
the water resources of that particular area. 

Intellectual interest after the war also turned to 
the analysis of regional economic problems. Books 
such as Bogue's Structure of the Metropolitan Com- 
munity, Duncan and Scott's Metropolis and Region, 
and Perloff's Regions, Resources and Economic 
Growth, among others, highlighted the regional 
character of economic growth, particularly with 
regard to the differentiation of the developed and 
depressed portions of the country. Interest in creat- 
ing regional organizations to promote multistate 
economic development resulted in the Bi-State 
Development Compact (1950) in the St. Louis 
Metropolitan area, the Wabash Valley Compact 
(1959), and the Delaware Valley Urban Area Com- 
pact (1961). In addition, a planning and develop- 
ment compact was proposed, but not enacted, for 
the New England region in 1959, and several multi- 
state transportation compacts were authorized for 
the Delaware Bay, New York and Washington 
metropolitan areas by 1965. None of the interstate 
development compacts, however, reached the areal 
dimensions of the natural resource compacts in the 
Delaware and Colorado River Basins. 

Recent Regionalism : 
1 965-Present 

In 1965 legislation was passed creating several 
types of multistate regional mechanisms. During 

that year, the Appalachian Regional Develop- 
ment Act, and the Water Resources Planning 
Act were enacted-all of which provided for a re- 
gional approach to the problems of economic 
development or water resource management. The 
Appalachian Regional Commission and the regional 
economic development commissions created under 
Title V of the Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act were regional institutional responses to 
economic development problems that had previously 
been handled on a highly sub-regional basis. The 
river basin commissions created under Title 11 of the 
Water Resources Planning Act arose out of the need 
for formalized State and Federal cooperation in 
water resource management on a river basin basis 
wherein the bulk of Federal water resource planning 
was done. As Chapters 11-IV note, these institutional 
arrangements were arrived at due to dissatisfaction 
with the previous methods of dealing with regional 
economic development and water resources prob- 
lems. 

Significantly, both types of regional mechanisms 
were used to deal with problems arising from fairly 
homogenous or natural regions. The economic 
development mechanisms were created to serve 
regions characterized by a lack of adequate economic 
growth, while river basin commissions were in- 
tended to be planning mechanisms for multipurpose 
developnlent of natural hydrologic areas--river 
basins. Thus, regional institutions, in these two 
instances, were created as unifunctional mechanisms 
designed to develop policies for problems of a 
definable regional scope. They represented a striking 
attempt to match area and administration on a 
regional scale. Both mechanisms were an admission 
that certaid economic development and natural 
resources policies demanded a multistate regional 
focus. 

Regionalism gained renewed prominence at the 
Federal level as many observers noted other prob- 
lems with a definite regional component. Environ- 
mental, highway, and urban growth programs, in 
particular, were the subject of regional administra- 
tive proposals. The ACIR in its 1968 report, Urban 
and Rural America: Policies for Future Growth, 
urged that existing and proposed multistate eco- 
nomic development agencies take national policies 
into account in the formulation of regional programs 
to develop regional components for the formulation 
of national policies and programs dealing with the 
problems of urban growth.j9 Legislation to effectuate 
most of these as well as other regional policies was 



introduced but not passed in the Second Skssion of 
the 91st Congress.'O Title VII of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1970, however, provided 
for 75 percent Federal matching grants to eligible 
regional agencies, among others, for the planning of 
balanced urban growth policies." In a functionally 
oriented piece of legislation introduced in 197 1, 
Senator Warren Magnuson proposed the creation 
of a national system of transportation regions 
wherein joint Federal-interstate commissions would 
plan and finance multistate transportation programs.'? 

Legislation providing for regional administration 
of coastal zone programs" as well as multistate 
land-use planning conducted on a river basin basis 
were also introduced in the first session of the 91st 
C~ngress . '~  In a related action, Senator John Mc- 
Clellan introduced a 19-State Southern environ- 
mental compact which would permit States in that 
region to form a variety of agreements for multi- 
state environmental  program^.'^ 

Since 1965, then, emphasis has centered on the 
regional institution as a means of meeting multistate 
problems on a unifunctional basis. Yet, there are 
scattered indications that future regional organiza- 
tions may be of a more multifunctional nature. 
Senator Jackson has proposed an expansion of the 
program responsibilities of Title I1 River Basin 
Commissions to include land use as well as water 
resource ~ lanning . '~  The Nixon Administration 
has prompted five Federal departments and agencies 
to adopt a uniform system of regional offices as well 
as to participate in the multifunctional deliberations 
of Federal Regional Councils---both these actions 
give the national government a greater capability to 
develop multistate programs and policies along 
multifunctional lines." Thz Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1970 requires the President 
through the Domestic Council to prepare a biennial 
report on urban growth which shall include " . . . an 
assessment of the policies and structure of existing 
and proposed interstate planning and developments 
affecting such [urban growth] policy."48 Finally, 
the States' regional representative to the Appala- 
chian Regional Commission recently suggested the 
establishment of a national system of Federal-State 
regional  commission^ operating with guidance from 
an Agency for Regional Development housed in the 
Executive Of f i~e .~ '  These commissions could be 
the regional means of carrying out the national urban 
growth policy of Title VII of the 1970 Housing and 
Urban Development Act. 

The history of American regionalism indicates that 
both Federal and State partners have frequently 

found it necessary to create multistate mechanisms 
to deal with regional problems. Yet, regionalism has, 
for the most part, been approached on an ad hoc 
basis. This, of course, is to be expected given the 
tenuous political base of regional governmental 
agencies and instrumentalities. Thus, regionalism 
presents a dilemma for the American Federal system. 
For on the one hand, there are definable regional 
phenomena that demand the formulation of suitable 
multistate policies. Yet, on the other hand, regional 
institutions lack the broad-based, authoritative 
character of Federal and State governments. Re- 
gionalism remains current due to the multiplicity of 
regional problems encountered in modern life; it 
also remains a delicate task to fit regional institutions 
into a political system that is not organized along 
regional lines. 

SOME ISSUES TO BE 
CONSIDERED 

The history of regionalism as a broad, pervasive 
concept and as a specific Federal-multistate institu- 
tional form raises certain questions with which policy 
makers at all levels must sooner or later deal. These 
questions and issues constitute major criteria and 
general guidelines useful in assessing the opera- 
tional record to date of the multistate regional 
agencies. 

In terms of their actual experience, the initial 
problem presents itself of whether or not the 
very brief operating record of nearly all of the 
regional instrumentalities provides a sufficient 
basis for making any definitive judgements re- 
garding their modification, redirection, aboli- 
tion or expansion. 

In terms of their varying mandates and dif- 
fering functions, the question arises as to wheth- 
er or not the experience-albeit brief-of one 
type of regional instrumentality can be assessed 
in terms of common criteria. 

In terms of achieving an effective partner- 
ship through the Federal-multistate device, 
there is the issue of whether or not State ini- 
tiative at the outset is a crucial determinant. 

In terms of accountablility, a cluster of related 
questions emerges including whether or not the 
agency theory, that is the theory that the re- 
gional commissions are the agents of the spon- 
soring levels of government, actually applies in 



practice, whether legislative bodies and t h e .  re- 
gional publics are in a position to exercise some 
control, whether governors are given too much 
discretion, and whether the mixed composition 
of most of the regional commissions strengthens 
or blurs assignment of responsibility. 

In light of the composition of the commissions 
and the mode of selecting their members, the 
matter of whether or not they genuinely balance 
Federal and State interests in carrying out their 
respective mandates must be considered. 

In terms of planning in which all the regional 
commissions participate to some extent, ques- 
tions can be posed regarding the relative merit 
of a more structured as against a less structured 
approach, whether or not there are State as well 
as regional inputs, and whether planning affects 
other commission efforts or the programming ac- 
tivities of others. 

In terms of actual implementation, the issues 
are raised of whether the regional instrumen- 
tality is given a direct or indirect role and whether 
or not a range of mechanisms- from the clear- 
inghouse function to a regulatory function-are 
assigned to carry out their mandated respon- 
sibilities. 

Regarding funding, questions of adequacy, 
forms, and sharing obviously interject them- 
selves. 

In terms of the record of some of these re- 
gional instrumentalities, the subtle question 
arises as to whether some of the informal func- 
tions that they have assumed, which were not 
clearly understood or foreseen at the outset, 
may provide a significant basis for assessing 
their performance. 

With reference to the present bifurcated 
pattern of natural resource and economic de- 
velopmental efforts at the regional level, the 
issue presents itself of whether or not con- 
certed efforts to establish better coordination 
are needed where there is overlap in these 
commissions' respective jurisdictions. 

In terms of their contrasting mandates and 
performance records. the long-range matter 
of whether or not limited or more drastic re- 
forms are warranted at this time must be 
faced. 

In terms of the relationship between existing 
and proposed regional bodies. the question crops 
up of whether proliferation has or soon will 
become a basic administrative problem in some 
regions. 

In terms of proposals to establish a nationwide 
system of regional bodies, the broad issue arises 
a s  to what -- i f  any--bases, goals and boundaries 
are proper and viable for any such transcontinen- 
tal undertaking. 

Related to the above, and in terms of national 
and State growth policies, there is the basic ques- 
tion of whether or not existing regional bodies 
either strengthened and expanded or  as present- 
ly constituted, should be charged with providing 
regional inputs and regional mechanism for w c h  
policies, i f  and when they are developed. 

These are some of the basic issues raised by the 
record to date of the various multistate regional 
efforts launched during the last decade. These are 
some of the paramont questions that can not be 
ignored when proposals regarding their future role 
and their relationship to new regional instrumentali- 
ties and programs are considered. These are issues 
for which the following four descriptive chapters 
provide background factual material and which 
Chapter VI treats in some detail. These issues also 
help establish a framework for considering the 
recommendations advanced in the final chapter. 

THE FOCUS OF 
THE REPORT 

This report is concerned chiefly with an opera- 
tional analysis of the multistate organi~ations of the 
Federal system that have been created through 
interstate or Federal-multistate action. More em- 
phasis is placed on the latter. since the Federal- 
multistate regional device is the major innovation in 
this field that has emerged since 1960. The report 
analyzes how these mechanisms confront and provide 
solutions to regional problems with a vieu toward 
determining whether these modes of multistate ac- 
tion have continuing relevance in the federal system. 
To  that end, the history, statutory mandate, organi- 
zational and fiscal patterns, and operational tools of 
these mechanisms are described and evaluated. 

Comparisons and contr:ists between and among 
the economic developmenr and uater resources com- 
missions are made, with a full recognition that thc 
mandates and authority of the four basic commission 
types vary greatly. Emphasis 1s given to their struc- 
tural and operational characteristics, since these 
have relevance to suggestions regarding the future 
direction of these con~missions as well to proposals 
for establishing new Federal-niilltist;ite bodies in 
other functional areas. The report then does not seck 



solely to evaluate existing programs and policies 
deemed necessary to solve certain regional problems. 
It also deals with those arrangements which are 
necessary to a long-term consideration of broader 
regional issues. These dual concerns, then. help to 
provide the basis for determining what policies and 
institutional arrangements are needed to handle 
problems that policy makers consider regional in 
nature. 

The scope of the report necessarily has been 
l im~ted.  Various rcgional developments have been 
excluded. including the Tennessee VY lley Authority, 
the Federation of Rocky Mountain States, regional 
organizations of various public officials, lesser inter- 
state compacts of a regional nature, and private 
sector regional organizations. 

The study is divided into three major parts. 
Chapters 11-V survey the operations of the Appala- 
chian Regional Commission, the Title V comn~is-  
sions, the Title I1 River Basin Commissions, the 

Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Commis- 
sions, and regional interstate compacts and compact 
agencies. These four chapters provide factual back- 
ground material for assessing the intergovernmental 
issues raised by the record of these various multi- 
state instrumentalities. These issues, along with the 
broader questions relating to the future role of these 
kinds of commissions and the relationship between 
them and recent sweeping proposals for various new 
regional undertakings, are probed in some detail in 
Chapter VI. The final chapter summarizes our find- 
ings concerning these commissions and interstate 
compacts and presents the Commission's recommen- 
dation regarding the continued use of interstate 
compacts, and its tentative policy recommendation 
to retain the existing multistate regional instrumen- 
talities pending further experience and future recom- 
mendations by the Commission with respect to 
multistate regionalism. A subsequent report will deal 
with substate regionalism and its relation to multi- 
state dimensions of this broad topic. 
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FIGURE 1 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSIONS 

ARC = Appalachian Regional Commission 
CPRC = Coastal Plains Regional Commission 
UGLRC = Upper Great Lakes Regional Commission 
ORC = Ozarks Regional Commission 
FCRC = Four Corners Regional Commission Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 



Chapter 2 

FEDERAL-31ULTISTATE RELATIONS 
IN REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS 

The activities of the .Appalnc~hian Regional C'oni- 
nzission ( A R C )  represent arr unpr~cedented e j i x t  to  
develop a large depre.s.scw' region q f ' t l i ~  corrntr~,. 7 - h ~  
approach here to  econoniic d e ~ ~ ~ l o p n i r ~ i t  ~.u.s, arid is. 
comprehetisivt~ and the A R C  evperience .ver\.cJ.r u.v n 
laborator,. j i ~ r  testi~ig ~ ~ h ~ t l i c ~ i .  (1 jointlj. contl-c.~i'!d 
mechanism cntr hlrird niirio/ial and Stute \! ,<,I  A 
M ithin and rmpect basic State at;d lo( ui d i J t ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ s ,  
and provide eJective participatiori of the F'rderal- 
State-local 1evcl.s in ,/ormuluting p1~11.s and progranis 
to  meet State arid local nerds. In short, t h ~  '4 K C  hm 
served as an e.vperinrcrit in intergo~~rrnnierital rrla- 
lions. 

The fi)llon~iti,q summarl .  highlights .4 RC"s .strategI., 
funditrg, procrram.s, and r~1atiori.s ~ , i t h  other Ir1~l.s of 
governnrent: 

The inzpetu.~ /or crrating the .A KC' wa.s gctrer(itt,d 
not in Washiugton, but it1 the Stutc capilo1.s utrd 
comn1unitie.v within the region. Ye t ,  the Presidctit'.~ 
Appalachian Regional Conimir.~ion ~ i t h  Stcrtc~ 
participation plu~'ed LZ ~ ~ r ~ ~ i d  role in .shaping the 
distinc~tive structure. progrunz and opfJrutiori of 
ARC'. 
The polic!*-nlaking structure of' the .4 RC' i s  ~ w t e d  
in the Federal co-chairmat1 and the 13 State repre- 
~ e n t a t i w ~ .  Thf, q?c!!t> c ~ ~ ~ - c ! ~ ~ ~ i r , ~ i ~ ~ : :  ,5 c,:L,d w i i  

rotating basis b j ,  the States froni among their 
number. Ar the o u t . ~ ~ ' t ,  the Stutes ~.st~lhli.shed the 
post o f '  States' regional rt~preserrtative serving as 
their permane~rt liai~ron with the comn;ission. He  

attd his small .sta#' are jnanced entirel!~ 61, the 
member States a i ~ d  his influence on A R C  delibera- 
tions is consid~rable.  The present holder has 
achie~ted a unique h l e t i d i ~ , ~  1OJ / M , O  potentiallj3 con- 
jlictiti,q ro1e.c: [hat (?/' .sertlitig individ~ral State iti- 
terrsrs 0.7 I ~ Y J I I  nc rt~qioniil i n t r r t ~ t ~ .  
7-he F'c~irrnl ro-chuirnlati i s  appointed bj ' ,  arid di- 
t w r , , .  rrrpon.sihle to ,  the President. 7he .4cl gives 
hinr u t'eto over all commission actions, but this 
po\L1er has never her t~  used to  date. A t  the same 
t i n r ~ ,  the oc~as ional  threat " o f ' a  negative" has set 
the scene for a bargaining over diH&ewces that in 
turn has  usual!,^ moderated a State's posirion. 
Genrra l l~~ ,  the Federal co-chairman tends t o  he 
involved iri broad A R C  polic! positions; represen- 
tat ion.~ lo, and occasionul!l. from. fhe  White House; 
and liaison on cowlmi.ssion fiscal and legislative 
nrutters with the Oflice of' Management arid Budget 
and appropriate Congressional c.ommittees. The 
vigor with ttlhirh he approaches thme responsibili- 
ties. und especiull~, the e.rttnnt q f ' h i s  interest in re- 
gional program development and State plans is 
large112 dependrn t  o n  t h e  p e t ~ s o n a l i t ~ ~  yf '  t h e  
individual holding the position. All qf'these factors 
combined c.trti mukr  the post about us infiurntial as 
the incumbent wants t o  make  it. 
In practice, m u c l ~  o f  the commission's aufhoritj.  
hu.s brew delegated t o  the A R C  executive commit-  
[re.  ~ , h i c h  c (~t1~1:it:i (4' the Federal co-chairman, the 
.Ytatr.v' regional repre.senrativc, and the executive 
director o f '  the ARC' staff; who is a non-voting 
n~ember .  The s tad ' i s  comparativel~,  small (60 per- 
cent prc$e.ssional.s, 40 percent clerical), arid intetr- 





committee, with a strong assist from sta& per- 
forms this function. Moreover,  in practice, 
proposed development plans have not been rejected, 
but they have been revised as a.result of initial re- 
view by the committee and the s t a f  Individual 
projects proposed in the appendix are sometimes 
modified or new project proposals are subsequently 
developed. 

While growth area strategy evolved from the 
Congressional mandate, the initial commission 
decision permitted the States to define and desig- 
nate such areas within their jurisdictions. Subse- 
quent adoption of a series of requirements relating 
to  the content of state development plans included 
basic groundrules for identification of areas of po- 
tential future growth. These are considered in A R C 
review and approval of State plans and projects. 

Analysis of the concentration of A R C  project 
investments in growth areas reveals that State pol- 
icies vary, but that old fashioned log rolling is not 
the dominant mode of decision making. Overall, 
approximately 50 percent of the approved projects 
were placed in primary growth areas; I1 percent in 
secondary areas; eight percent in the third, fourth, 
and fifth level areas; and I I percent in non-growth 
areas. This suggests that State techniques for dejin- 
ing growth areas have achieved a signijicant level of 
sophistication but it also highlights the value of 
ARC as a mechanism to assist States in the hard 
task of  making drferential allocation of resources 
in accord with regional growth priorities. 

Local development districts ( t h e  mul t icounty  
planning and development organizations) are play- 
ing an increasingly responsible role in providing 
inputs into the State development plan. The stags 
of many districts, however, tend to spend more time 
on developing and reviewing project grants rather 
than district research and planning. The Appala- 
chian States' representative ofice has the major 
responsibility in organizing and assisting the plan- 
ning eflorts of the local districts with ARC staff 
technical assistance. 

Gubernatorial concern and involvement in policj, 
and program development varies considerably 
among States. While there are many instances of 
governors personally making a number of desi- 
sions, both large and small, considerable continuing 
policy determination is in the hands of the State 
representatives and the heads of State Appalachian 
Regional program agencies and stags. One of the 
inpuences on the degree of  involvement by gover- 

nors is how large a part of the State is within the 
region and on the proportion of the Applachian 
program funds in relation to the State budget of 
their States. Where the impact is small, the pro- 
gram tends to be more distant from the policy and 
coordination concerns o f  the State's chief executive. 
The fairly rapid turnover in gubernatorial mem- 
bership due to changes in State administration has 
handicapped the commission's performance as a 
continuing policy-making body. 

The involvement of State legislatures in the Ap- 
palachian program is limited primarily to action on 
the State's contribution to the Appalachian Com- 
mission's operating costs. There are at least two 
reasons for this: first, the States have not picked up 
a major part of the non-Federal matching cost for 
non-highway projects and, hence, legislative fiscal 
and administrative oversight is rare in these pro- 
gram areas; and second, State money appropriated 
for the administrative expenses of its Appalachian 
unil generall,~ is folded into the overall appropria- 
tion for the governor's ofice or for a general line 
agency, depending on the unit's administrative lo- 
cation. 

Finally over the past six years the Appalachian 
Regional Commission has developed a lifr of its 
own, while still serving as the agent of its Federal 
and State members. With strong political support 
from its governors and the U.S. Senate, it has re- 
ceived a continued mandate to keep the experiment 
going. 

With its troika-the executive committee, its able 
s t a f f  and executive director--its supplemental 
funding and skill in balancing political and pro- 
gram considerations, the commission has devel- 
oped an operationai style which makes it somewhat 
more than merely the sum of  its parts. Through its 
formal joint decision-making process, the resulting 
administrative code, its review and approval as well 
as suballocational processes, and technical over- 
tones, the commission has exercised leverage di- 
rectly and frequently indirectly vis-a-vis individual 
State plans, projects and efforts. Through its rela- 
tionship with State agencies, the supplemental 
grant program, level of funding, stimulative eJect 
on State and local spending, and direct conracts, it 
has achieved some leverage on regular Federal 
grants and agencies. Through its composition, vol- 
ing procedures, and the professionalism of its stafi  
the commission generally has acquired what in the 
overall might be termed (I  sense or spirit of region- 
ality. 





Kennedy's incoming administration in 1961. Pro- 
blems remaining centered on the nature of the pro- 
posed program and whether it should be placed under 
the supervision of the Department of Commerce or an 
independent agency. These were resolved in the early 
months of the administration and the Area Rede- 
velopment Act was signed into law on May I, 1961. 

Key Provisions of 
the Area Redevelopment Act 

A new agency, the Area Redevelopment Adminis- 
tration (ARA)  was established in the Department of 
Commerce to administer the Act. Funds appropriated 
to ARA included $150 million allocated for low 
interest business loans; $100 million to provide loans 
for the construction of public facilities: $75 million to 
be used in out-right grants for public facilities 
construction; and $7 million to provide technical as- 
sistance services. "ARA was made responsible for 
deciding on area designations and grants of loans and 
subsidies and for administering all redevelopnlent 
programs."' Under the very loose criteria for area 
designation provided in the .4ct, and with considerable 
pressure from both rural and urban groups, the ARA 
designated nearly 900 counties as eligible for as- 
sistance. A total of 129 urban labor-market areas were 
included in 240 of these counties; 657 counties were 
either small urban centers or predominantly rural in 
character. By mid-1963, as a result of continuing 
pressure, the number of counties was expanded to 
1,070 (county) redevelopment a reas - -more  than one- 
third of the total number of counties in the nation." In 
1962, ARA was assigned the duty of administering the 
Public Works Acceleration Act. This Act was de- 
signed as a short-term response to the general reces- 
sion climate. It placed an additional $900 million in 
ARA's hands to be distributed by mid-1964. 

ARA was created as a time limited governmental 
operation scheduled to expire June 30, 1965. By the 
end of 1963, it had expended $2 15 million in the des- 
ignated areas. The categories of loans and grants 
were as follows:' 

(Amount 
Millions) 

Industrial and Commercial Loans $111 
Public Facilities Loans and Grants 82 
Technical Assistance 8 
Training 14 

Professor Sar  Levitan, in his authoritative 1964 cri- 
tique of the organization, favored continuation of the 
ARA program, but not without documenting signiti- 
cant weaknesses in its operations. 

Two )ears of operations hardly provide sufficient experience to 
evaluate a long-range program such as area redevelopment. Only 
a small proportion of the funds committed by the A R A  have ac- 
tually been disbursed, and little brick and mortar have been used. 
Most of the jobs which will be generated by loans and grants exist 
thus far only on paper. Few of the technical assistance projects 
which ma) hopefully unlock community resources have been 
completed, let alone put into practice. 

The A R A  has faced serious obstacles which prevented the ef- 
fective execution of the program. The administrative structure 
impeded efficient operation of the program. Placing the A R A  in 
the Department of Commerce, and the subsequent parceling out 
of the processing of applications to other agencies, presented 
critical and experimental problems which were especially bother- 
some to an infant agencfl 

Observers also note that AKA was not equipped 
with a comprehensive or fully effective set of tools 
with which to solve the unemployment problems in 
underdeveloped areas. Inducements offered to get 
industries to locate in depressed areas were simply not 
adequate. Moreover, the constraints operative in the 
Act effectively eliminated the more successful cor- 
porations on the grounds that they could receive loans 
and credit from commercial funding sources. The re- 
quirement of local financial support--at least ten 
percent of required funds-- was also burdensome. By 
1965, the time at which ARA legislation was up for 
renewal, the concept and the agency had lost a sig- 
nificant part of its vigor and support. Other events 
occurring i n  Appalachia, however, also were to con- 
tribute to a marked shift in the governmental response 
to economic development problems. 

Events Leading to the 
Appalachian Regional Commission 

Official recognition that a regional approach would 
be essential to solving problems in Appalachia prob- 
ably can be traced first to the Eastern Kentucky 
Flood Rehabilitation Study, which followed the 1957 
flood. The study, i n  turn, produced the Eastern Ken- 
tucky Regional Council which soon concluded that a 
regional-interstate approach would have to be ini- 
tiated by the governors of the Appalachian States if 
the phqsical, social, and economic problems that 
plagued rhe region mere to be solved. 

With other States in the region facing similar prob- 
lems, a consensus on regional cooperation gradually 
emerged and Governor Tawes of Maryland called a 
meeting of governors representing the Appalachian 
States in May. 1960. One of the tirst issues placed be- 
fore this Conference of Appalachian Governors was a 
study prepared for the State of Maryland that defined 
the now familiar problems of the mountainous re- 
g i o n  access, employment, education, health, and 
migration. I n  the same year, the new Conference, 



whose chairman was Governor Combs of Kentucky, 
petitioned the 1960 presidential candidates with a 
proposal for a regional approach to these problems. 
Eight of the  present 13 Appalachian Sta tes- -  
A labama ,  Georgia ,  Kentucky,  Mary land ,  Nor th  
Carolin~i, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginiap- 
joined in this early action. 

Floods again hit central Appalachia in the Winter 
of 1963 and a new initiative was undertaken by the 
conference which eventually led to a meeting with the 
President in March, 1963. Within a month, President 
Kennedy responded by creating the President's Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission (PARC) consisting 
of a representative designated by each of the governors 
of the Appalachian States and a representative of each 
of the heads of major involved Federal departments 
and agencies. The President charged ARC with prep- 
aration of a comprehensive action program for the 
economic development of the region. 

President's Appalachian 
Regional Commission 

President Kennedy named Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
Jr .  as chairman of the commission. Federal members 
included high-level representatives of the Area Rede- 
velopment Administration. Department of Defense, 
Department of the Interior, Small Business Adminis- 
tration, Department of Labor, Department of the 
Army, Department of Health, Education and Wel- 
fare. Atomic Energy Commission, National Aer- 
onautics and Space Administration, Department of 
.Agriculture. Tennessee Valley Authority, Treasury 
Department. and the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency. 

State members were named from Alabama, Geor- 
gia, Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsyl- 
vania, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. 

Along with Roosevelt, who then was serving as 
IJnder Secretary of Commerce, John D. Whisnlan 
was named Executive Secre tary .  Whisman,  the  
Washington representative for the Conference of Ap- 
palachian Goiiernors, also served on PARC as Ken- 
tucky's State representative. 

While no members o f  PARC had a clearly defined 
Appalachian boundary i n  mind, there was a consensus 
that thc region was an  area with some common prob- 
lems. The central part of the region was clearly the 
most severely depressed area, sutyering a sharp de- 
crease in employment in coai mining, persistent prob- 
lems of low income, and deficits in health, education, 
and other public services. In its deliberations, the 
commission rejected an out-and-out policy of 
encouraging massive out-migration. Because of the 

peculiar nature of the region's economic base as well 
as the lack at that time of job opportunities outside of 
Appalachia, PARC concluded that Appalachia could 
be expected to hold a substantial population for years 
to come. Finally, PARC recognized that the many 
human problems of Appalachia could not be solved 
efriciently without making physical investments in 
health and education facilities. 

These characteristics were used to help define the 
region. T h e  President 's  Appalachian Regional  
Commission, however, left the responsibility for 
drawing the boundary line between Appalachia and 
the rest of the United States to the governor of each 
State. Necessarily, this led to variations in the way in 
which the final boundary was agreed upon. For ex- 
ample, Virginia excluded certain areas from the re- 
gion because their local economies were relatively 
prosperous. In other States, however, a more liberal 
definition was taken. 

T o  a large extent, PARC found the Appalachian 
Region a victim of technological change. While prob- 
lems associated with advancing technology are not 
peculiar to Appalachia alone, the region simply 
lacked the intellectual, social, and economic capital to 
adapt to new conditions as many other parts of the 
nation had been able to do. 

ARC research studies highlighted six major prob- 
lems of the region:" 

( a )  Low I n c o m e O n e  Appalachian family in three in 1960 had 
an annual income of less than $3,000 compared to the national 
figure of one family in five. Less than nine percent of the Ap- 
palachian labor was unemployed. The commission estimates 
ei th nearly 16 percent for the remainder ofthe United States. Per 
capita Income in Appalachia was $1,400 while the national figure 
was $l,YOO. 
(b)  High Ilnemployment--While five percent of the United States 
labor force was out of work in 1960. over seven percent of Ap- 
palachian labor was unemployed. The Commission estimates 
indicated that in some counties in West Virginia, the true figure 
may have been somewhere between 30-40 percent. 
(c )  Lack of Urbanizaiion---The nation was 66 percent urban in 
1960. hut Appalachia's proportion was only 44 percent. Appala- 
chia contained one of the highest concentrations of rural, non- 
farm population in the country reflecting dispersed settlement 
patterns that accompany resource-dependent economies. This 
pattern, in turn, made it diilicult to provide adequate public 
services. 
(d)  Deficits in Education In 1960, 42 out of every 100 people in 
the United States over age 25 had completed high school. In Ap- 
palachia. the figure was only 32 out of 100. Similar patterns were 
found for drop-out rates, college graduates, and literacy levels. 
All of !hex figures masked unmeasurable differences. such as in 
the qualitj of educational programs. 
(e) Deficits in Standards of Living- T h e  Appalachian resident in 
1960 bought fewer services, fewer automobiles and purchased less 
in the way of retail goods. His housing was of lower quality and 
lower value than the national average: over 34 perccnt of thc 
housing in Appalachia was deteriorating or dilapidated compared 



with 23 percent in similar condition in the remainder of the 
United States. 
(f) Changing Population-Those most able to leave the region in 
search of new opportunities were the young, working-age adults. 
Those left behind were older people with obsolete skills and the 
very young who were still in school. This phenomenon of a 
population of the young and the old projected an agonizing pic- 
ture of mounting distress. 

In summary, P A R C  viewed the problem in both its 
economic and social dimensions. It was very much 
aware of the extent to which isolation was a pervading 
condition. In its deliberations, it concluded that any 
public remedial action would have to be based on 
steps that would end the area's isolation. 

With this general understanding of the region, 
P A R C  began to  probe alternative corrective strate- 
gies. At this time, a basic debate was going on within 
academic and governmental circles about the nature 
and causes of the continuing unsatisfactory levels of 
national unemployment, which had been the hallmark 
of the 1950's. The issue, basically, was whether the 
explanation could be found in the rapid obsolescence 
of firms and skills leading to structural unemploy- 
ment or whether the cause was a deficiency in overall 
demand. 

Supporters of the former approach tended to  favor 
training and retraining efforts and assistance pro- 
grams for distressed areas. These programs, it was 
felt, could be effective if applied to pockets of poverty 
caused by obsolete economic activity. Advocates of 
the latter view, on the other hand, generally tended 
to support fiscal and monetary policies to insure suf- 
ficient levels of total demand to create opportunities 
for the unemployed. It was argued that this approach 
would substantially remedy the problems of areas 
that in the recent past had been the centers of above 
average unemployment and of distress. 

The commission concluded that an Appalachian 
program should contain elements of both points of 
view. It believed that higher levels of national per- 
formance were an essential requirement for regional 
improvement but that this alone would be insuflicient 
to achieve the goal of regional renewal. Furthermore, 
P A R C  felt there was no reason to expect that national 
prosperity inevitably would spill over into the region. 
Inadequate national performance combined with the 
special problems of the region, PARC concluded, 
had made Appalachia relatively uncompetitive eco- 
nomically. Associated social problems and deficien- 
cies of public services also were forces to be reckoned 
with. This policy approach implicitly recognized that 
P A R C  found no well-accepted theory of regional 
development. In a conceptual sense, then, there was no 
clear prescription for overcoming the region's dif- 
ficulties."' 

Just as there were two opposing economic alterna- 
tives-the structuralist and the total demand ap- 
proaches---PARC debated two opposing administra- 
tive alternatives. One might be labeled the centralist 
viewpoint; the other, the federalist or partnership ap- 
proach. To  the centralist, the very fact that areas of 
distress existed is evidence of the inability of State and 
local governments to mount effectively programs of 
economic and social betterment. This view --this lack 
of confidence in State and local government--was to 
find expression in the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1965. The federalist or partnership proponents, on the 
other hand, while conceding that State and local 
governments were financially incapable of wholly ef- 
fective contribution, argued that States could develop 
a capability for planning and for programming ele- 
ments that would have the distinct advantage of re- 
flecting unique local conditions and opportunities. 

PARC chose to emphasize the latter point of view 
in a way which gave the Appalachian Regional 
Commission its distinctive Federal-State partnership 
structure. The PARC report, submitted in the Spring 
of 1964, recommended this partnership structure. The 
recommendation was reflected in the final '4ppala- 
chian Regional Redevelopment Act, which won pas- 
sage in March, 1965. 

Immediate Setting 

The President's Appalachian Regional Commission 
had to consider two political constraints in making its 
recommendations on program strategy. The first was 
the wide-spread dissatisfaction with the results of the 
Area Redevelopment Administration and the Accel- 
erated Public Works Program. The eligibility re- 
quirements for A R A  assistance depended upon spec- 
ified statistical measures of subpar performance and 
the preparation of an overall economic development 
plan. The plan tended to be a static, "canned", coun- 
ty-by-county document containing rather superficial 
analyses and generally, not recognizing interarea de- 
pendencies and  relat ionships.  But el igible a r e a s  
included almost 1,000 counties -nearly one-third of 
the total. Available funds, therefore, were spread so 
thin as to make little impact in any area. Further, the 
emphasis of the A R A  "new jobs created" measure of 
success tended to result in underscoring new man- 
ufacturing and recreational job opportunities without 
regard for the existence of other opportunities or of 
more basic inhibitions to regional improvement. 

The P A R C  report recommended a much more 
comprehensive approach to development, including a 
wider range of program tools, a more precise geo- 
graphic scale for economic development planning, and 



the establishment of a Federal-State agency to give 
continuing analysis to the determinants of develop- 
ment. 

The second political constraint faced by PARC was 
the desire to avoid duplication of programs that might 
be recommended by the evolving poverty programs, 
which then were major goals of the Administration. 
Thus, while the P A R C  documented the need for hu- 
man resource development, it recommended that the 
proposed regional program retain jurisdiction over 
only two human resource programs-demonstration 
regional health centers and construction of new voca- 
tional education facilities. P A R C  anticipated that 
other "people oriented" programs would be placed 
under the umbrel!a of the new poverty agency then 
being debated in Congress. 

T o  administer the regional development program, 
the P A R C  recommended creation of an Appalachian 
Regional Commission. The new commission was to 
consist of the governor, or his appointee, of each par- 
ticipating State and a Federal representative dp- 
pointed by the President. P A R C  recommended that a 
governor be elected by the participating States, and 
the President's representative serve as co-chairman. 
The appointed executive director of the comn~ission 
would sit with the commission, but without vote. 

T o  handle  the  del ica te  ma t t e r  of conduct ing 
Federal-State business, P A R C  recommended a voting 
procedure which required an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the State members and the vote of the 
Federal representative to achieve a binding decision. 
The Federal representative would be required, before 
casting his vote, to consult with all Federal depart- 
ments or agencies having an interest in the subject. 

The Pennsylvania representative on PARC,  how- 
ever, urged a somewhat different structure of the Ap- 
palachian organization. 

We believe that the commission, which should decide what ac- 
tions to take at the Federal, State, and local levels, should be 
composed of the governor (or his appointee) of each State and a 
full-time special ass~stant of the President. A Council for Ap- 
palachia, composed of Federal agency representatives under the 
direction of the Presidential assistant, should get action from 
Federal agencies and make erective the Federal participation in 
the decisions reached by the commission. 

Because such a commission and council would be subject to di- 
rect and ongoing attention by the President, this structure would 
facilitate the urgently needed coordination and acceleration of 
existing and new Federal, State, and local programs. It would 
produce maximum action with minimum delay and expense." 

Another issue where Pennsylvania departed from 
the recommendations of P A R C  dealt with the financ- 
ing of local developmental districts. P A R C  was con- 
cerned that local development organizations ~ o u l d  
not have adequate recourse to the normal private 

money market of the nation and recommended that 
Federal assistance be provided to form a bridge to this 
market. It, therefore, suggested that this bridge be 
supplied by a Federally chartered, mixed-ownership 
corporation. 

Pennsylvania, on the other hand, urged that ". . . 
such fi nancing be handled through Congressional au- 
thor iza t ions  and  appropr i a t ions  reflected in t h e  
budget, thus making the programs accountable to the 
electorate."12 The dissent also pointed out that 
Pennsylvania's constitutional restrictions would 
probably prevent the Commonwealth and any coun- 
ty, municipality, or incorporated district within the 
State from becoming a stockholder in such a cor- 
poration. 

The President's Appalachian Regional Commission 
submitted its report to President Johnson on April 9, 
1964. Three weeks later, April 28, President Johnson 
sent Congress a request to authorize special aid to the 
region. The bill essentially followed the plan of the 
President's Appalachian Regional Commission. 

Opposition to the measure came from the minority 
in general and a number of representatives from areas 
outside the region who urged extending the program 
to other depressed areas, such as the Upper Midwest 
and the Ozarks. There also was substantial opposition 
to the proposed Appalachian Development Corpora- 
tion, considered by some to be one of the most in- 
novative recommendations proposed by PARC.  Op- 
ponents felt that funds should be provided through 
legislative appropr ia t ion  channels  subject  t o  
Congress ional  oversight r a the r  t h a n  th rough  a n  
agency placed outside normal legislative review. 

A compromise bill ( H R  11946) was introduced that 
dropped the development corporation, increased sub- 
stantially the funds for the road program, and hiked 
the Federal share of the costs from 50 to 70 percent of 
that program. With these revisions the bill was re- 
ported favorably by the House Committee on Public 
Works. 

In the meantime, the Senate Committee on Public 
Works revised the original bill (S 2782) to make it 
identical to H R  11946 and favorably reported the 
measure. During floor debate, the bill was further ad- 
justed by dropping the $17 million program for live- 
stock pastureland and inserting a stipulation that the 
proposed Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) 
would have to consult with State officials before any 
program could be carried out. The bill then passed the 
Senate by a 45-13 vote on September 25, 1964. It 
provided 9; 1.1 billion over a six-year period. Although 
the House Public Works Committee reported the 
measure and the Rules Committee cleared it for floor 
debate, the bill did not reach the House floor in time 



for action in 1964. As a result, both the Senate and 
House bills died when the 88th Congress adjourned. 

In late November 1964, President Johnson indi- 
cated at a press conference that aid to the Appalachi- 
an Region would receive his Administration's top 
priority when the 89th Congress convened in January 
1965. Subsequently, Senator Randolph, Chairman of 
the Senate Public Works Committee, introduced the 
Administration's new bill (S 3) on January 6, 1965. 
The proposal called for $1,077,200,000 in federal aid 
authorizations to Appalachia. President Johnson's 
support of the bill was announced in his Budget 
Message delivered to Congress on January 25. 

As introduced, S 3 contained three major changes 
from the 1964 bill passed by the Senate. First, mileage 
for local access roads was raised from 500 to 1,000 
miles. Since original cost estimates were found to be 
high for the 500 mile system, no addition authoriza- 
tions were requested for the additional mileage. The 
development highway program remained at the 1964 
level-2,350 miles, costing $840 million. Second, a 
new $17 million land improvement and soil erosion 
program was proposed to replace the $17 million 
pastureland development program. Finally, invest- 
ments were to be concentrated in those areas having a 
significant potential growth and where the return on 
the public dollar would be greatest. This provision is 
the foundation for ARC'S growth area development 
strategy. 

The Senate Public Works Committee, after the 
briefest of committee hearings, on January 27 re- 
ported the bill with minor amendments. Basic provi- 
sions of S 3 were similar to those of the 1964 measure 
and the President's 1965 proposal. Authorization to- 
taling $1,092,400,000 were approved by the commit- 
tee. This amount was $15.2 million more than that 
recommended by the Administration; $15 million of 
which was added for strip mine reclamation and $200 
thousand for funding the Federal co-chairman's staff. 
the committee also rejected proposals to expand the 
bill's application to other regions of the country, stat- 
ing that the Administration had indicated that it 
would ask Congress for action on separate measures 
to deal with the economic development problems of 
other regions. On the Senate floor, assurances again 
were given Majority Leader Mansfield that the Ad- 
ministration would assist other distressed areas. An 
important amendment was added to permit New 
York to become the 12th State to become involved in 
the program. 

The House Committee on Public Works, after re- 
jecting 18 Republican amendments, favorably re- 
ported S 3 by a thumping 24-9 vote. The Republicans' 
major effort during the House floor debate was to 

substitute their own $995 million two-year economic 
development program for all depressed areas of the 
nation. Finally, the House passed S 3 without 
amendments by a 257-155 vote. 

On March 7, 1965 the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 (PL 89-4) was signed by the 
President into law. 

The Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965 

The $1.1 billion Appalachian Regional Deveiop- 
ment Act was the first piece of Great Society legisla- 
tion to clear the 89th Congress. The Act relied on two 
major approaches to help the region: (1) the creation 
of a new Federal-State institution for regional plan- 
ning to coordinate economic development plans for 
the area; and (2) authorization of special Federal fi- 
nancial aid to build and operate public facilities 
considered basic for economic expansion, such as 
roads and health facilities, and to restore some of the 
national and environmental resources ravaged by 
neglect and misuse, such as timber and water re- 
sources and land damaged by strip mining and poor 
farming practices. 

Title I created the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission (ARC) consisting of one Federal member, 
appointed by the President and confirmed by the 
Senate, and the governor or his representative of the 
12 States covered by the Act. Commission decisions 
would require the approval of the Federal member 
(called the "Federal co-chairman") and a majority of 
the State representatives. The legislation charged the 
commission with preparing programs for the eco- 
nomic development of the region, encouraging private 
investment in the area, assisting in the establishment 
of local development districts, coordinating regional 
programs, providing a focal point .for discussion of 
Appalachian policy, and making recommendations to 
the President and the States to carry out the program. 

Administrative expenses of the commission 
through June 30, 1967 were set for $2.2 million after 
which costs would be shared equally by the States and 
the Federal government. Expenses for the Federal co- 
chairman's staff, $200,000, would be drawn from ap- 
propriations authorized in Title IV. 

Title I 1  authorized a variety of special Appalachian 
programs and modified several existing Federal pro- 
grams to the needs of the region. All the aid funds 
were to be in addition to any Federal assistance that 
Appalachian States and local governments were re- 
ceiving under existing Federal grant programs. No 
program could be undertaken within a State without 
its consent. Finally, no funds would be permitted for 



projects that would relocate facilities from one area to 
another. Table 1 shows the authorized funds under the 
Act by program category and funding period covered. 

Table 1 
Authorized Funds 

under the 
Appalachian Regional Development 

Act of 1965 

Total Authorized 
Purpose of Funds Period Covered for Period 

Highway construction To June 30,1971 ' $ 
Expenses of Appalachian 

commission To June 30,1967 
Federal Cochairman's 

staff To June 30,1967 
Demonstration health 

facilities-construction To June  30, 1967 
Demonstration health 

facilities-operations To June 30, 1967 
Conservation To June 30,1967 
Timber aid To June 30.1967 
Mining area restoration To June 30.1967 
Water resource survey To June 30, 1967 
Vocational education 

facilities To June  30,1967 
Sewage treatment works To June 30,1967 
Grant-in-aid supplements To June 30, 1967 
Expenses of local devel- 

opment districts, re- 
search To June  30,1967 

Total $1,092,400,000 

'Highway authorization for 6 years; all other programs for 2 years. 
Source: Public Law 89-4. 

Section 201 authorized development highway construction of 
up to 2,350 miles of road and 1,000 miles of local access roads. 
Appropriations amounted to $840 million over the period ending 
June 30, 1971. The commission would be responsible for rec- 
ommending the location of these facilities ~ n d  State representa- 
tives would he required to consult with their respective State 
highway officials before voting on road plans. The Secretary of 
Commerce was empowered to approve, reject or modify com- 
mission recommendations as they aRected Federal concerns. 
Federal aid could not exceed 50 percent of the cost of construc- 
tion, except in those instances where the commission recom- 
mended, and the Secretary of Commerce approved, projects 
where a higher percentage (up to 70 percent) of the Federal share 
was required to further the purposes of the Act. 

Section 202 authorized through June 30, 1967 up to $41 million 
in construction grants for multicounty demonstration health fa- 
cilities, including hospitals and diagnostic and treatment centers. 
The Federal share of the grant could not exceed 80 percent of the 
project cost. Federal grants in the amount of $28 million were 
authorized for the operation of health facilities. The Federal 
share could cover up to 100 percent of the costs during the first 
two years of operation and up to 50 percent the following three 
years. 

Section 203 provided up to $17 million in grants to control and 
prevent erosion and sediment damage and promote good soil and 

water resource development policies. The Secretary of Agricul- 
ture was authorized to enter into conservation agreements of up 
to ten years with land owners, whereby payments could be made 
of up to 80 percent of the costs of improving and developing not 
more than 50 acres of land. 

Section 204 established a $5 million lo?n program for fiscal 
1966-1967 to timber development organizations. The loans, ad- 
ministered by the Secretary of Agriculture, could cover up to 50 
percent of the initial costs of these organizations to improve 
timber productivity and quality. 

Section 205 authorized a $36.5 million grant program to States 
to seal abandoned coal mines, reclaim existing strip mines, 
extinguish mine fires, and expand fish and wildlife projects in 
connection with mine area restoration. The program, adminis- 
tered by the Secretary of the Interior, would pay up to 25 percent 
of the costs and could be used only on publicly-owned land. 
pending completion of the long range mining study to be under- 
taken by the Secretary of the Interior that was called for in the 
Act. 

Section 206 directed the Secretary of the Army to prepare a 
plan for the development, control, and efficient use of water and 
related resources in the region. The Act provided authorizations 
of up to $5 million for the study, which was to be completed for 
submission to Congress by the President by December 3 1, 1968. 

Section 21 1 provided up to $16 million in grants to supplement 
the existing Vocational Education Act funds for construction of 
vocational schools. 

Section 212 supplemented the sewage treatment works pro- 
gram authorized by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by 
making an additional $6 million in grants available for projects 
in the region. 

Section 213 amended the Housing Act of 1954 to make the.Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission eligible for planning grants 
under that Act. 

Section 214 created a special fund of up to $90 million to in- 
crease the Federal share of existing grant programs to encourage 
more active program participation of S ta tes  and local 
governments in the region. The Secretary of Commerce was as- 
signed administrative authority over the supplemental fund pro- 
gram. The total Federal contribution for any of these programs 
could not exceed 80 percent of the cost and the authorization was 
limited only to those Appalachian programs authorized under the 
Act for the construction or equipment of facilities. For all other 
grant-in-aid programs, it was limited to the acquisition of land, as  
well as the construction or equipping of facilities. Highway pro- 
grams were excluded from supplemental grants. The legislation 
included such grant-in-aid programs as the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act, Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, Title 1V of the Public Health Service Act, Vocational Edu- 
cation Act of 1963, Library Services Act, Federal Airport Act, 
Part IV of Title 111 of the Communications Act of 1934, Higher 
Education Facilities Act of 1963, and the Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965. 

Title 111 of the Act defined the local units to which 
the commission could give assistance through its 
member State governments. These local units (local 
development districts) would be certified by their 
State governments. Funds of up to $5.5 million were 
authorized to help with initial administrative expenses 
of these units. Grants to the local development dis- 
tricts could not exceed 75 percent of their expenses in 
any one year and could not be made for more than 



three years. Title 111 also provided that applications 
for such assistance could be made only by a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or a local development 
district. Finally, the Title's provisions also permitted 
use of these funds for research grants to public or pri- 
vate organizations. 

Title I V  authorized appropriations of $252.4 mil- 
lion for the period running to June 30, 1967 for all 
program categories except highways. Provisions of the 
Title designated 360 counties in 1 1  States as eligible 
for assistance and directed the commission to consult 
with New York's governor to determine those New 
York counties that should be included in the program. 
The termination date of the Act was set for July 1, 
1971. 

The 1967 Amendments 

The 1967 amendments (Title 1 of S 602, 90th 
Congress) to the Appalachian Regional Development 
Act proposed by the Administration authorized 
$263.15 million for non-highway appropriations for 
FY 1968-1969, almost $1 1 million more than the FY 
1965-1967 authorization. The original authorization 
of $540 million for the developmental highway pro- 
gram was raised to $715 million to allow for addi- 
tional mileage in New York and Pennsylvania. 

Three important procedural and definitional 
changes also were urged. First, fund appropriations 
would be shifted to ARC which in turn would allocate 
them to Federal agencies for implementation. Sec- 
ond, the bill gave ARC final review authority in 
applying program criteria. Applications would not 
be subject to further review by the Federal agencies, 
although tcchnlcal review remained in their hands. 
Finally, it was proposed to include Missksippi and 
its 26 counties in the northeast part of the State with- 
in the region. 

The Senate Committee on Public Works supported 
the proposed measure, adding an additional $10.5 
million for four new programs--timber research, 
technical assistance for housing, mine acid drainage 
program, and cultural program assistance. The 
committee, however, modified the proposal for direct 
appropriations to ARC by specifying that funds be 
appropriated to the President who would transfer 
them to the ARC Federal co-chairman for further al- 
location among the Federal agencies. The commit- 
tee, concerned with the expanding size of the region, 
limited expansion to 18 Mississippi counties, two 
Alabama counties, and one New York county. T'ne 
changes also included a provision that would restrict 
further enlargement of the region until Congress 
adopted specific criteria for admission. 

The Senate floor debate was generally favorable. 
An amendment boftened the committee proposal for 
restricting the size of Appalachia by providing that a 
change in the definition of the region could be 
considered if a prior resolution by the House or Senate 
Public Works Committee directed such a study be 
made. S 602 was passed overwhelmingly in the Senate 
in April, 1967 by a 68-13 vote. Although the House 
Committee on Public Works made a favorable report 
on S 602, the bill had much tougher sledding on the 
floor than in the Senate. Efforts to cut non-highway 
spending by $50 million were successful, while 
proposals to have road funds appropriated to the De- 
partment of Transportation and deletion of the $5 
million housing assistance fund were defeated. The 
House eventually passed S 602 in September by a 189- 
168 vote. 

The conference committee accepted the House ap- 
proved ceiling of $170 million for non-highway ap- 
propriations, even though the bill's appropriations for 
non-highway programs totalled $248 million. The 
President signed the legislation into law (PL 90-17) in 
October. 

The 1969 Amendments 

Congress and the President completed action in 
November 1969 on S 1072 (PL 9 1-123) which extend- 
ed programs under the Appalachian Regional Devel- 
opment Act of 1965. As in 1967, the bill included 
amendments to programs authorized under Title V of 
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965. 

The amendments authorized an additional $150 
million for Appalachian highways and extended this 
program to fiscal 1973. Non-highway authorizations 
in the amount of $268.5 million for fiscal 1970-71 
were approved. 

Section 20:! was amended to specify support for 
child nutrition and health projects and permitted 
ARC funds to be used in conjunction with other Fed- 
eral funds to provide 100 percent of the cost of 
comprehensive child development programs. The 
Federal share of health demonstration projects was 
raised from 50 to 75 percent of the operational costs 
for the third through the fifth years of the program's 
existence. Section 205 was amended to permit the 
Secretary of the interior to make grants directly to 
States for mine fire extinguishment and allowed the 
use of Federal funds to underwrite up to 75 percent of 
the total cost. Grants could be made to fight fires on 
either public or privately owned land. Section 207 was 
broadened to allow the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development to assist nonprofit organizations 



in the region to construct, rehabilitate and operate low income housing available by subsidizing site development costs - 
and moderate income housing projects. Section 214 (up to ten percent); 

-authorizing financial assistance for operation of vocational 
amendments permitted use of supplemental grants for education facilities and establishment of a comprehensive voca- 
projects prefinanced by State and local governments tional education demonstration program similar to the existing 
under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Fi- Section 202, Health Demonstration Program. 

nally, changes to Section 302 allowed continued The amendments easily passed both Houses, with 
funding of local development district administrative only two dissenting votes cast in the Senate and by a 
expenses beyond the three year limit set in the original voice vote in the House. The measure was signed by 
act. the President on August 5, 197 1. 

Debate in both the Senate and House generally 
praised the program. The ranking Republican on the 
House public Works Committee, Representative 
Cramer, who was a leader in opposition to the 1965 
A d ,  stated his admiration for the way the Appala- 
chian program had been administered. He cited it as a 
laudable example of Federal-State cooperation. The 
Administration position, calling for a simple one year 
extension of existing laws, was rejected in both 
Houses. The Senate passed the bill by a voice vote and 
the House approved its version by a 273-103 roll call 
vote. 

Differences in the Senate ($294 million) and the 
House ($250 million) versions on non-highway pro- 
gram authorizations were compromised by agreeing 
t o  an authorization of $268.5 million. Senate 
conferees also agreed to drop the $10 million au- 
thorization for manpower programs and $1 million 
for cultural programs. The President signed the 
measure on November 25, 1969. 

The 1971 Amendments 

Action on S 2317 (PL 92-65) was completed in 
August 1971. As enacted by Congress, this measure 
was substantially the same as Titles 11 and 111 of S 
575, an omnibus bill vetoed two months previously by 
President Nixon, who objected to a $2 billion accel- 
erated public works program in Title 1 of the bill. 

The amendments extended the Appalachian Re- 
gional Development Act through June 30, 1975, ex- 
cept for highway improvement authorizations, which 
were extended through fiscal 1978. An additional $925 
million was authorized for the highway and local ac- 
cess roads programs. Non-highway program authori- 
zations totaled $844.5 million through fiscal 1975. 

A new four year, $40 million airport safety 
improvements program (Section 201A) was ap-  
proved. Other changes included: 

-broadening ARC'S child care programs by permitting its funds 
to be used with other Federal child care funds; 
-authorizing mine drainage pollution control projects related to 
mine area restoration and extended the 75-25 Federal-State cost 
sharing for such restoration projects; 
--providing additional assistance in making low and moderate- 

ARC PROGRAM STRATEGY 

The basic strategy underlining the entire ARC 
program " was laid down by the President's Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission. The PARC report 
concluded that a new approach was essential for the 
region, particularly in view of the limited effective- 
ness of existing ~ e d e r a l  and State programs. 

PARC felt that a policy of growth inducements 
could focus on the private sector to change some of the 
trends that had worked to the disadvantage of Ap- 
palachia. Underlying this premise was the assumption 
that correct decisions about public investments and 
public facility locations can influence private sector 
trends. If such decisions indeed were made and carried 
out at the right time and for certain locatians, it was 
felt that spatially competitive alternatives could be 
created for consideration of private decision-makers 
who bring about employment opportunities. In 
reaching this conclusion, PARC was relying upon the 
experience of many underdeveloped countries that 
were depending upon public investments to stimulate 
private capital development.'' 

A second strategic concept urged by P'ZRC 
involved the relationship of Appalachian development 
tu the evoivmg urban and industrial pattern of the na- 
tion as a whole. Data gathered by the study group 
suggested that areas in and around the country's 
largest cities would continue to be the residential and 
occupational magnets of increasing percentages of the 
nation's population. Further, the studies suggested 
that the non-commodity producing sectors of the 
American economy would be the major source of new 
jobs in the future. The PARC report recognized, 
therefore, that if Appalachia were to obtain a greater 
share of national output, it would have to adjust to the 
evolving trend of an urban, residential, service- 
oriented economy. 

PARC did not urge that new Federal inducements 
for industrial location be enacted by Congress. It did 
recommend, however, that States expand their pro- 
grams of industrial credit activities. Observers close to 
PARC point out that this course of action was taken 
because of the intense competitiveness among the 



Appalachian States for industrial prospects and the 
belief that any regional body would face major diffi- 
culties making decisions regarding industrial location 
incentives. While PARC recommended a strategy of 
growth and stimulation through public investments 
from all levels, it did not define precisely the character 
and location of the investments to be made. 

At the time P A R C  was preparing its report, several 
alternative descriptions of the regional growth process 
were in vogue. The report cited one of them-a 
"stages approachw-which emphasized the develop- 
ment of a region from an exploitive extractive base to 
a local investment in social and human capital (hous- 
ing, education, health, transportation) followed by a 
spiraling, self-generative condition that would be 
wholly independent of natural resources in the area." 
Another approach stressed the need for a strong 
export sector in a developing local economy. A third 
strategy emphasized the importance of urban growth 
centers with their associated economies of scale and 
agglomeration. P A R C  favored none of these ap- 
proaches exclusively, but elements of all three can be 
found in its report with the "stages approach" being 
given somewhat greater prominence. 

Adoption of the Growth Strategy 

The Appalachian Regional Development Act rep- 
resents a departure from most Federal economic 
recovery programs since it did not require that aid be 
given to the neediest areas. This stems from Section 2 
of the Act which spells out a general strategy for areas 
of potential growth: "The public investments made in 
the region under this Act shall be concentrated in 
areas where there is significant potential for future 
growth, and where the expected return on public dol- 
lars invested will be the greatest."lh The reasons for 
Congress adopting the growth potential approach 
were twofold. First, there was recognition that suffi- 
cient funds for every community in Appalachia to 
engage in development activit ies would not  be 
a\.ailable. Second, members were aware that the 
communi:y-by-community depressed area policy of 
AR.4 had not proved to be as successful as hoped for 
and therefore were receptive to a more selective 
growth strategy. 

The State role with relatiohship to the growth con- 
cept began to crystallize immediately following pas- 
sage of the Act. State responsibility for designating 
areas of investment was agreed to in a series of meet- 
ings between State and Federal oficials and the ARC. 
Previous studies had found that the principal centers 
of growth were the major cities. However, the areas of 
the region, in which poverty and deprivation were 
most pronounced and which needed remedial actions, 

were those where the recent record suggested little 
likelihood for future economic advance. For program 
purposes, this strategic dilemma was resolved by es- 
tablishing growth potential as a relative condition and 
allowing each State to designate those areas within its 
part of the region that would be targeted as future 
centers for expanding employment. The growth po- 
tential strategy, then, was applied regionally in prin- 
ciple but within each State, relative rankings were al- 
lowed. 

While such cities as Cincinnati, Nashville, Atlanta, 
Charlotte, Columbus, Roanoke, and Harrisburg were 
not folded into the region by Congress, in practice, the 
existence and importance of these urban centers has 
been recognized in A R C  planning.  T h e  A R C ' S  
investments for programs, such as highways, have 
improved linkages between nearby areas of the region 
and these external major cities. 

Designation of Growth Centers 

The act charged the commission with stimulating 
economic development within the region by adopting 
policies and administering its programs to target 
funds in areas with a significant future potential for 
growth. The commission has elaborated on this basic 
provision and provided general guidelines for the des- 
ignation of the areas with high growth potential. The 

Table 2 
Growth Area Requirements 

of the ARC Code 
1971 

Exceptions to 
Required Growth Requirements 

Section Description Area Location 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

201 B Access Roads Yes x x x x 
202 Health Demonstrations No' 
203 Land Stabilization Yes x 
204 Mine Area Restoration Yes x x 
207 Housing Yes 
21 1 Vocational Education Yes x 
212 Sewage Treatment Yes x 
214 Supplemental Funds (See ' below) 

Types of exceptions: 
1 -Residential development 
2-Recreation development 
3-Education areas 
4-Timber development 
5-Demonstrated significant impact on growth 
6-Service to isolated areas 
7-Directly affects a growth area 

'Approved health demonstration area required 
"Depends on the project. 
Source: Appalachian Regional Commission. Draft Staff Evaluation 
Report, 1971. 

interpretation of these guidelines and the responsibili- 
ty for the selection of the areas, however, is assigned to 
the States. 

Table 2 summarizes those A R C  programs that 



must conform to the growth center strategy. Certain 
exceptions to the growth center policy also are noted. 

The States have used various approaches in desig- 
nating areas of relatively high-growth potential. The 
following summary shows that State Appalachian 
development plans use almost as many different ap- 
proaches as there are States involved. 

Alabama-The 1970 Alabama State Plan delin- 
eates both primary and secondary growth regions 
containing growth poles (urban centers of indus- 
try, commerce and administration) and growth 
points (lower order servlce and employment cen- 
ters). Primary growth regions may contain both 
growth poles and points, while secondary regions, 
which are smaller and more isolated, contain only 
points. This delineation is a result of a gradual 
evolution beginning with the simple selection of 
growth areas with no differentiatioq between 
them.  Recently,  A l a b a m a  has been moving 
toward the recognition of interstate growth areas 
which are dependent on out-of-State dominant 
centers. 

Georgia---This State has used the same approach 
of delineating cit ies and  growth co r r ido r s  
throughout the existence of the program. The cit- 
ies are further classified into areas of high and 
medium potential. No  hinterland areas or inter- 
state areas are defined. 

Kentucky Kentucky has submitted a plan (1967) 
which identifies complexes of centers at  five 
d~fferent levels (metro, primary, secondary, ter- 
tiary, satellite). Each local development district m 
Kentucky contains one or more such centers. The 
plan does not identify interstate growth areas. 

Maryland--Although Maryland did nor specify 
growth areas in its first plan, the second plan 
(1967) identified primary and secondary growth 
centers (cities) and their associated hinterland. 
The plan does not discuss interstate growth areas. 

Mississippi---In its first regular plan approved by 
the Commission in 1969 (Mississippi was not in- 
cluded in Appalachia until 1967), Mississippi 
defined primary and secondary growth centers 
and their associated hinterlands. Again, no inter- 
state areas were taken into account. 

New York---ln general, New L'ork has main- 
tained its original (1966) growth area delineation, 
including primary and secondary growth areas 
having a center and a hinterland. The secondary 
areas were subsequently wpgradcd to  primary 
areas. This plan does recognize interstate growth 
areas. 

North Carolina--North Carolina's initial plan in 
1967 identified three levels of growth cities: pri- 
mary, secondary and urban. Subsequent plans 
have not altered this procedure, although the 
number of growth cities has consistently in- 
creased. Neither interstate growth areas nor hin- 
terlands are discussed. 

Ohio--Ohio's approach  t o  t h e  definition of 
growth area has evolved from an initial designa- 
tion of growth areas in combination with primary 
and secondary centers to the narrower designation 
of only primary and secondary growth cities. 
Later plans also recognize the influence of domi- 
nant areas outside Appalachian Ohio. 

Pennsylvania-Initially, Pennsylvania classified 
all its Appalachian counties according to their 
relative growth potential. In 1968, this was 
changed to the designation of "economic activity 
areas" (municipalities and their associated hin- 
terlands). These areas are in no way ranked. The 
definition of "economic activity areas" does take 
account of the influence of out-of-state dominant 
areas. 

South Carolina--This State has become increas- 
ingly sophisticated in its definition of growth 
area5. Initially. such areas were identified as 
growth corridors and were located along the 
principal  in ters ta te  highways. In subsequent  
plans, primary areas and their urban centers were 
des~gnated growth areas. The influence of areas in 
other states is not considered. 

Tennessee--Tennessee's first plan defined growth 
cities and ranked them as primary, secondary or  
tertiary. No hinterlands were designated except 
for the Tri-Cities area (Bristol, Kingsport and 
Johnson City), the Knoxville areas and the Chat- 
tanooga and Cookeville areas. Interstate areas are 
recogni~ed only in the case of Bristol, Tennessee- 
Virginia. 

Virginia- the approach used by this State has 
been to define primary growth areas around mi~jor  
highway corridors and labor shed areas. No spe- 
cific mention is made of the central cities. How- 
ever, the names of the areas imply the dominant 
centers (e.g., Duftield-Wise). Interstate influence 
is recognized in the case of Bristol, Tennessee- 
Virginia. 

West Virginia - In ~ t s  init~al  plan. West Virginia 
~dentr t~ed supplemental (pr~mary),  developmental 
  second as^) and complementary (hmterland) in- 
vewnent areas. T h ~ s  was changed slightly in 1970 



when the areas were designated as developmental 
(primary), complemental (secondary) and sup- 
plemental (tertiary). Interstate influences are 
taken into account. 

More than half the States have not altered their 
original plan in defining growth areas. Of those re- 
maining, three have made a major modification and 
two have undergone a gradual evolution in their 
growth center strategy. The latest plan submissions of 
only four States have designated cities without their 
associated hinterlands. Two designate only multi- 
county areas without specifying the urban center, 
while the rest designate both cities and their sur- 
rounding areas. Only a few of the States consider the 
interstate nature of certain growth areas in their 
plans. 

The member States appear to have taken the first 
difficult political and technical step in designating 
growth and non-growth areas. This is not to say that 
improvement in the methods of defining these areas is 
not necessary. But the commission's staff feels this 
process will be an evolutionary one with States 
experimenting with approaches best suited to their 
unique characteristics and needs. 

Nevertheless. a shortcoming of the present delin- 
eation process is the lack of explicit consideration by 
most States of the interstate nature of certain growth 
areas. Much more cooperation in working together in 
developing an investment program will be necessary if 
the full benefits of an efficient regional investment 
policy are  to be realized. 

Analysis of Project Approvals 
and Allocations 

A R C  staff studies, completed in 1971, provide 
information on the way States have carried out their 
growth area policies. The analysis examined project 
approvals to determine whether there has been a 
tendency to spread investments uniformly among 
their counties; whether the placement of investments 
shows any relation between concentrations of people 
to be served and project allocations; and finally, 
whether project allocations to designated growth areas 
have in fact provided a selective framework for tar- 
geting investments. 

Table 3 would appear to indicate that State project 
approvals  have not simply spread inves tments  
haphazardly or uniformly among counties within 
States. Excluding highway funds, five percent of the 
counties (20 out of 397) accounted for just over 30 
percent of total funds invested. More than half of this 
total was concentrated i n  just 15 percent of the 
counties. Siuty-tour counties received no investments 
under the A R C  program. 

Table 3 
Cumulative Investment by County 

1965-1 970"  

Percent Percent 
of Total of Total ARC 

Number of Counties Investment 

5.0 31.5 
10.0 45.2 
15.0 55.0 
20.0 63.9 
25.0 70.6 
30.0 76.4 
40.0 85.6 
50.0 92.1 
60.0 96.5 
70.0 98.9 

'Counties are arranged according to quantity of ARC investments 
made, in descending order, i.e.. the first five percent includes 
those counties with the highest absolute quantity of ARC in- 
vestment. 

Source: Applachian Region c ommission, Draft 
Staff Evaluation Report. 1971. 

Analysis of placement of funds in State designated 
growth areas required the A R C  staff to make a new 
definition of service areas in order that a uniform base 
for comparison could be established. A total of 173 
service areas were classified as primary markets. 
These service areas also included surrounding dorni- 
nant centers or growth areas. Tables 4 and 5 reveal the 
size distribution of these areas. The service areas 
covered in these Tables contain approximately 85 
percent of the region's population and have an average 
population size of 87,350. Figure 2 indicates the 
investment allocation according to the size of these 
a r e a s  and  shows a s t rong  re la t ionship  between 
population size and the amount of commission in- 
vestments. The only exceptions occur with the largest 
and smallest groupings. 

In analyzing total investments to service areas by 
category size (see Table 6), the ARC staff studies show 
that almost half the funds have been placed in the 
middle-size service areas (50,000- 250,000 popula- 
tion), with the 100,000 to 250,000 group receiving the 
largest amount. On a per capita basis, investment has 
favored the 10,000--25,000 and under 10,000 catego- 
ries. Since centers in these areas contain very small 
communities, questions could be raised regarding this 
investment strategy. 

Interstate service areas also were defined for the 
purposes of this analysis. The 26 interstate service 
areas are key centers of influence within the region and 
investment allocations are shown in Table 7. The data 
show a significant concentration of investment in in- 
terstate service areas--a surprising result in view of 
the lack of explicit consid:~r:ttiori of interstate rela- 
tionships in State plan5 and growth area designations. 



FIGURE 2 

Investments (1965-1 970) and Population (1960) as a Percent 

Population 

I Investment 1 

of Totals for Service Areas 
(by Service Area Size Class) 

Size, Class of Service Areas 
(In Thousands) 

Source: Appalachian Regional Commission, Draft Staff Evaluation Report, 1971. 
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Table 4 
Size Class Description of 
General Service Areas, 

1971 

Population 
Size Class 

Number 
of Areas 

Population in Average Population Percent of Total 
Size Class' Within Class Service Area Population 

Under- 10,000 
10,000- 24,999 
25,000- 49,999 
50,000- 99,999 

100.000-249.999 
250.000-499.999 
500.000-749.999 
750.0004 over 

Total 

'1 960 population rounded to  nearest hundred. 
Source: Appalachian Regional Commission, Draft Staff Evaluation Report. 1971 

Table 5 
General Service Areas by State 

1971 

Appalachian Portion 1960 1960 Service Number of Servica Average Sewice 
of Population Area Population Percent Areas. Area Population 

Alabama 1,982,300 1,596,000 80.5 
Georgia 675,200 531,200 78.7 
Kentucky 922,200 71 9,900 78.1 
Maryland 195,800 191,600 97.9 
Mississippi 406,200 307,900 75.8 
New York 1,000,100 808,600 80.9 
N. Carolina 939,700 813,100 86.5 
Ohio 1 .I 19,600 974.1 00 87.0 
Pennsylvania 5,930,800 5,424,300 91.5 
S. Carolina 585,500 544,200 92.9 
Tennessee 1,607.700 1,342,300 83.5 
Virginia 500,900 356,700 71.2 
W. Virginia 1,860.400 1,501,600 80.7 
Region 17,720,200 15.1 11,500 85.2 

'1960 population rounded to nearest hundred. 
' Includes portion of interstate areas within the boundaries of a State. 

Will not total 173 service ares. 
Source: Appalachian Regional Commission, Draft Staff Evaluation Report, 1971 

Table 6 The final growth center analysis undertaken by 
Investment in Service Areas by Size Class ARC staff consisted of classifying State designated 

areas according to levels of growth potential. I f  the - - 
Population Population Investment Investment Per growth strategy as commonly understood was, in fact, 
Size Class 1960 1965-70 Capita being pursued by the States, project investments 
Under 10.0oo 85,000 $ 2,388,189 $28.09 should be concentrated in the higher level growth 
10- 24,999 726,300 28.1 85,063 38.80 
25- 49,999 1.41 0,200 29,078.465 20.62 
50- 99,999 2,799,200 50,509,607 18.04 

100-249.999 4,630,600 72,751,433 15.71 
250-499.999 2.31 5,500 41,373,332 17.87 
500-749.999 1,233,700 23.530.380 19.07 

750.000+ -1.9'11.003 - 7,842,952 4.10 

15.1 11.500 $255,559,421 $1 6.91 
-- 

Source: Appalachian Regional Commission. Draft Staff Evaluation 
Report, 197 1 

potential areas. However, modifications to this rule 
are permitted, especially in people related programs. 
where States may place projects in  lower level or non- 
growth areas, provided they meet the rather rigid 
ARC Administrative Code criteria relating to such 
exceptions. 

Nearly one-quarter of a billion dollars has been 
approved for growth area projects from 1965 through 
1970. This figure excludes developmental highways; 





growth potential areas, but placed a higher percentage 
of the investments in non-growth areas. For the re- 
maining States, a high degree concentration of funds 
in the first level group and a low degree in the non- 
growth areas are found. 

The commission staff also analyzed project allo- 
cations by program type, including health, education, 
water and sewer, airports, and others. Table 9 shows 
this allocation of project dollars by growth area level 
and investment category. The first and second level 
growth areas totalled close to 70 percent of the funds 
in each category, with one exception. Water and sewer 
projects totalled only slightly more than 60 percent in 
the first and second growth areas. Here, commission 
procedures for assuring the primacy of growth center 
investments may have been deficient. 

Summary 

The ARC staff analysis on the concentration of 
projects in growth centers tends to show that the 
commission's strategy has been moderately success- 
ful. However, in permitting member States to for- 
mulate their own approach to growth area delin- 
eation, there has been a tendency for them to look no 
further than the boundaries of the State itself. Few 
cases of deliberate interstate cooperation in defining 
growth areas and project placement have occurred, 
even though a fairly substantial percentage of ARC 
project funds were placed in interstate service areas. 
This finding may be more a result of the fact that ur- 
ban places in these interstate areas are dominant or 
primary centers in Appalachia rather than a result of 
interstate cooperation. 

THE ORGANIZATION OF ARC 

The policy-making structure of ARC is vested by 
the Act in the 13 State representatives and the Federal 
co-chairman. All formal actions require the affirma- 
tive vote of the Federal co-chairman and a majority of 
the State representatives. Each State member may be 
the governor, or his designee, or another person as 
provided by State law. The Federal co-chairman is 
appointed by the President with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. The Act requires that each 
State member. and the Federal co-chairman shall have 
an alternate who shall be appointed in the same 
manner as prescribed for the member. Finally, the Act 
provides that the State members of the commission 
shall elect a co-chairman from among their number. 

The Federal co-chairman has a small staff, support- 
ed entirely by Federal funds, and is primarily respon- 
sible for assisting in the evaluation and coordination 

of the ARC program with other Federal agencies. 
His right of veto, a source of great power, has not 
been exercised by any of the four appointees. 

At the first meeting of the commission, April 19, 
1965, the governors established the position of State's 
regional representative to act as the "functional 
equivalent" of the Federal co-chairman in the day-to- 
day operations of ARC. This action was taken solely 
on State init~ative and no reference to the position can 
be found in either the President's Appalachian Re- 
gional commission report, the Senate or House hear- 
ings, or in the Act itself. The State's regional repre- 
sentative serves to carrj out the functional responsi- 
bility of the State co-chairman under the policy direc- 
tion of the governors and the State co-chairman. He 
has a small staff, supported entirely by State funds, to 
assist him in working with member States. Since the 
inception of the program, two persons have served in 
this position with the incumbent appointed in June 
1966. 

The staff of the commission, with ofices in Wash- 
ington, D. C., serves under an executive director and 
since July 1, 1967 its financing has been shared equally 
by the member States and the Federal Government. 
Duties within the staff (see Figure 3) are assigned as 
follows: 

Executive Staff-General Counsel, Deputy Di- 
rector (Secretary to the commission) Comptroller 
and Administrative Services, and Information 
Services. 

Program Operations-Program Control, State 
and District Operations. 

Program Development- Education and Man- 
power, Health, Child Development, Youth, Trans- 
portation and Community Development, Envi- 
ronment and Resources, Intergovernmental Ad- 
ministration. 

Planning and Evaluation---Advance Planning, 
Evaluation, Information Management and Re- 
search Support. 

The commission generally meets once a month to 
consider specific projects submitted by individual 
States and to take action on policy guidelines for 
development of various prograrns and allocation of 
funds among the States for these programs. All of the 
decisions of the commission relating to policy and 
procedures on administrative and housekeeping mat- 
ters as well as planning and program guidelines 
constitute the ARC Code. This code, in effect, is a 
statement of the guiding principles and procedures of 
the Appalachian regional program. 

Executive direction of ARC between commission 
meetings is in the hands of the Federal co-chdirman, 





the State's regional representative and the executive 
director, who is a non-voting member. Together, they 
constitute the executive committee of the commis- 
sion. The committee is responsible for conducting the 
administrative affairs of A R C  and has been delegated 
certain program functions, including review and ap- 
proval of project proposals, altering program alloca- 
tions at  the request of any two States for a transfer of 
funds between them, and approval of State develop- 
ment plans. At each commission meeting, the execu- 
tive committee is required to submit a report on any 
plans, programs, and projects it has approved in ex- 
ercising i ts  de legated  author i ty .  T h e  commi t t ee  
further must report on any policy issues discussed in 
its meetings and provide a statement of the position of 
each member. 

F U N D I N G  THE PROGRAM 

The following section will examine the funding 
pattern of the special Appalachian programs, the al- 
location of these funds to the member States, the use 
of the innovative supplemental grant by the States and 
finally, the trading process between the States of un- 
wanted or underutilized funds from one program to 
another. 

Program Requests, Authorizat ions 
and Appropriations 

The first budget requests, authorizations, and ap- 
propriations made for fiscal years 1965-1967 were 
largely based on recommendations of the President's 
Appalachian Regional Commission. Only two 
changes were made by the 89th Congress--the sub- 
stitution of the $17 million land stabilization pro- 
gram for the original $17 million pasture improve- 
ment program in order to allay the objections of 
western State cattle interests afid the addition of 
the $36 million mine restoration program to gain the 
support of Pennsylvania. 

Appropriations for fiscal year 1967 were divided 
among several acts since each Federal agency related 
to the Appalachian program at that time had to pre- 
sent its portion of the ~ re i iden t ' s  budget request 
separately. As Table 10 shows, the budget request o!' 
5201.2 miliion was substantiallj below that requested 
the previous year and likely was attributable to rising 
costs of the Vietnam War.  

The hardest hit programs were those where the gap 
was greatest between appropriated and obligated 
funds during the preceding qear. The highway pro- 
gram took the largest cut ($70 million), falloued by 
health facilities ($18.5 millioni. ~upplemental grants 

($10 million), and mine restoration ($6.08 million). 
The budget request for the vocational education pro- 
gram, on the other hand, remained unchanged from 
that of the previous year. Overall, the President's 
budget request called for more reductions in the 
highway than in non-highway programs. 

While Congress cut the President's total Appala- 
chian fiscal year 1967 request from $201 million to 
$158.5 million, again a non-highway preference was 
evident. The highway program was reduced about 
24 percent but non-highway programs were cut only 
17 percent. 

Increased authorizations were sought by ARC' staff 
for fiscal years 1968-1969." Nearly 32 percent more 
in non-highway funds authorizations ($332 million) 
and a 25 percent increase in highway authorizations 
were requested. The greatest hike in the non-highway 
category was the amount for supplemental grants ($60 
million). More highway funds were sought to allow 
for expanded mileage in the system. The President cut 
back ARC requests for additional authorizations in 
both the non-highway and highway categories (20 and 
17 percent, respectively). Congress further reduced the 
authorizations with a 35 percent cut in non-highway 
programs. It left the President's request for the high- 
way program intact, thus continuing this program's 
dominance in ARC authorizations ($7 15 million). 

The President's budget requests, however, for 
fiscal years 1968 and 1969 were only $100 million and 
$125 million, respectively, and apparently were the 
result of the large amount of unobligated funds in this 
program. The President's liscal year IYhS appropria- 
tions request for non-highway funds represented a 
modest reduction of $5.9 million from the preceding 
year; the appropriations request for fiscal year 1969 
constituted an increase of $24.4 million. Again, a 
preference for the non-highway programs appears. 

Congress reduced the appropriation requests in 
both program areas for these years, but cut back funds 
disproportionately less in the non-highway sector. The 
latter were reduced by only 7.5 percent while the 
highway program cut came to 30 percent. 

This pattern of Congressional reductions of budget 
requests changed for fiscal bears 1970 and 1971. I n  
1970, Congrcs:, reduced non-highw:r? program re- 
quests bq $5 million h~ : r  :ippropriatcd $7.5 rnilliurr 
over the requeht in I971 l'ur thcsc progr:irns. Nc. 
change in e i~l -~er  fiscal year ~ 2 s  made by Congress in 
budget requests for the highway sector. 

Examination of Table 10 shows that funds request- 
ed and appropriated shifted from highway dominated 
funding for fiwal years 1965-67 to more balanced 
f~mding !'or fi\cal le,trs 1968-197 1 .  Part ol' this shi?. 
ma) be due t o  rhe difficulty of the States in cornr~ii:- 



Table 10 
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

AUTHORIZATIONS, BUDGET REQUESTS, AND APPROPRIATIONS 
1965-1971 

(thousands of dollars) 

1965-1968 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 Cumhtiw 
Sutiff l  1965-1967 Budget Appro- Brdgst Appro- 1968-1969 Bmd#at Appro- 6rdg.t Appm- 1970-1971 &Idgat Appro- Budget Appro- Appropristionr 
o fk t  m a n  Authorizations R w r t  Mtioor R q w s t  prbtiw Arthau8~DllrZ R q u ~  printions R q m  printion ~ u ~ ~ ~ t i o n ~  RqUM priationa Requut prutions5 thru 1971 

Health Demorr- $ 69,000 $ 21.000 $ 21,000 $ 2,500 S 2.500 
stration 

Land Stabil. 17,000 8.500 7.000 4.375 3.000 
Timber Develop- 5.000 1.350 600 500 - 

mentl 
Mine ~ r e e : l  36,500 18,000 16,950 11.916 7.100 

Bu. of Mines 16,250 15,600 10,566 7,000 
Fish &Wildlife 1.750 1.350 1,350 100 

Water Resource 5.000 1,700 1,500 1,830 1,500 
Survey 

Housing Fund - - - - - 
Voc. Ed. Facil. 16.000 8.000 8.000 8.000 8.000 
SewageTreatment 6,000 3,000 3.000 3.000 3,000 
Supplemental 90.000 45.000 45.000 35.000 30.000 

Grants 
Research & LDD 5,500 3.000 2.500 3,000 2,750 

Less Limitation - - - - - 
Total Non-Highway 250,000 109.550 105.550 70.121 57.850 

Highway 840,000 200,000 200,000 130,000 100.000 
Total Program 1,090,000 309,550 305,550 200,121 157,850 

Admin. Expanses 2.400 1.300 1.290 1 .I 10 1.1 10 
- 

GRAND TOTAL $1,092,400 $310,850 $306.840 $201.231 $158.950 5886,700 5165,000 $127,446 $214,479 $174,450 
- 
'Appropriations are adjusted to account for reappropriations to other accounts-for 204 and 205 programs of $1.2 million. 
*1968-69 and 1970-71 authorizations are new authorizations. Authorizations not appropriated lapsed in 1367 and 1969. 
31ncludes authorization of $175 million and $170 million for 1972 and 1973 respectively. 
41ncluded transfer of $42 thousand to this account from 204 Timber Development. 
51ncludes $8.5 million Supplemental Appropriation for Airport projects under Section 214. 
61ncludes an additional $1 75.000.000 appropriation request to be available in FY 1971. 
Source: Appalachian Regional Commission 



ting highway funds and, as discussed later, ARC's 
growing preference for greater support for non- 
highway categories. 

Finally, Table 1 1  groups non-highway programs 
into three major categories: human resources, natural 
resources, and community facilities. Changes in pro- 
gram funding are revealed for fiscal years 1965-1968 
and fiscal years 1969-197 1.  A three-fold increase in 
appropr i a t ions  for  human  resources p rograms  
(health, housing, and vocational education) was made 
during fiscal years 1969-1971; natural resource pro- 
grams were cut about two-thirds for the same period; 
and the community facilities programs remained the 
same. In other categories, appropriations for fiscal 
years 1969-1971 were nearly tripled for research, 
planning, and support of local development districts; 
slightly reduced for A R C  administration; and in- 
creased by one-fourth for highways. Thus, concern for 
people-related programs has received considerable 
support even though highway appropriations still 
command a large share of A R C  appropriations. 

State Allocations 

The first procedure for State allocation of funds 
approved by A R C  was for the Appalachian Devel- 
opment Highway System. The approved program was 
essentially the same as that presented a year earlier in 
the report of the President's Appalachian Regional 
Commission and reflected the ARC's desire for a 
quick start on a program that would lead to early vis- 
ible results. The P A R C  highway plan consisted of 
selecting corridors for highway facilities that would 
fill in gaps left by the interstate highway system. This 
initial selection process preceeded the criteria of serv- 
ing areas with a developmental potential which were 
developed later by ARC.  

Several minor State allocation changes to the Re- 
gional Highway Plan were made in the two years fol- 
lowing 1965. Following the amendments to the act in 
1967, however, the highway program allocation pro- 
cedures were adjusted to allow for the increased au- 
thorizations for financing corridors in New York and 
Pennsylvania and for funding the local access road 
program. Allocations are now made to the States on 
an annual basis and are based on an amount the State 
feels it can absorb during the fiscal year as it is 
extremely difficult for all of them to raise their share 
in concert. For example, prior to 1967, Virginia was 
ready to commit 90 percent of its total allocation all 
at  once, but West Virginia could not begin its program 
until 1968 when voters approved a $350 million bond 
issue for matching Appalachian highway funds. 

A 1971 report of the General Accounting Office was 

Table 1 1  
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

PROGRAM APPROPRIATIONS 
1971 

Fiscal Years Fiscal Years 
1965-1968 1969-1971 
(millions) (millions) 

Human Resources 
Health $ 24.9 $ 96. 
Housing 1. 3 .  
Voc. Ed. 28. 63. 

Total $ 53.9 $162. 
Natural Resources 

Soil Conservation $ 13.3 $ 5.8 
Timber Development .6  .O 
Mine Restoration 24.1 9.3 
Water Study 5.0 .O 

Total $ 43.0 $ 15.1 
Community Facilities 

Water and Sewer $ 7.4 $ .O 
Supplemental 109. 1 14.9 

Total $1 16.4 $1 14.9 
Other 

Research, Planning 
and Districts $ 6.9 $ 16.0 

Administration $ 3.1 $ 2 .7  
Highways $370. $450. 

Total $593.3 $760.7 

Source: Appalachian Regional Commission, Draft Staff Evaluation 
Report, 1971 

critical of the Appalachian development highway 
program procedures . 'The practice of A R C  in per- 
mitting the States to set their own priorities for high- 
way construction, the report concluded, resulted in 
piecemeal scattered highway projects and was in- 
consistent with Congress' recognition of the need for a 
comprehensive regional program. The report rec- 
ommended that Congress consider requiring A R C  
commitment to a regional approach and to "allocate 
the remaining funds for the highway program to pro- 
jects having the highest regional priorities." I y  

The A R C  defended its approach and stated that 
G A O  had overstated the problem of highway frag- 
mentation.'" It argued that it followed existing Fed- 
eral aid highway procedures where priorities are es- 
tablished by the States to avoid creating a new layer of 
organization and procedures that would have been 
necessary to carry out the program on a regional 
basis. Further, delays in State funding and the need to 
resolve complex local issues would have prohibited 
completion of all the corridor highways in their en- 
tirety. Finally, ARC pointed out that the governors 
have substantial authority under the Act to recom- 
mend to the commission specific projects for action 



within his State. A R C  then cannot require a State to 
accept a project or program without its consent. 

The A R C  has used greater flexibility in allocation 
procedures for other program areas. Allocation for- 
mulas  for  cer ta in  non-highway programs-land 
conservation, mine restoration (rescinded in late 
1966), housing, vocational education, sewage treat- 
ment, supplemental grants, and local development 
districts--were adopted at  the first few meetings of the 
commission and generally are based on the fair-share 
principle. State allocation of funds for Section 202 
health programs was not initiated by A R C  until fis- 
cal year 1968. 

The State allocations for these programs are de- 
termined by a combination of some or all of the fol- 
lowing factors: a flat amount for distribution to each 
State, land area, population, per capita income, and a 
State's need for a particular program. The need factor 
in all instances is recognized but the weight given each 
factor in the formulas is developed in a way to reflect 
politically acceptable ratios of fund allocation. 

The Supplemental Grant Program 

Section 214 of the Appalachian Regional Devel- 
opment Act permits the commission to supplement 
local funds in the financing of grant-in-aid projects 
with specially appropriated Federal funds. This pro- 
gram is considered one of the most innovative con- 
cepts included in the Act. The local contribution may 
be reduced to as low as 20 percent of the project's 
cost. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the total sup- 
plemental grant appropriations from fiscal years 1965 
through 197 1 ($223,950 million) amounted to slightly 
more than 42 percent of the funds appropriated for all 
the non-highway programs. The allocation to the 
States of Section 214 funds is set forth in the A R C  
code and is made by the commission according to the 
distribution percentages produced by the following 
formula:!' 

14 percent based on funds divided equally among 
the States; 
14 percent based on a State's land area within re- 
gion; 
28 percent based on population of State within re- 
gion; 
44 percent based on per capita income of State's 
population within the region. 

The last step of this allocation process takes place 
when the commission each year determines the dollar 
amount to be reserved to each State. This figure 
reflects the amount determined by distribution for- 

mula, transfers made between the State and adjust- 
ments for repayments due during the previous fiscal 
year. 

Since each of the member States have considerable 
leeway in using these grants for a number of different 
programs, the effect of this procedure permits States 
to adjust their initial allocation in the non-highway 
program areas. Table 12 reveals the program prefer- 
ences of each State. Kentucky, for example, has spent 
the bulk of its supplemental grant allocation on voca- 
tional education, while Maryland has concentrated on 
hospital construction. Georgid and New York, on the 
other hand, have given highest priority to sewage 
treatment facilities. 

Finally, taken as a group, Figure 4 shows that the 
States overwhelmingly have placed a greater value on 
human resource and related facility programs. Thirty 
percent of the supplementary funds were used for 
education other than vocational education, 23 percent 
for vocational education, and 27 percent for health 
facilities. This emphasis on additional dollars for 
human resources, it might be noted, was generated by 
the States in their program priorities and is not 
reflected in the recommendations of the President's 
Appalachian Regional Commission report or in the 
nondiscretionary programs of existing legislation. 

Transfers of Allocated Funds 
Between States 

Originally, the allocation process made no provi- 
sion for transferring funds from one category to 
another, if a State either did not desire to participate 
in a particular program or simply could not raise its 
matching share to a level permitting use of all the 
available Federal dollars. 

Pressure for a more flexible State allocation cul- 
minated in the A R C  adopting in July, 1966, a resolu- 
tion permitting States to trade non-highway funds 
from one program to another.'* A State, then, which 
could not obligate, or did not choose to obligate, all its 
funds in a given program by the end of a fiscal year 
could request the commission (authority delegated to 
the executive committee) to reallocate these funds to a 
State that could absorb more funds in the same pro- 
gram area. Kentucky and Pennsylvania, for example, 
had a standing Appalachian program of building a 
statewide system of vocational schools. Both states 
used their trading position with States to obtain addi- 
tional vocational education funds. Without this trad- 
ing process, they might have spent funds on lower 
priority needs. Finally, if a State cannot obligate all of 
its share of program costs in one year, it can loan its 



Table 12 
APPROVED FUNDS FOR SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS, THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1970 

(thousands) 
-" .--.p.pp- -- 

VOCATIONAL OTHER WATER 81 
EDUCATION EDUCATION HEALTH SEWER AIRPORTS RECREATION TOTALS 

STATE Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount 
- . -- -. - - 

%' 

Alqbama $ 4277 23.8 $10131 56.4 $ 1474 8.2 $ 1699 9.5 $ 0 0 $ 392 2.2 $ 17973 100 
Georgia 1599 13.9 2220 19.3 2386 20.7 4754 41.2 529 4.6 37 0.3 11525 100 
Kentucky 6339 50.2 2148 17.0 4147 32.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 12634 100 
Maryland 1235 15.2 1960 24.1 2328 28.7 2291 28.2 104 1.3 198 2.4 8116 100 
lvtississippi 1339 20.2 2746 41.4 284 4.3 1605 24.2 453 6.8 202 3.0 6629 100 
New York 3832 38.8 757 7.7 2582 26.2 2238 22.7 155 1.6 300 3.0 9864 100 
North Catolina 3366 27.8 2003 16.5 3094 25.5 2845 23.5 223 1.8 585 4.8 12116 100 
Ohio 3699 26.8 2710 19.6 4813 34.9 2043 14.8 382 2.8 162 1.2 13809 100 
Pennsylvania 2927 10.0 9181 31.3 13287 45.3 2620 8.9 1061 3.6 229 .8 29305 100 
South Carolina 2096 21.7 4760 49.2 629 6.5 1976 20.4 50 5 159 1.6 9670 100 
Tennessee 1984 12.3 5006 31.0 4937 30.5 3614 22.4 335 2.1 287 1.8 16163 100 
Virginia 4415 46.8 2292 24.3 1909 20.3 51 1 5.4 210 2.2 89 .9 9426 100 
V<est Virginia 3454 19,3 7187 40.1 5572 31.1 238 1.3 1450 8.1 0 0 

-- 
17901 100 

-- 
TOTALS $40562 23.2 $53101 30.3 $47442 27.1 $26434 15.1 $4952 2.8 $2640 1.5 $175131 100 

- 

'Rows may not add to 100% because of rounding 
Source Appaiachian Regional Commission. 
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funds with the understanding that it would be reim- 
bursed in later years. 

Donald N. Rothblatt's analysis of this bilateral 
trading shows that it has been effective for obligating 
appropriated funds.23 From a fiscal year 1966 high of 
70.4 percent in non-highway programs, the percent of 
unobligated appropriated funds drapped to 5.2 per- 
cent by fiscal year 1968. Trading also took place more 
frequently in program areas where the allocation 
formulas were more rigid. Finally, this study indicates 
that States sometimes combined use of supplemental 
grants and trading to reinforce their program prefer- 
ences by either increasing th,eir supplen~ental grant 
allocations in order to invest in programs which were 
not among those for which funds had been allocated, 
or by decreasing their supplemental grants so that 
more funds for basic grants could be obtained. This 
practice then has altered the rather rigid ARC State 
allocation procedures for non-highway programs into 
a modified block grant. Rothblatt concludes that: 

--either formulas which more realistically reflect . . . ( p r o  - 
gram). . . needs of each State should have been used, or the Ap- 
palachian funds should have been simply divided into modified 
block grants for each State (based on some fair-share criterion). 
The latter would seem to be the most efficient choice since it tends 
to occur anyway due to state preferences but with great adminis- 
trative cost. Thus, the ARC may have unnecessarily adopted 
constraints to what could have been a flexible allocation proc- 

RELATIONSHIPS WITH 
FEDERAL PROGRAM AGENCIES 

When the Appalachian Regional Development Act 
was passed, the Federal grant-in-aid system was in a 
period of rapid change. Federal grants to State and 
local governments by 1946 had been established in 27 
functional areas.25 By the end of 1960, 20 additional 
program areas were enacted and in the next five years, 
the number was increased by 33. 

Furthermore, the nature of the Federal grant-in-aid 
programs was changing. Prior to 1960, the typical 
grant program was designed to help State and local 
governments achieve objectives that primarily were 
local in nature. Funds then were allocated among 
States, usually by formula, and the conditions at- 
tached to most of these grants were aimed at insuring 
economy and efficiency rather than compliance with 
Federal policy requirements. After 1960, an increasing 
number of grant programs were enacted for the 
express purpose of furthering national objectives. 
Federal controls over program content to insure these 
purposes were accomplished resulting in a prolifera- 
tion of guidelines and regulations. 

The rapid expansion of programs, especially of the 

project type, and the growing complexity of Federal 
requirements tended to strain the administrative ca- 
pabilities of State and local g~vernrnents.?~ This 
problem was not made any easier by the frequent 
overlap, duplication, and lack of coordination that 
came to characterize grant administration at all lev- 
els. 

PARC recognized that the lack of coordination 
among existing programs was one of the reasons that 
previous Federal grants had meager success in solving 
the problems of the Appalachian Region. It recom- 
mended, therefore, that the proposed commission be 
charged with coordinating programs conducted in the 
region by Federal, State and local agencie~.~'  

The problem of program coordination, however, 
was not the only difficulty uncovered by PARC. Many 
of the individual programs simply were not responsive 
to the particular needs of the region. In some 
instances, project selection criteria ruled out the type 
of investments needed to stimulate regional devel- 
opment. For example, Federal aid for highways and 
airports was based solely on criteria dealing with ex- 
isting and projected traffic counts rather than on their 
potential developmental impact. Further, many Ap- 
palachian States and localities lacked the financial 
resources and the technical expertise to take advan- 
tage of many existing programs. Even more discour- 
aging, perhaps, PARC found that State and local 
personnel often were simply unaware of the types of 
assistance available to them. 

To make the Federal grant-in-aid system more re- 
sponsive to Appalachian problems, both the Council 
of Appalachian Governors and PARC urged that at- 
tention be given to special conditions of the Appala- 
chian Region. Section 102 of the Appalachian Re- 
gional Development Act expresses this general con- 
cern: 

In carrying out the purposes of this Act, the commission shall 
review and study in cooperation with the agency involved, Fed- 
eral, State and local public and private programs, and, where 
appropriate, recommend modifications or additions which will 
increase their effectiveness in the region.'& 

The Appalachian Regional Commission, then, has 
been given a broad charge to increase the responsive- 
ness of the Federal grant-in-aid system as well as 
other programs to the problems of the region. 

The following discussion briefly reviews the com- 
mission's relations with Federal agencies in several 
program areas. It describes a number of different ap- 
proaches, some of which were successful and others 
not so successful, that link regional programs with 
Federal agency program management and adminis- 
tration. 



Grant Administrative Agreements 

The 1965 Act states that the Appalachian Regional 
Commission shall be a policymaking, planning, and 
coordinating body rather than an operational agency. 
Instead of authorizing an entire set of new grant pro- 
grams or a block grant to be administered by the 
ARC,  Congress provided additional funds in nine 
program areas to be spent in accordance with provi- 
sions of existing grant legislation on projects approved 
and recommended by the commission. These funds 
originally were appropriated directly to the line 
agency responsible for administering the programs. 
The remaining categorical program, research and as- 
sistance to local development districts, and the sup- 
plemental grant program were tailored to Appala- 
chian needs and administered solely by ARC. 

The Amendments of 1967 changed the categorical 
funding of this procedure and all A R C  program funds 
now are appropriated directly to the President, who is 
authorized to transfer them to the program agencies 
to be used in the same way as provided in the 1965 
Act. The President, however, has delegated his au- 
thority over these funds to the commission's Federal 
co-chairman, an action that has strengthened the 
commission's control over the programs' fiscal pro- 
cedures. The line agencies, however, still retain 
operational responsibilities for administering the 
grants approved by the commission. 

Because A R C  grants are administered by line 
agencies, the commission staff has had to develop 
formal agreements with Federal agencies concerning 
the transfer of funds, review of project applications, 
and other administrative details. While review of 
A R C  projects varies from program to program, the 
agencies generally are responsible for the conform- 
ance of project proposals with the basic authorizing 
grant legislation. The A R C  staff review consists of 
insuring conformance with A R C  policies and guide- 
lines. This division of responsibility on occasion has 
caused problems over whose judgment should be final, 
but overall the project review process seems to have 
worked fairly smoothly, primarily because these rela- 
tionships have concerned the commission's own 
funds. The record of influencing programs and funds 
of other agencies through interagency agreements has 
been more mixed. 

Increasing the Usefulness of 
Existing Federal Programs 

The commission's housing program provides an 
example of the value of a new program which has 
increased the usefulness to the region of other Federal 
aid prugrarns. 

Although the 1965 Act included no specific provi- 
sions relating to inadequate housing in the region, 
commission housing policy began to evolve primarily 
as a result of A R C  comments on housing project 
proposals forwarded by Federal agencies for review. 
This review was based on commission sponsored 
studies that indicated both the magnitude of the re- 
gion's housing problem and the great economic po- 
tential offered by the expansion of housing construc- 
tion. 

On the basis of a staff proposal, the commission 
launched an effort to amend its Act to provide funds 
for the construction of low and moderate income 
housing. Congress, in 1967, added Section 207 which 
provides for an Appalachian housing fund. The 
amendment enabled the commission to offer seed 
money loans and grants for planning and other pre- 
liminary expenses of housing projects that was not 
available under existing Federal housing legislation. 
While the Department of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment initially was reluctant to support the idea, this 
"front money" concept was eventually incorporated 
in Section 106 of the Housing Act of 1968. In 1969, an 
amendment was added to provide for technical as- 
sistance planning grants to private or public entities to 
encourage formation of non-profit or limited dividend 
housing groups, including State housing corporations. 

A formal agreement between A R C  and HUD's 
Federal Housing Administration sets forth coordinat- 
ing procedures for administration of seed money 
loans and grants for low and moderate income hous- 
ing projects. Cooperation with FHA's insuring offices 
in carrying out this program appears to be excellent. 

However, problems have developed in the technical 
assistance program.*' Considerable administrative 
delays have been encountered in negotiating and exe- 
cuting contracts for these grant funds. F H A  process- 
ing of all A R C  approved applications have taken 
many months. T o  overcome these delays, it has been 
suggested that the commission be allowed to contract 
directly for technical assistance, thereby bypassing 
FHA. 

The housing assistance loan program, however, 
appears to have been a clear success. Between 1961 
and 1967, only 602 units of low and moderate income 
housing had been built in Appalachia with Federal 
assistance. By December 31, 1970, the commission 
had approved 59 loans, totaling about $2.5 million 
which were used to plan 7,093 housing units with an 
estimated construction cost of $98 million. Ap- 
proximately one-third of these units were constructed 
and occxlpied bq the end of 1970. West Virginia and 
North Carolina, with ARC staff assistance, have eq- 
tdblished State housing finance agencies and ditferent 



approaches have Seen developed in Ohio, Pennsylva- 
nia, South Carolina, and Maryland. 

Education provides another functional area where 
the commission has sought to make better regional 
use of existing Federal programs. The basic problem 
immediately recognized was the fact that Appalachian 
school districts and universities were not participating 
in Federal education programs at  a rate com- 
mensurate with the region's population and need. For 
example, Appalachian school districts received only 
4.8 percent of Federal funds disbursed in 1965, al- 
though the region contained 8.5 percent of the nation's 
population and an even higher percentage of its 
disadvantaged population. T o  overcome the problem 
of educational data relating to the detailed needs of 
Appalachia, the commission funded two major 
studies-one on the status of vocational education 
problems and the other on teachers. The A R C  teacher 
survey findings resulted in Ofice  of Education (OE) 
staff giving additional consideration to  proposals 
from Appalachia. 

Funds from OE's discretionary education programs 
in Appalachia also have grown significantly. The re- 
gion's share under the Education Professions Devel- 
opment Act increased from 4.9 percent of the national 
total in FY 1969 to 10.8 percent in FY 1970. While 
this increase cannot be entirely attributed to activities 
of the commission, the pattern of close cooperation 
between A R C  and the Office of Education is at  least 
partly responsible. 

'I l ~ i - I  tn A R C  is cooperating ibith the Office of Educ, t 
s sve~a l  other areas, including providing technical as- 
sistance to local school districts in the implementation 
of the urban-rural training programs, planning an 
A R C  study on the status of higher education in Ap- 
palachia, and undertaking efforts to extend and 
broaden the involvement of HEW'S Bureau of Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education and the Bureau of 
Research with Appalachian programs. 

T o  overcome the problem of the lack of familiarity 
of Appalachian State and local oficials with the Fed- 
eral education programs, A R C  initiated a series of 
information seminars on higher and elementary and 
secondary education programs. 1.t~ staff has estimated 
that at least $2 million of project proposals have been 
submitted in FY 1971 as a result of these seminars. 

Lead Agency Role on Specific Local Projects 

There are several instances where the commission 
has been involved i n  an sct ivr  rnlr in cwrdinating 
Federal, State, and local efforts for carrying out a 
specific community project. The best example of this 
type of coordination is the Pikeville, (Kentucky), 
Model City project."' A task group of participating 

agencies was formed by A R C  to ensure financial and 
planning coordination in the project and consists of 
representatives of the ARC, the city commission, the 
local urban renewal agency, the local model city 
agency, the Chesapeake and Ohio Railroad Com- 
pany, the State highway department, the State Ap- 
palachian program office, the State natural resources 
agency, the Federal Highway Administration, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Economic Development 
Administration, and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. This group, chaired by ARC'S 
State's Regional Representative, has sought to pre- 
pare and gain approval of formal agreements con- 
cerning agency responsibility and funding. When 
completed, the agreements could become the basis for 
future joint-funding arrangements. 

The collapse of the Silver Bridge, an important 
transportation connection over the Ohio River joining 
Ohio and West Virginia, is another case of commis- 
sion initiative in a local project. Here A R C  staff as- 
sisted in bringing together the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration, the Corps of Engineers, and the two 
States to expedite reconstruction. 

Program Impact Outside the Region 

In developing progranis to meet special Appala- 
chian needs, the commission has established new 
programs tnat subsequently have been authorized by 
C o n g m s  for general use. The A R C  housing program 
with its "front money" approach, discussed previous- 
ly, is one example. In addition, the commission has 
applied its flexible funding sources to other ongoing 
Federal assistance programs that have resulted in aid 
programs reflecting not only Appalachian priorities, 
but also having a broader potential application. The 
vocational education, specialized regional education 
service agency, demons t ra t ion  heal th ,  a n d  child 
development programs are illustrative of this ap- 
proach. The commission has worked closely with the 
Depar tmen t  of Heal th ,  Educat ion and  Welfare  
(HEW) in each of these program areas. 

The commission's vocational education program 
has had a significant impact in the construction of fa- 
cilities in the region and resulted in a dramatic in- 
crease in State and local expenditures. Commission 
policy has insisted that assisted programs support the 
needs of the labor market being served and that train- 
ing be relevant to the needs of the job market ivhic'h 
students are expected to move into following gradua- 
t:.... I-..-" ...."~;",'+;')p 
WI. .  ,L (b l~  ICUc.r.  for assistance must include 
information on future employment opportunities for 
the courses to be offered by the school. Enrollments in 
non-relevant agriculture and home economics curric- 
ula have been drastically reduced while enrollments 



in such programs as office occupations, technical 
education, trades, and industry have significantly in- 
creased. This shift in vocational education curricula 
has spread to other programs outside the region. 

The specialized regional education service agency 
program, funded from planning grants made available 
under Section 302 of the Act, was initiated to sur- 
mount difficulties caused by low education financing 
and small school districts. By encouraging school dis- 
tricts to join together in area cooperatives, it was 
hoped that costs of certain school services could be 
shared, the quality of educational opportunities could 
be improved, and adequate occupational and guidance 
to students could be provided. Early childhood edu- 
cation programs, drop-out prevention, curriculum 
development, and teacher in-service training are re- 
ceiving primary emphasis in these cooperatives. Dur- 
ing 1970, the ARC provided over $900 million in  
planning funds to 13 local areas to plan and establish 
such programs. ARC's acceptance of this concept has 
strengthened HEW'S hand in applying it elsewhere in 
the nation. 

Another commission program that may provide 
useful experience beyond the borders of the region is 
the den~onstrat ion health program. Commission 
grants have been authorized for a wide variety of proj- 
ects including general hospitals, ambulatory clinics, 
and health manpower training. Morzover, a Federxl- 
State-local partnership arrangement has beer! 
launched for admmistering health plans through sec- 
era1 of the region's multi county demonstration area 
health councils. These councils, composed of local 
public officials, citizens, health specialists, physicians, 
dentists, and hospital administrators, are attempting 
to end the inefficient use of scarce health resources in 
their communities by providing public medical 
services to fill gaps in  the private system. 

Finaily, the child development program, authorized 
by Congress in 1969, shows promise of developing a 
coordinated effort in an area where child services often 
are served by a number of different State agencies. 
The commission's operational support for such pro- 
grams is limited to the Appalachian portion of the 
State, but ARC plann~ng grants are for statewide 
planning by responsible State agencies. The com- 
mission was requested by HEW to serve as a proto- 
type in  developing procedure3 and approaches in ad- 
min~stering this program. 

Problems in Coordination-EDA and OEO 

According to estimates made by the ARC staff in 
1965, nearly one-third of the funds authorized for Ec- 
onomic Develop~nent Administration (EDA) pro- 
grams were expected to be placed in the region-an 

amount exceeding $166 million per year for public 
works' grants alone. 

A series of staff discussions on coordination of the 
two programs commenced in the Fall of that year. 
Major proposals first were presented formally by 
ARC's Federal co-chairman in a letter to EDA in 
January of 1966. The letter initiated several proposals 
for policy coordination that basically attempted to 
persuade EDA to accept and adopt the commission's 
approach to development, i.e., the concentration of 
investment according to growth potential and the 
devolution of decision-making power to the com- 
mission and the governors. Many conferences and 
memorandums between the two agencies during the 
first three years of both programs produced little by 
way of substantive or procedural coordination. The 
major obstacles were differences over ARC's growth 
center strategy and the role of the States in its pro- 
gram approval process. 

ARC's growth center development strategy was 
deeply Imbedded in its operating programs. EDA, on 
the other hand, used strategies aimed more at disper- 
sion of funds and gave highest priority to areas with 
the highest unemployment rates and the lowest per 
capita incomes. While actual project investments by 
EDA were made in  the Appalachian Region, initially 
the agency did not accept the ARC growth area policy 
because the concept of placing investments only in se- 
lected areas would exclude much of the territory it was 
supposed to serve 

A sxond major obstacle to smoother ARC-EDA 
cooperation i s  their different clientele groups and 
different mandates. The ARC, as we have seen, is a 
joint Federal-State commission in which the governor 
of each member State has substantial power and re- 
sponsibilities. The States themselves are responsible 
for reviewing and assigning priorities to the projects 
they recommend and are the funnel for all applica- 
tions from their localities. These procedures have the 
effect of moving many of the political pressures. asso- 
ciated with grant programs away from Washington. 

EDA, on the other hand, is a purely Federal agency 
having full responsibility for approval of individual 
projects. It could not shift responsibility along with its 
statutory grant authority to the Appalachian Re- 
gional commission or to the States. This fact is one 
reason why a growth area agreement between the 
EDA and ARC has been so difficult to draft. Again, 
ARC policy has been guided by the assumption that 
the States are !he best qualified to determine areas 
having greatest potential for growth. As a result, there 
has been some unevenness in the manner in  which 
individual States have allocated project funds. EDA 
felt it had to adopt a set of uniform criteria for growth 



area selection, otherwise it would have been subject to 
substantial outside political pressures in selecting 
projects. The approach thus helps insulate EDA, to a 
certain extent, from these political pressures. 

In spite of the failure of these early attempts at 
coordination, the absence of formal policy agreements 
does not mean that there has been no contact between 
EDA and A R C  since the 1967 amendments. EDA has 
been giving increasing emphasis to growth areas and, 
to the extent that this has been implemented, has 
abandoned its "worst first" policy. EDA technical as- 
sistance programs and project applications within the 
region are submitted to A R C  staff for comment. 
Practically, the problem of coordinated designation of 
growth centers is no longer an issue since 35 of the 38 
"growth centers" designated by EDA in the Appala- 
chian Region are included in growth areas designated 
by Appalachian States. 

Enactment of the Equal Opportunity Act of 1964 
established the  Office of Economic  Oppor tuni ty  
(OEO). This agency, charged to deal with many of the 
same kinds of problems that gave birth to the Ap- 
palachian Regional Development Act, was responsi- 
ble for a wide variety of programs aimea at  providing 
jobs, job training and services for the poor, including 
the Job Corps, the Neighborhood Youth Corps, Rural 
Development Loans, VISTA, Adult Basic Education, 
and the Community Action programs. As discussed 
previously, even though the 1965 report of the 
President's Appalachian Regional Commission ex- 
plicitly emphasized the need for substantial program 
investment in the people of Appalachia, the Adminis- 
tration and Congress believed that these needs could 
be best met through the new Economic Opportunity 
Act. 

T o  insure federal interagency cooperation and 
coordination, the Economic Opportunity Council was 
created. Its members included most of the cabinet and 
other high-level officials, as well as ARC'S Federal co- 
chairman. At the same time, a representative of the 
Director of the O E O  was named to serve on the Fed- 
eral Planning Committee for Appalachia. 

Difficulties soon developed, however. primarily due 
to the different thrust of the two programs. One prob- 
lem stemmed from the establishment of local com- 
munity action agencies by the O E O  and the potential 
conflict between these local agencies and the ARC's 
Local Development Districts. The Federal programs 
mandating areawide local agencies, the commission 
felt, would put a serious overload on the supply of lo- 
cal leadership unless it were possible for one areawide 
agency to handle all three functions--the local devel- 
opment districts (LDDs), community action agencies 
(CAAs), and the economic development districts 

(EDDs) sponsored by EDA. 
On the other hand, O E O  staff contended that there 

was a real danger that the combined agency would be 
preoccupied with the problems of economic devel- 
opment at  the expense of concern with problems of the 
poor. Further, the O E O  staff argued that the LDD's 
and EDD's represented the established power struc- 
ture of the locality which, to some extent, was the 
cause of many of the problems of the poor. 

The staffs of A R C  and O E O  also pursued different 
strategies in carrying out the legislative mandate of 
their programs. The commission, on the one hand, 
was placing heavy emphasis on creating jobs in certain 
growth centered areas. Also implicit in the ARC 
strategy was the fact that a certain amount of migra- 
tion and resettlement would have to take place. The 
OEO staff, on the other hand, felt that the benefici- 
aries of the A R C  economic development strategy 
would primarily be the "establishment" and therefore 
would have little direct impact on basic problems of 
the poor. The A R C  approach, it was argued, did not 
take into account the serious social obstacles to 
areawide development. 

Another obstacle to commission and O E O  
cooperation was ARC's statutory and philosophical 
commitment to working for change through gover- 
nors and local business and civic leaders-"the estab- 
lishment" if you will. Here again, O E O  rejected this 
approach as contrary to "community action" a t  the 
local level. Feeling that the political and civic leaders 
were part of the cause of widespread poverty, O E O  
program implementation emphasized participation of 
the poor in the planning, policy making, and operation 
of its Community Action Programs. Since the constit- 
uents served by the two programs were different, it is 
understandable why coordination of the two programs 
has not been fulfilled even though the long-term ob- 
jectives of both are similar. 

Major initiatives for coordination of the two pro- 
grams virtually ceased after mid-1967 and have only 
recently been resumed at  the staff level. The com- 
mission has taken the position that interrelating the 
two programs would have to take place at  the State 
and local levels. But this step also has proved difficult. 
The O E O  procedure allowing governors to comment 
on proposals takes place after the project has been 
developed and after it has been approved by OEO. 
Further, coordination at  the local level through State 
direction has proved impractical since most of the 
States have felt that attempting to develop a single 
local planning unit for both Appalachian and O E O  
programs would make it difficult for such units to de- 
vote enough time to economic development planning. 
Finally, since many community action agencies were 



organized on a single county basis while LDD's, by 
definition, were multicounty units, mandatory reor- 
ganization in many local areas would cause substan- 
tial delays in program implementation. 

Federal Interagency 
Coordinating Committees 

Over the past decade, a particularly popular rnech- 
anism for attempting t e  resolve interdepartmental 
conflicts arising out of overlapping Federal grants has 
been the interagency coordinating committee. In No- 
vember, 1966, shortly after the creation of the Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission, the "Creative Fed- 
eralism" hearings of the Senate Subconirnittee on In- 
tergovernmental Relations revealed that over 24 
separate committees or councils for coordinating two 
or more grant-in-aid programs had been set up." 
Efforts to focus Federal activities on the problems of 
Appalachia have resulted in establishment over a 
period of six years of four different committees. Two 
of these preceded enactment of the legislation. 

The first of these, the Federal Interagency Com- 
mittee created in 1962, was headed by the Assistant 
Administrator of the Area Redevelopment Agency, 
which was to join with the Council of Appalachian 
Governors to plan a long-range program for Appala- 
chia. Little was accomplished, in large part because 
the committee, whose members were generally below 
the assistant secretary level, lacked the authority and 
prestige required to have any significant effect on the 
amount of funds allocated to Appalachia by Federal 
agencies. '' 

The second fornlal organization intended to coor- 
dinate Federal efforts in Appalachia was initiated just 
before the passage of the Appalachian Reglonal 
Development Act of 1965 and after PARC had 
completed its task. President Johnson's Executive 
Order No. 1 1  186, issued on October 25, 1964, estab- 
lished the Federal Development Planning Committee 
for Appalachia (FDPCA). The comn~ittee chairman 
was the former staff director of PARC and repre- 
sentatives of all Federal agencies having programs re- 
lated to economic development or poverty served as 
members. The stated purpose of the FDPCA was to 
continue cooperation between the Federal government 
and the governors of the Appalachian States and to 
promote the coordination of related planning activi- 
ties of the Federal government. The Executive Order, 
however, had another equally important purpose, 
though not stated. It was hoped that FDPCA could 
maintain the political support and momentum which 
had built up behind the Appalachian Kegion Devel- 
opment Act, introduced in 1964, but not yet aciecl 
upon. The committee also served as a vehicle f ~ r  

holding together the PARC staff which could be the 
nucleus for staffing the proposed A R C  and begin 
operation immediately should the Act be passed. 

Following enactment, the President established the 
Federal Development Committee for Appalachia 
(FDCA) in March 1965. The membership of this 
committee was identical to that of the FDPCA, with 
the Federal co-chairman of the ARC designated as ex 
oficio chairman. As in the case of most coordinating 
committees, the FDCA had no substantive powers. 
The A R C  Federal co-chairman was not required to 
work through the committee nor was the committee 
given any specifiz powers other than to review and 
advise. These advisory functions were intended to se- 
cure coordinated reviews, as called for in the Act, by 
afJected Federal agencies of plans and recommenda- 
tions submitted by the commission and to help obtain 
interdepartmental consensus to assist the Federal co- 
chairman in developing a Federal position on com- 
mission proposals. The FDCA met sporadically dur- 
ing 1965 and the early part of 1966, and became 
moribund by the end of that year. 

In December, 1967. the Federal Development 
Committee for .Appalachia was abolished and in its 
place another interagency committee-the Federal 
Advisory Cwncil  for Regional Economic Develop- 
ment (FACRED) - was created by Executive Order 
No. 11386. FGCRED was to deal with regional eco- 
nomic develop men^ activities in the Title V regions 
and in Alaska, as well as in Appalachia. The Execu- 
tive Order stipulated that council membership 
inciude representatives from the same agencies partici- 
pating in FDPCA and the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, the Department of 'Transportation, the Fed- 
eral Field Committee for Development Planning in 
Alaska, and tht: Title V Regional Commissions. The 
committee is chaired by the Secretary of Commerce, 
who is given the basic Federal responsibility for fos- 
tering coordination and cooperation between the 
Federal government on the onc hand and the regional 
commissions and the Field Committee on the other. 

The concerns of this committee are considerably 
broader than the activities of the Appalachian Re- 
gionai Commission. While the commission is partic- 
ipating in the business of the Council, there are no 
restr ict ions imposed on the  A R C  Federa l  co- 
chairman in dealing miih other Federal agencies and 
departments. 

The problems of interdepartmental coordination 
are not, of course, unique to A R C  programs. The in- 
teragericy cuord inah~g  committee approach to 
achieve grant program coordination and to resolve 
conrlicts generally has nad its share of problems in 
non-ARC Federal program areas." 



Summary State Administrative Organization 

At the national level, in its relations with Federal 
line agencies, the Appalachian Regional Commission 
has moved on several fronts-some successful, others 
unsuccessful. It has established Appalachian policies 
in a number of functional areas and delegated grant 
administration policy responsibility to Federal line 
agencies without building up its own program staff. 
The project review process seems to have worked well 
in most program areas. 

Coordination between ARC and the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare appears particularly 
good where the commission's flexible spending au- 
thority permits a joint Federal-State-local approach 
to existing Federal assistance programs. Some efforts 
have concentrated on particular major local projects 
and others have been applied outside the region. 

The commission staff had had only limited success 
in achieving policy and strategy coordination in di- 
rectly influencing the programs of two Federal agen- 
cies-EDA and OEO. In part, this problem has been 
caused by legislative and administrative inconsisten- 
cies that basically are beyond the resolution of any 
single agency, no matter how broad its interest. 

Finally, experience with Washington level in- 
teragency coordinating committees has been 
singularly unsuccessful. Here, the absence of formal 
procedures and authority for resolving conflicts, along 
with the lack of clear direction or pressure from 
Congress or the White House, has diminished the 
possibility of real results. 

THE STATES AND THE 
ARC PROGRAMS 

A basic principle underlying the ARC organization 
and administration is reliance for primary program 
responsibility on the governors along with their State 
representatives and their offices. This, in turn, depends 
on their ability to provide leadership and exercise 
meaningful executive authority over the administra- 
tion of programs within their States. The provisions of 
the act that provide for the State member's approval 
strengthens the governor's management authority. 
The ARC decision to require a State development 
plan and program approved by the commission pro- 
vides the framework coordinating the efforts of par- 
ticipating State governments. The authority to ap- 
prove ARC program funds, assigned to the governor, 
strengthens his direct management capability and 
power to influence program decisions and provide 
coordination among programs and agencies, which 
otherwise might be relatively independent of his 
supervision. 

The State administrative arrangement for dealing 
with the regional program generally falls into four 
major patterns: (1) a program development office 
(Alabama and Kentucky) or a similar office for 
Federal-State relations (Tennessee and West Virgin- 
ia), located within the executive office of the governor; 
(2) a department of administration (North Carolina 
and Virginia); (3) the State planning agency within the 
office of the governor (Georgia and New York); and 
(4) an independent line department for economic 
development or local affairs (Maryland's State agency 
for economic development and local affairs, and Ohio 
and Pennsylvania, who also have regional offices in 
the Appalachian area of the State). 

Mississippi's Division of Appalachian Development 
is in the governor's office and its office staff is located 
within the Appalachian Region of the State. South 
Carolina follows a still different pattern with the 
coordinating and policy development responsibility 
assigned to a governor's administrative assistant, who 
also is the State representative to the commission. 
Administrative responsibility is assigned to the South 
Carolina Appalachian Regional Commission, whose 
jurisdiction covers the entire Appalachian portion of 
the State and is located in Greenville. 

The State representatives generally have the major 
responsibility for the Appalachian Program within 
their respective States. The alternate member is either 
one of the State representative's deputies or a head of 
the unit within his agency with the most direct re- 
sponsibility for the Appalachian program. 

The degree of participation of the governors on 
ARC matters and in State Appalachian program 
administration varies considerably. Some delegate 
considerable authority over the program to the State 
representative and the administrative agency 
involved. Others participate directly in major policy 
decisions where development strategy and new direc- 
tions are being considered. Several gubernatorial 
members regularly review and participate in the de- 
termination of specific regional priorities and become 
heavily involved in decisions affecting major projects 
in their States. 

In those States where the State representative is a 
top administrative assistant to the governor. there has 
been a tendency for him to concentrate on major pol- 
icy determinations and become involved only in those 
administrative details that relate to problems directly 
involving his State. State representatives, who head 
departments of administration, generally delegate 
major responsibility to the alternate because of their 
heavy departmental administrative responsibilities. 
State representatives, who head the Federal-State re- 



lations offices or who direct offices of program devel- 
opment, tend to become more involved on a continu- 
ing basis in the administrative aspects of the Appala- 
chian program and policies. 

The internal agency organization and size of staff 
assigned to the Appalachian program by the States 
differ considerably. The size of administrative staff 
associated with the program ranges from as few as a 
single project director and secretary, to as many as six 
program specialists and a director. 

In summary, the manner in which States have or- 
ganized to carry out their Appalachian responsibilities 
varies widely. The status of the program appears to 
depend a great deal on the linkage of the office re- 
sponsible for program activities to the governor's 
management activities. The State legislature, other 
State agencies, and the public, after all, are likely to 
view the program differently if it is administered by a 
line department, an independent agency, or from a 
governor's office. The State planning and develop- 
ment function might be more effective where the 
agency has been placed in the executive branch." This 
arrangement places administrative responsibility in a 
close relationship to the governor's overall manage- 
ment responsibilities. Where such planning capability 
has been assigned to a line agency, State level execu- 
tive planning, coordination, and management re- 
sponsibilities tend to be underplayed. 

Several factors are inherent in the regional pro- 
gram that tend to give rise to the latter administrative 
problem. The A R C  boundary includes only one whole 
State, West Virginia. In most of the other States, 
Appalachian funds are only a small part of the total 
State budget and geographic coverage is but a small 
part of the total area of the State. Given this relatively 
low profile of A R C  programs, governors of these 
States, then, may find it difficult to justify assigning 
responsibility for the program to one of their top as- 
sistants and placing the program in their own offices. 

State Planning and 
Program Procedures 

There are three major elements of Appalachian 
program admfiistration in the States. First, there is 
broad, general policy development for participation in 
the program and in the commission, for giving 
general direction to the program within the State, and 
for developing new programs and policies. Secondly, 
there is the preparation of the State Appalachian 
Development Plan that includes a project appendix 
listing specific projects eligible for funding during the 
ensuing year and the development of required func- 
tional plans. Finally, there is a process of project and 
program review and approval. 

It is difficult to generalize concerning State prac- 
tices relating to overall policy making and program 
development activities because of the wide variety of 
formal and informal State organizational structures. 
the varying staff interests and influences in the pro- 
gram, and the level of attention for the Appalachian 
program both among the States and among program 
areas within States. The governors themselves make a 
number of small and large decisions. In addition. 
considerable continuing policy determination is made 
by the State representatives and the heads of State 
Appalachian regional program agencies and staffs. In 
those States where the Appalachian Program is small 
and where it is administered by a unit within a larger 
agency, piogram development and policy may be- 
come primarily the responsibility of staff and of func- 
tional specialists, sometimes from other program 
agencies. The fragmenting effect of this approach. 
however, is minimized in some States where there is 
strong management leadership by the State repre- 
sentative. 

Appalachian development policies and program 
decisions may have a significant impact not only 
within the Appalachian part of the state, but also on 
statewide programming. The vocational education 
facilities and technical institute programs in several 
states provide examples of this. An early decision was 
made to concentrate on vocational education institu- 
tions, but to require that the curriculum offered by the 
schools be directly related to identifiable job needs in 
the area. Subsequently, the Appalachian development 
approach was incorporated into statewide planning 
and programming for vocational education. 

There are examples where State decisions regarding 
the Appalachian program may consist of selecting 
projects from among those to be located in the Ap- 
palachian Region that are included in a basic State 
functional program plan. In these cases, decisions will 
be affected by Appalachian criteria such as identified 
growth a reas  and  abil i ty-to-pay,  but within the  
general planning framework and priorities established 
by the basic Federal program. This generally has been 
the case in programs concerning water and sewer 
projects, secondary school equipment and remodel- 
ing, higher education facilities, libraries, and open 
space and outdoor recreation. 

On the other hand, planning and policy develop- 
ment relationships between the Appalachian program 
and various functional programs may be limited 
where there is a highly developed and firmly estab- 
lished planning and programming process of the 
functional agency. For example, priorities established 
by the Hill-Burton Hospital and Medical Facilities 
State Plan usually have resulted in relatively limited 



policy involvement of the Appalachian planning proc- 
ess in several of the States. In many of the other 
federally-assisted program areas where Appalachian 
funding is used to supplement other available pro- 
gram money, the basic Federal grant programs re- 
quire State plans. Again, the influence of Appalachian 
priorities and decisions on these State plans often is 
limited. However, closer continuing liaison has been 
established in those cases where a full-time program 
specialist is on the staff of the State Appalachian 
agency. 

Where new programs have been established using 
Appalachian funding, there is usually less dependence 
on conventional State functional program plans and 
greater flexibility and innovation 1s possible. The use 
of Section 302, research, demonstration, technical as- 
sistance, and training funds and the presence of pro- 
gram specialists on the ARC staff appear to have re- 
sulted in less dependence on State program agency 
specialists and plans. Program areas where this pro- 
cedure can be found include housing, youth develop- 
ment, and special regional educational agencies. 
Furthermore, it is interesting to note that these pro- 
grams more frequently utilize local development dis- 
tricts in evolving new programs and policies. 

The focal points of Appalachian program adminis- 
tration within the States is the State Appalachian 
development plan, the procedure for developing it, 
and the project appendix. The plan sets forth major 
policy, programs, and projects for the Appalachian 
Region of the State. It includes three major compo- 
nents: economic, social, and natural resource analysis; 
policy and priority determinations and guidelines; and 
the project listing. The plan and the project appendix 
usually are prepared separately. The time sequence 
for submission to ARC is different and the actual 
process may also be different. The plan is due at the 
beginning of the calendar year; the project appendix is 
due prior to the beginning of the subsequent Federal 
fiscal year. 

The task of preparing the development plan is done 
in a number of different ways. While about half of the 
States contracted with consultants for preparation of 
the first development plan in order to meet ARC 
deadlines, most of these same States continue to con- 
tract for all or part of the annual revisions. The 
extensive use of consultants is brought about by the 
absence of a State planning staff or because the exist- 
ing staff does not have adequate program manage- 
ment and planning capability. At the present time, 
complete responsibility for plan preparation exists in 
the State Appalachian program staff in only four 
States. 

Not only are the development plan and project 

package components prepared independently in some 
States, but different personnel may be assigned to the 
task. Weak State plan procedures also may cause 
p rob lems  where  pro jec t  reques ts  f rom loca l  
governments, state agencies, and other applicants are 
not all brought together for informed scrutiny by the 
governor and the State legislature. Where this process 
does not allow for coordination with the policy 
development responsibilities of the chief executive, the 
development plan may merely be a compilation of 
requests reflecting unrelated decisions already reached 
in narrow functional program areas. 

In spite of procedural limitations in some plan 
preparations, the plans do reflect priority decisions. 
The development of vocational education and health 
facilities, provision of specialized educational services 
on a multicounty basis, or opening up of access to iso- 
lated groups of population reflect policy priorities. 
Other types of priority decisions deal with the defini- 
tion of potential growth areas, the application of the 
ability-to-pay criteria to applicants for assistance, and 
general principles for location of different types of 
projects in growth centered areas or in proximity to 
those needing the services. 

The code clearly requires States to address basic 
policy issues or positions in order to decide what to do 
with its financial  resource^.^' Generally, there has 
been a measurable improvement in the quality of 
State development plans since adoption of ARC'S 
code requirements. On the other hand, there appears 
to be room for improvement in the procedures relat- 
ing to the preparation of the plans. 

Responsibility for developing the project appendix 
in nearly all of the States is one of the major opera- 
tional tasks of the State Appalachian agency. The 
process for developing it, however, is usually only 
indirectly related to the procedures for preparation of 
the State Development Plan. First, projects are iden- 
tified for funding by the Appalachian agency head, 
project coordinator, or staff specialists who work with 
State program agencies, local development districts, 
and local applicants. The selection process contains 
several built-in constraints: the State's Appalachian 
policies and priorities; the Appalachian fund alloca- 
tions made to the State; the commission code re- 
quirements; and the plans and policies required by 
other programs where Federal funds may be involved. 

A list of requests is assembled and ineligible 
projects are winnowed out through a continuing proc- 
ess of discussion and negotiation among representa- 
tives of the various agencies and local governments 
and the State Appalachian project coordinator. The 
coordinator frequently draws on the staff'resources of 
State program specialists during this process. After an 



initial tentative list has been assembled, it is reviewed 
and discussed with the Appalachian agency director 
and the State Representative. At this stage, the 
governor's major priorities are known. In some 
States, he participates directly in a final decision re- 
garding project priorities in funding; in others, this 
function is performed by the State Representative. 

By the time a grant application is actually received 
in the State Appalachian program office, considerable 
preliminary review and development effort has al- 
ready been completed. The State Representative and 
the project coordinator a t  this point follows through 
for final State, Federal agency and A R C  approval and 
sees that funding arrangements are made. The pri- 
mary administrative responsibility for the grant then 
shifts to the appropriate State line agency staff, in 
most cases, for carrying out the funded program. 

The legislatures in the thirteen Appalachian states 
have consistently appropriated the full requested 
funds to provide the states' share of the administrative 
costs of the Appalachian Regional Commission. They 
have supported state administrative costs for the pro- 
gram either directly through a specific line item ap- 
proval or indirectly by appropriations to an overall 
agency. In this way, then, the legislatures give periodic 
consideration and review to the State's participation 
in the Appalachian program. 

However, the legislative oversight of functional 
programs is limited for several reasons. No  member 
State has established procedures for legislative review 
of the State development plan insofar as it might have 
a bearing on future legislative policy. When the non- 
Federal share of A R C  funded projects is provided by 
local governments, the legislatures are not afforded an 
opportunity for program and fiscal review. In the case 
of State matching, the appropriations are limited and 
are usually for general program purposes, such as 
hospitals, vocational education, and water and sewer, 
and not earmarked for use in the Appalachian Re- 
gion. 

Summary 

During the formative stages of the Appalachian 
program, State support and response was designed to 
meet the immediate, pressing needs of an economi- 
cally depressed area. The State administrative struc- 
ture for the program reflected this emphasis. In most 
States, the initial decision was to assign responsibility 
to an economic development agency or to establish an 
independent ofice or  st& f ~ r  the Appalachian pro- 
gram generally in the governor's office. In this way, it 
was felt the program could be started as quickly as 
possible. 

Later, broader development strategies were for- 

mulated and region-wide aspects began to be empha- 
sized. The commission's decision to require that a 
coordinated strategy be included in State development 
plans contributed to the region:wide approach. At the 
same time, it was recognized that the full impact and 
potential of the program could only be realized if 
Appalachia program money could be joined with 
other available Federal, State, and local funds. This 
step was intended to include not only the A R C  func- 
tional program areas but also other related Federal 
program areas. 

As experience showed the need for a more coordi- 
nated approach through use of the State development 
plan, more stress was placed on administrative orga- 
nization arid program management. This shift called 
attention to the need for staff skills and for a broader 
program management and coordination capability in 
the governor's office. Responsibility for the program 
currently has been assigned to some form of broader 
management oriented unit in almost three-fourths of 
the Appalachian States. 

In a number of functional areas, the program has 
been successful in creating an Appalachian develop- 
ment strategy and priorities that influence the pro- 
gram decisions of line agencies. The outstanding ex- 
amples here are vocational education and health ac- 
tivities. The availability of Appalachian funds has 
influenced State priority-setting procedures in several 
States and conditioned the choice of projects. Projects 
in growth areas, for example, have been moved up 
ahead of others because of more funds for such areas. 
At the same time, projects which would not otherwise 
have been feasible for several more years were under- 
taken sooner; the Hill-Burton Hospital Assistance 
Program best illustrates this effect. 

There are several examples where the bringing to- 
gether of several programs has produced specific re- 
sults. The building of development highways and ac- 
cess roads based on development potential criteria 
rather than the normally used traffic counts and pro- 
jections provide one example. Access roads were used 
to make regional medical center, vocation education 
and technical institute, industrial park, and housing 
projects feasible. 

There has been, unfortunately, a tendency toward a 
functional approach in Appalachian program admin- 
istration in some States. This trend has been at- 
tributed to the short period of time the program has 
operated, to the limited geographical areas involved in 
some of the participating States and to the relatively 
limited A R C  funds available compared to  total Fed- 
eral aid. On the other hand, where governors and the 
State Representative have been actively involved and 
have exercised strong program management direc- 



tion, significant progress has been made toward the 
broader objective of formulating coordinated Ap- 
palachian development strategies. 

Appalachian growth strategies have been developed 
and priorities established. Programs are under way 
and each of the States have a development plan. But 
most of the Appalachian States still have not devel- 
oped a strong, central executive management phi- 
losophy which melds their planning, budgeting, and 
policy-making authority. Many State planning agen- 
cies have not been oriented toward management 
planning and policy development, but have tended to 
concentrate on encouraging local planning assistance. 
Budget agencies have been preoccupied with the ensu- 
ing budget period and have not developed financial 
procedures for formulating State budget policies 
within the framework of long range regional economic 
development objectives. In short, the planning and 
budgeting functions have not always been coordi- 
nated. 

Finally, the oversight role of State legislatures is 
limited. Although there is general review of State 
participation in the commission, in no State has a 
substantive committee of the legislature been made 
responsible for keeping abreast of the relevant policy 
issues in ARC-State relations or established proce- 
dures for review of the State development plan. Since 
the States have picked up only a modest portion of the 
non-Federal matching cost of Appalachian projects 
and programs, specific legislative fiscal review and 
approval of A R C  rrograms is rare. Most State money 
used for Appalachian projects has been folded in with 
other program areas and therefore comes from ap- 
propriations for general line agency programs. State 
Appalachian program policies and funding priorities 
then are established and carried out primarily by the 
executive branch within the broad mandate provided 
by legislative support for the commission and its 
programs. 

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS 

At the local level, the Appalachian program centers 
on the  local  development d is t r ic ts .  Mul t icounty  
development districts were fitst proposed by the 
President's Appalachian Regional Commission in its 
1964 report, which recognized the need to bridge the 
span between the "bigness of the total region. the 
smallness of the jurisdiction."'" 

The report made several recommendations. It 
urged that local jurisdictions pool their ideas and 
resources by forming multicounty development dis- 
tricts. PARC had found that even the most highly 
regarded community development agencies then in 

existence were hampered by the lack of technical ex- 
pertise, which only a larger, multicounty body could 
afford. The districts. the report argued, should not 
only show high competency in their technical as- 
sistance functions, but also should be "citizen's coun- 
cils" which would advise Federal agencies in general 
and the Appalachian Regional Commission in partic- 
ular. They also should work closely with other local 
organizations in carrying out regional programs. The 
report pointed out that many existing organizations, 
such as area development authorities, municipal au- 
thorities, or n~unicipalities themselves, might be used; 
but if appropriate areawide organizations did not ex- 
ist, new development agencies should be established. 

The P A R C  report specifically minimized the Fed- 
eral role in creating local development districts. 
"Each State, not the Federal government, will be re- 
sponsible for authorizing the creation of any local or- 
ganization of the development district character and 
for determining standards for their organization's 
structure, programs, and powers."" 

The A R C  Code provisions dealing with local 
development districts (LDDs) are specific in those 
matters concerning staffing but are general concerning 
program, leaving much flexibility to the States for 
organization. These require:'" 

--the districts to  have a full-time staff, competent 
to plan and carry out the Appalachian Develop- 
ment Program; 
--the professional staff to meet standards ap- 
proved by the State Representative and the com- 
mission; 
-states to coordinate and, hopefully, t o  combine 
the commission grants to support the LDDs with 
those of the Economic Development Administra- 
tion; and 
--the LDDs to coordinate Appalachian planning 
efforts with any other planning underway. 
The initial Act provided administrative grants for 

the support of local developn~ent districts for a period 
of three years. Subsequently, this limitation was re- 
moved. In those States not having any districts, the 
grants were made to a State-level unit for the three 
year period to enable it to assist in establishing a dis- 
trict program. 

More than $6 million has been made available thus 
far for the local development district program at  the 
State and local levels. Ten of the Appalachian States 
have either established or taken initial action to es- 
tablish a statewide system of otIicially designated 
planning district boundaries and organizations. The 
legislatures of six States have enacted legislation to 
provide for a single, statewide system (Kentucky, 
Tennessee, Virginia, South Carolina, Georgia, and 



Alabama). Four others (North Carolina, West Vir- 
ginia, New York, and Pennsylvania) have designated 
planning district boundaries but have not tied their 
designation directly to officially recognized district 
organizations conforming to the boundaries. In all ten 
States, the local development districts are the desig- 
nated organizations for all local, State and Federal 
programs calling for areawide approaches. In four of 
the six States with an established statewide system, 
(Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia, and Georgia), the 
,tate provides financial support to officially recog- 
nized district organizations. 

Two of the remaining three Appalachian States 
have organized and recognized local development 
districts within the Appalachian portion of the State, 
(Alabama and Mississippi). The 13th State, Mary- 
land, which had provided representation for the Ap- 
palachian counties through a State-appointed com- 
mittee, has just established a local development dis- 
trict. 

There are a total of 50 certified locally organized 
and operated multicounty planning and development 
district organizations in all 13 of the Appalachian 
States. The recognized local development districts 
have been organized in three patterns: 

-regional planning agencies established pursuant 
to an enabling statute (Georgia, Alabama (in part), 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, New York and Virginia); 
-councils of government organized under the non- 
profit corporation statutes (Alabama); and 
-non-profit corporations (Kentucky, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and West Virginia). 
The membership of nearly three-fourths of the local 

development district commissions consist of a mix of 
elected officials and private citizens appointed by the 
elected officials. 

Table 13 shows that the average total operating 
budget of an LDD is approximately $175,000 with the 
larger budgets found in Tennessee, Pennsylvania, 
Georgia, and South Carolina. The LDDs in New 
York, North Carolina, Mississippi and Ohio generally 
have smaller budgets. 

Nearly 50 percent of the LDD operating budgets 
come from ARC funds. ARC grants are proportion- 
ately larger in Mississippi, New York, North Caro- 
lina, and Kentucky, and smaller in Georgia, Virginia, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Alabama. The 
average commission grant to a development district 
is $86,725 a year, which must be matched on a three- 
to-one basis in cash or "in-kind." Although nearly ail 
of the development districts receive financial support 
from more than one Federal agency, there are only ten 
districts in Appalachia in which another Federal 

Table 13 
APPALACHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT 

DISTRICTS 
MARCH 1971 

Alabama 6 - - 3 - 3 $171,499.50 
Georgia 6 - - 6 - - 284,539.77 
Kentucky 7 - - - 7 - 109.425.71 
Maryland - - 
Mississippi 3 - - 3 - - 74.639.16 
New York 1 1 - - 51,000.00 
North Carolina 7 - - 7 - - 54,929.15 
Ohio 2 - -  2 - 84,811.00 
Pennsylvania 7 - - - 7 - 293.364.28 
South Carolina 1 - - 1 - - 255.000.00 
Tennessee 4 - - 4 - - 349.434.56 
Virginia 6 - - 6 - - 132.009.16 
West Virginia - - - 

Total 50 31 16 3 
or 

Average $176,592.00 49.5% 

SWta M LDD LDD Har LDD S t a f h s p d  
* o l * r t * l d  Bavl Stan 

d d S k S k  
mtd mtll a m ( .  - mil 
Wt: u g a :  
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Alabama 6.5% 34.7% 26.6 8.4 44.0% 9.0% 28.0% 11.0% 
Iim 2 LDDsI 

Georgia 20.7 27.1 20.6 12.8 22.5 28.0 19.0 12.5 
Kentucky 19.0 6.9 22.6 6.3 27.0 18.0 28.0 14.0 
Maryland - - 22.0 1.0 - 
Mississippi - 25.0 37.5 6.5 25.0 10.0 
New York - 25.0 15.0 20.0 30.0 20.0 
North Carolina - 25.0 14.9 2.3 21.0 10.0 30.0 11.0 
Ohio - 25.0 57.5 3.5 20.0 12.5 30.0 15.0 
Pennsylvania 11.5 26.5 61.4 5.1 30.0 9.0 33.0 8.0 
Swth Carolina - 35.0 39.0 12.0 30.0 5.0 35.0 10.0 
Tennessee 6.1 12.8 52.8 9.826.0 11.0 34.0 13.0 
Virginia 23.3 26.0 26.5 6.3 51.0 10.0 15.0 8.0 
West Virginia - 

Total 
or 

Average 16.2% 23.4% 33.0 6.8 31% 13% 27% 11% 

West Virginia-Information not available in sufficient detail. 
Source: Appalachian Regional Commission. Staff Evaluation Study Report. 
1971 

agency provides a greater proportion of the district 
total operating funds than ARC. 

Six States contribute to the support of the district 
program (Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Pennsylva- 
nia, Tennessee, and Virginia). The average contribu- 
tion of these States to each district is nearly $21,400. 
All local development districts require that participat- 
ing local jurisdictions contribute part of the local 
share, which again may be in cash or an "in kind" 
contribution. 



As Table 13 indicates, local development districts in 
1970 spent most of their time (31 percent) on region- 
wide planning and research activities. Local planning 
and research accounted for 13 percent of staff time 
while 27 percent was devoted to developing and re- 
viewing projects applications for grant assistance 
from the commission or  Federal agencies. Local de- 
velopment districts spending more staff time on proj- 
ect development and review than on planning activi- 
ties were usually found in States where district 
budgets are small and where districts have been re- 
lying largely on the A R C  and their local governments 
for operational funds. 

As might be expected, the relationship between the 
local development districts and their respective State 
governments vary. District participation in policy 
making for the newer Appalachian programs, such as 
housing,  youth  development ,  regional educat ion 
services, and solid waste disposal, has been more sig- 
nificant than in the older programs. A reciprocal re- 
lationship among the ARC,  the State Representa- 
tives' ofices and the local development districts has 
evolved th rough  which new programs  can be 
proposed, tested by demonstrations, and in some cases 
established as new program areas. 

The State development plans, prepared under the 
direction of the State Representative of each State, 
increasingly are reflecting the inputs of local devel- 

opment districts. The functional or program area 
plans, such as water and sewer facilities and solid 
waste disposal, prepared by the districts are used in 
several States in the preparation of their development 
plans. In a majority of the States, the local develop- 
ment districts are actively involved in developing proj- 
ect proposals and establishing priorities for them for 
submission to the State Appalachian office. These 
district priorities form the basis for developing the 
project package appendix to the State Development 
Plan. 

A R C  staff and local development district relations 
are always undertaken through, or with the approval 
of, the office of the State Representative or another 
State agency assigned as liaison. The district admin- 
istrative assistance applications and budgets are ap- 
proved by the State Representative and forwarded to 
ARC. Grants may be made directly to the LDD or 
through the State, depending on individual State 
preferences but must be approved by the State Rep- 
resentative. Similarly, technical assistance and re- 
search, demonstration and training grants, in some 
cases, are made directly to the LDD. In others, they 
are made through the State. Finally, ARC staff fre- 
quently work with the district staffs, the State Repre- 
sentative, and local government officials to help 
develop project proposals and assist in preparing ap- 
plications for financial assistance. 
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Chapter 3 

FEDERAL MULTISTATE RELATIONS IN 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: 

THE TITLE V COMMISSIONS 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS ON 
THE TITLE V COMMlSSlONS 

Collectively, the Title V commissions represent jive 
quite unique intergovernmental agencies representing 
all or parts of 20 States with a total population of 13 
million people. They were all created within a short 
period of time during 1966-1 967 in accordance with 
provisions of the Public Works and Economic Devel- 
opment ( P W E D )  Act of 1965, and as a response to in- 
terest in applying elsewhere in the country a regional 
model similar to  the newly created Appalachian Re- 
gional commission ( A R C ) .  The regions served by the 
commissions are areas within two or more contiguous 
States which are related geographically and cultural- 
ly, and which lag behind the nation in economic 
development. With but one exception, the boundaries 
of the regions remain the same as those originally des- 
ignated. The exception is the Ozarks Regional Plan- 
ning Commission ( R P C )  which had nine Kansas 
counties added to the other three State areas repre- 
sented. There are two other prospective regions, the 
Upper Missouri and Mid-South, encompassing jive 
additional whole States and portions of  four other 
States for which oficial designation has been request- 
ed as a basis for the formation of a commission and 
participation in the program. 

Governmentally, these regional action planning 
commissions represent part of a broad national poli- 
cy, expressed in di'erent forms. to assist de velopmen t 
activities for the purpose of achieving a closer inter- 

regional economic parity throughout the country. The 
mechanism of assistance, in this case, is a regional 
commission designed to create a joint Federal-State 
activity, to  develop a long-range regional economic 
plan; and to stimulate and to coordinate the imple- 
mentation of that plan through speciJic action pro- 
grams. 

Analysis of the PWED Act,  and its background, the 
descriptive projiles of the operations of  each of the 
Title V commissions presented in this chaprep, along 
with interviews with the Federal co-chairmen or a sta$ 
member of each commission and other informed 
oficials provide the basis for the following summary 
of operational features common to  most, i f  not all, of 
the agencies. 

Commission Operation 

The commissions meet regularly on a quarterly 
basis and the governors serving as Slate members 
attend meetings personally as a general rule. The 
attendance record of governors averages about 75- 
80 percent. Meetings are usually comparatively 
quite short (one to two hours) and follow an agenda 
prepared by stafl The legal requirement of an 
afirmative vote by Federal co-chairmen on all 
commission decisions is recognized by State mem- 
bers as a veto power. Actual use of  the veto power is 
rare, but the authority it represents influences 
commission policy and action. The Act provides a 
degree of  balance by requiring that supplemental 



grant applications must be made through the State 
member of the commission. 
The role o f  the Federal co-chairmen, under the 

P WED Act, is somewhat ambivalent with respect to 
their source of authority and their function within 
the commission. They are appointed by the 
President and some have had, or do have, White 
House connections. A t  the same time, and being 
realistic about it, they recognize their primary re- 
sponsibility to the Secretary o f  Commerce, but they 
prefer not having to work through officials below 
the Secretary's level. Alternates for Federal co- 
chairmen are authorized by the Act, but only one 
has ever been appointed. Indications are that this is 
an unnecessary position under the present structure 
and level ofjinancing. 
The Federal co-chairman's role within the com- 

mission is also somewhat ambivalent in the sense 
that he functions both as an officer of the Federal 
government and as a member of the commission.. 
He reviews and ultimately approves staff  opera- 
tions, yet he neither supervises directly, nor is a part 
of the stafJprocess and structure. In most commis- 
sions. however, he, with the State's co-chairmen and 
the staff executive director (as a non-voting mem- 
ber), form an executive committee with responsi- 
bility Jor monitoring or supervising staff opera- 
tions. The governor serving as State co-chairman 
generally does not become involved in these activi- 
ties. One result is that the committee can become a 
forum for negotiation of drflerences or a contest of 
wills rather than a device for developing unified and 
positive leadership. An  exception to this kind of role 
and structure is found in the Upper Great Lakes 
Commission (UGLCI which has a very small staff 
and in which the Federal co-chairman serves in the 
staff executive director capacity. Another exception 
can be noted in the New England Regional Com- 
mission ( N E R C )  where there is a tradition of 
cooperative activities among the six States and 
where more responsibility has been assigned to the 
alternate member of the commission. Evidence in- 
dicates that the intent of Congress was to make the 
commissions' relationships with Federal agencies 
the main concern of the Federal co-chairmen. 
While these oficers and their s ta f i~  are located in 
Washington and perform some liaison with such 
departments and agencies, in many instances much 
of' the day-by-day liaison is performed by the 
commission's s tu f i .  
The State co-chairman ofice is rotated among the 

governors. For this and other reasons, the post 
seems to exert only modest impact in the actual 
development of commission policy or in effectuat- 

ing the Federal-State partnership. Only one gover- 
nor has served more than one term as State co- 
chairman. The Coastal Plains Regional Comnris- 
sion (CPRCI recently created and filled the position 
of States' representative modeled ajier the ARC 
example. This may help to coalesce and represent 
the States' interest and provide more consistent 
leaders hip. 
State alternates are appointed by governors and 

serve as the principal means of maintaining con- 
tinuing gubernatorial interest and involvement in 
commission operations. In most instances they help 
develop and review decisions and recommendations 
for later commission ratijication. Some commis- 
sions have elevated the role of alternates in their by- 
laws, through the use of formula voting procedures. 
and by granting to them some decision-making au- 
thority. In NERC, alternates exercise considerable 
control of the program. Some alternates are heads 
of State planning departments or similar agencies 
and serve as alternates in almost an ex-oficio ca- 
pacity. One difficulty with respect to alternates is 
turnover. Almost uniformly they are changed when 
new governors are elected, and sometimes more 
frequently. This makes for a problem in the con- 
tinuity of commission leadership and underscores 
the need for an established well ident$ed body of 
policy and operating procedures t o  maintain 
commission programs on a continuous basis. 

Staff Operations 
Collectively, the jive commissions are operated by 

a total staff of about 125 members, including both 
commission and Federal co-chairmen staff mem- 
bers. As of March 1971, the total number of com- 
mission staJ members was about 90. Staffs of 
Federal co-chairmen totaled about 34. In most 
commissions, these two staffs operate quite 
separately-one responsible to the commission as a 
whole, and the other responsible to the Federal co- 
chairman. 
Commission staJing patterns vary. Authorized 

stafstrength among the commissions ranges from 
20 to 36 and the number ofjilled positions ranges 
from 17 to 30. An  exception is the Upper Great 
Lakes Commission (UGLC)  which has 19 au- 
thorized positions, only four of which are filled. The 
UGLC policy is to use State staff to assist the re- 
gional planning process and to otherwise hold down 
on staff requirements until more Federal funds are 
forthcoming. 

The total authorized strength of Federal co- 
chairmen's staffs is 40-eight for each of the five 



commissions. The number of such staff' actually 
"on-board" as of the March 1971 date was 34---- 
ranging from six to eight in each commission. 
The bifurcation of leadership, dual staff.structure, 

and lack of full recognition of the commissions as 
strong, viable organizations hinders the develop- 
ment and efective utilization ofstaff resources. The 
essential need of staflto identify with a stable, mis- 
sion oriented institution receiving national support 
and commitment, is thwarted under present ar- 
rangements. These circumstances undoubtedly 
affect stafloperations, recruitment and selection. 
Commission staflorganization ranges from, formal 

to informal depending upon staflsize and commis- 
sion policy. The New England Regional Commis- 
sion, .for example, has established by explicit 
commission action a staflstructure consisting of the 
executive director's office and four units: planning, 
human resources, environmental programs, and 
commercial and industrial development. Other 
commissions' staff structures follow this general 
pattern. On the other hand, the Upper Great Lakes 
and Ozarks Commission's staffs are organized in- 
formally on the basis of individual staf assign- 
ments. In the case of the Ozarks RPC, the Com- 
mission and Federal co-chairman's sraff are fairly 
well integrated. 
It is also apparent that under present structural 

arrangements commission staffs have a fairly high 
degree of autonomy in developing and injuencing 
commission policy and action programs. Regional 
planning is a new and com,dex field, and the devel- 
opment of a regional con~prehensive plan is a 
formidable process requiring a merging of techni- 
cal, policy and j;oliiical judgment. Intensive and 
sustained gubernatorial involvement in the process 
is a clear need. This situation highlights the impor- 
tance of the alternate mernber's role. 

Regional Planning 
While all commissions recognize and stress the 

need for regional action programs, it is apparent 
that a primary thrust of their operations and ac- 
tivities centers on the development of a compre- 
hensive regional plan. This is in accordance 
with the mandate of rhe B W E D  Act which states 
that each commission shall ". . . initiute and coor- 
dinate the preparation of long-range overall eco- 
nomic development programs, including the devel- 
opment of a comprehensive long-range economic 
plan approved by the Secretary." (Section 503). 
Virtually all other con1 mission firnctions detailed in 
this section of the Act relate directly or indirecil,~ €0 

regional plan development. Moreover, the Act re- 
quires a review o f  "such plans and proposals" by all 
interested Federal agencies and transmittal by the 
Secretary o f  Commerce, together with the recom- 
mendations of such agencies, to the President. ,411 
commissions have developed over a period of one- 
two years a plan document. A.s of January, 1972, 
the UGLC and CPRC plans have been completely 
reviewed, approved by the Secretary of Commerce. 
and transmitted to the President. Plans prepared by 
the other Title V commissions are in the process of 
r ev i ew  and  have  been  approved  as  i n t e r i m  
documents by the Secretary of Commerce. 
All plans reflect a substantive effort to deal directly 
with the problem of underdevelopment as a re- 
gional economic phenomenon. Approaches used by 
some commissions are the more or less typical re- 
search based inventory o f t he  problem with textual 
description and justification of the strategy and 
programs required to resolve or alleviate the prob- 
lem. The Ozarks RPC makes heavy use qf'systems 
analysis and computer-based procedures in an 
effort to match, on a regional basis, community 
development characteri.stics and industrial base re- 
quirements. The Coastal Plains RPC uses linear 
programming to determine the kind and prospec- 
tive location of' new industrial activity to produce 
optimum regional development impact. The Upper 
Great Lakes RPC uses a rating system in invest- 
ment project evaluation, involving six basic 
criteria-emploj)ment, per capita income, public 
services, private investment, environmental quality, 
and project dependency. 
All of thc plans, whether in propo~ed~final form or 
in draft form. are presented in considerable detail. 
,411 present a documentation of' the unique prob- 
lems and /earures of the region as a basis for devel- 
oping a purticular strategy and set of program ac- 
tivities, varying in detail, for achieving enunciated 
regional goals. Typically. the regional goal ser,forth 
in the plan is some variant of the ~enera l  objective 
oj' raising the level o f  erorzorriic activity. The 
Coastal Plains RPC Plan seeks t o  "close the in- 
come gap" between that region and the rest of'the 
nation; the Ozarks RPC seeks to "create the ca- 
pacity to create regional wealth;" the Upper Great 
Lakes RPC seeks to reduce unemployment to jbur 
percent. Four Corners RPC has set a goal of reduc- 
ing and ultirrratelj- eliminating the ,job gap. a goal 
fbr whit-k 1 75,000 new jobs are required. The New 
England RPC has established several objectives 
designed to expand the range of economic choices 
availablt. t o  residents qf the region. 

* Most of '  thc P!LII!.P include e~ t imate .~  of in vestment 



money required for goal achievement. Four Corners' 
scaled down goal, for example, carries with it an 
estimate of $4.5 billion in new public and private 
investment capital required by 1975. Upper Great 
Lakes sees a requirement of $546 million invest- 
ment from Federal and State sources. No attempt 
has been made at the Federal executive or Con- 
gressional levels to systematically collect and 
evaluate these and other estimates as a basis for 
projecting overall regional development costs. 
The regional planning undertaken pursuant to the 

Act is basically a "top-down" process, i.e., the re- 
gion is viewed as a whole by the commission and 
plans are developed on that basis rather than a 
process focused on coordinating State plans as 
building blocks in an overall regional plan. The 
Upper Great Lakes RPC, as a matter of policy, 
placed more emphasis on using existing State plans 
as a basis for the overall regional plan. Regional 
commissions do invest some funds, usually about 
$50,00O/year/State, to support a State investment 
plan development. Eflorts are made to coordinate 
State and regional developmenr planning, but there 
appears to be no formal review and approval pro- 
cedure. State investment plans examined do at least 
describe a relationship to the regional plan. Given 
the developmental state of the regional plans, it is 
probably too soon to evaluate whether State plans 
implement fully the regional plan. A basic problem 
exists in developing a plan for only that part of the 
State included in a particular region. However. the 
commissions, by and large, seek to assist eflective 
State investment planning either on a whole State 
or part-State basis. 
Elements common in most comprehensive plans 

prepared by the commissions include a heavy em- 
phasis on vocational education to upgrade the skills 
of the region's labor force and to expand job op- 
portunities as an alternative to migration. The plans 
also stress and seek to exploit the main economic 
characteristics of each region. For example, the 
Coastal Plains plan stresses the development of 
marine resources. the New England plan seeks to 
exploit its strength in service and high technology 
industry expansion while also striving for decen- 
tralization and wider geographic distribution of new 
industries; and the Upper Great Lakes and Four 
Corners stress the economic development and 
planned use of their natural features as primary re- 
sources. The Ozark's plan does not have quite the 
same kind of main emphasis, but does seek to 
match regional resources with industrial develop- 
ment opportunities on a strategic basis. Thus, each 
of the plans indicate some kind of distinctive re- 

gional emphasis. Plans also stress the interrelated- 
ness of economic development and the need for 
taking into account the eflect that changes in one 
sector of the economy can produce in another. 
Other emphases common to most plans are indus- 
trial development, the need for more eflective 
transportation systems, tourism, and the develop- 
ment ojrecreational facilities. 
The planned use and development of growth cen- 

ters is referred to in plan development, but there are 
indications that the application of this concept is a 
troublesome matter to the commissions. The area 
conjiguration of the regions does not always lend 
itself to growth center application. Moreover, the 
selection of growth centers and the knowledge that 
such centers are in a favored position to receive 
commission and other development funds pro- 
duces, not unexpectedly, political resistance and 
counter-pressures. Dealing with these forces re- 
quires a strong commitment to the regional devel- 
opment concept and instrumentality. As funds for 
regional development increase and are applied se- 
lectively to growth centers, these d~ficulties are 
likely to increase, unless the political positions of 
the commissions have been strengthened in the in- 
terim. 

Regional Action Programs 
The action component of the Title V program k 

represented basically bv commission administra- 
tion o f  the State planning assistance grants, techni- 
cal assistance and research grants, and supplemen- 
tal grants. Taken together, these activities reprerent 
a quite limited kit o f  economic tools to rtimulate 
regional development. Moreover, all of these pro- 
grams are operated under varying degrees of con- 
straint imposed by the PWED Act, Department of 
Commerce, or commission policy. 
Financial support of State planning is the least 

constrained activity. Presumably, the commissions 
have considerable discretion in determining whether 
this activity should be supported and at what level. 
As  a matter of practice. State planning assistance is 
provided by all commissions. The amount of sup- 
port has been generally equal among the States in 
each regional area at an average level annually of 
$50,000. 
Technical assistance grants, as prescribed by the 

Act, are directed toward ". . .planning, investiga- 
tions, studies, demonstration projects, and training 
propramr. . ." Within this general cnnctraint !he 
commissions grant amounts to Federal, State, or 
local agencies to perform the work authorized, or 
they contract with private agencies to provide these 



services. The commissions use both procedures, but 
more frequently contract for specijc studies or 
services. Three commissions, Coastal Plains, 
Ozarks, and Upper Great Lakes RPC's,  use con- 
tract procedures to  a marked degree on the basis 
that they can better control the quality and schedu- 
ling o f  the work involved. In the history o f  all 
commissions to  date, about one-fifth o f  total ex- 
pendi tures  were directed toward technical  as-  
sistance grants and contracts. The New England 
R P C  has made heavier-two-thirds o f  total expen- 
ditures in 1971-use o f  technical assistance funds to  
support regional demonstration programs and in- 
stitutions. 

The most constrained o f  all action programs is the 
administration o f  supplemental grants. In accor- 
dance with the Act ,  these funds may  be used only to 
supplement the State or  local contribution required 
under spec~fied Federal grant programs ,for which 
the jurisdiction is eligible, but for which either Fed- 
eral, State or local funds to  permit participation are 
unavailable. The commis.sions supplement may not 
increase Federal participation above 80 percent o f  
project cost. The Act  requires that prospective 
supplemental grant projects must be submitted by  
State governor members. In effect, these require- 
ments collectively mean that comrnission discretion 
in providing supplemental grants t o  projects which 
might serve regional needs can he  e-xercised only 
after the project in question has met the eligibility 
requirenients qf  the responsible Federal agency, has 
been approved by  the responsible Federal oficial, 
has demonstrated that State or local funding is not 
adequate, and has been proposed for commission 
funding by  the governor o f  the State involved. The 
.supplemental grant program represents the largest 
single funding categorjj-about 6 0  percent o f  all 
expenditures. Nonetheless, it is clear that in the 
funding of these projects, the commissions basically 
piay a supplemental or residual role and realisti- 
cal!,. exercise only limited discretion in relating the 
selection process to  regional economic development 
goals. 
Anulvsis o f  commission expenditures in the various 
grunt programs indicates that, by  and large, each 
.Ttatr represented receives about the same total 
amo~rnt  o f  grant money. In some cases, the corn- 
missions acknowledge equalit~l o f  grant ,funding us 
its policj.. This indicates yet another constraint in 
eflorts to use available funds towards aehieving re- 
gional goals on a priority basis. Several o f  the 
commissions have project evaluation criteria de- 
signed to  ussist in a more rational use ofgrant,funds 

in accordance with regional economic development 
priorities. Most o f  these criteria have been estab- 
lished recently, and it is too  soon to  assess their 
impact. 
The 1969 amendments t o  the PWED Act  au- 

thorized the commi.ssion.s t o  utilize .so-called "first 
dollar" money on selected projects. This provision 
is an adjunct o f  the supplemental grant authority 
described above. First dollar funding simply means 
that for certain projects (unspecified in the A c t )  
which meet all o f  the requirements applicable to  
supplemental grants, and f i r  which the responsible 
Federal agency certifies that it has insuficient 
funds, the commissions may  fund the entire Federal 
share ( u p  to  80  percent) o f  the project cost. T o  date 
this authority has been used injrequently. A s  o f  
June 1971, a total o f  onl" 11 projects have received 
this kind o f  fund support. 
Another kind o f  action program-not involving 

funding-is the extensive use o f  advisory, consulta- 
tive and public relations committees to  assist and 
develop speciJic activities. These committees and 
regional groups aid in the development and im- 
plementation o f  regional po1ic.v. 

Commission Financing 
Total expenditures for all commissions in the six 

year period o f  their existence amounted to slightly 
more than $100 million (see Table B-I0 Appendix). 
The percent of' total expenditures represented by 
supplemental grants (59  percent) and regional 
planning-technical assistance grants (27  percent) 
came to  over three-quarters o f  the total. Overall 
expenditures are equivalent t o  a cumulative per 
capita amount o f  $? 77. Bj* contrast. Federal funds 
for all ARC' programs in the same six !%ear period 
totaled $1,354 million or $75.22 per capita for the 
18 million A R C  residents. For non-highway A R C  
programs, per capita expenditures amount t o  al- 
most $30.00. Financial support for the Title V 
commissions has increa.sed,from about $16 million 
in 1968 to  more than $38 million in F Y  1971. I f  the 
level o f  support for F Y  1971 represented the 
average ,for the six year period, the cumulative ex- 
penditures would haljr totaled about $290 million, 
still less than onc- fourth the ARC' c'umulative ex- 
penditures. 
Until 1970, the bud<qet and trppropriations ,for 

comrnission purposes were integrul components o f  
the Economic Development .4dministration budget 
and appropriations. Under this arrangement, the 
commissions, in eflect. were sub or din at^ to EDA in 
the control o f  their funding and program develop- 



ment .  T h e  adminis tra t ive  arrangements  were 
changed by  Department o f  Commerce order o f  
April. 1970. Beginning with F Y  1971, conzmission 
budge t s  and funding have  been mainta ined 
separately under the general oversight o f  Com- 
merce's O f i ce  o f  Regional Economic C'oordina- 
tion. Under Department guidelines, each cotnmis- 
sion is required to  prepare an annual$nancial plan 
which, after review and approval, Jornls the basis o f  
that part o f  the Department's budget request. Con- 
siderable flexibility, subject again to  Department 
approval, is exercised in the t ramf ir  o f funds  among 
budget irems and in carrying over unexpended f inds  
and recommitting them in subsequent jiscal years. 
It would seem that the present system is an im- 
provement over the previous procedures. Ye t ,  it is 
clear that the jinancial tools available to  the com- 
missions to meet economic development needs are 
meager, both in terms o f  the amount o f  funds 
available and the types o f  purposes for which they 
can be used. 
AN commissions make  clear that the goal o f  

achieving interregional economic parity requires the 
investment o f   hundred.^ o f  millions ofdollars in new 
capital investment and a sustained growth rate that 
far exceeds present national averages. It is recog- 
nized that the largest part o f  new capital require- 
ments must come .from the private sector. S o m e  
commissions, notably the Ozarks und Upper Great 
Lakes, t o  name two, huvc proposed Federal and 
State tax credit schemes t o  stimulate private in- 
vestment in their regions. Others, including the 
Coustal Plains Commission, also have explored and 
recommended the establishment o f  regional devel- 
opment banks as an  easily available source t o  make  
possible and encourage private inv~strnent.  None o f  
these proposals have been implemented. 
It is apparent that neither the present level o f  

commission funding nor the comn~ission's ability to 
influence Federal und State investments essential to 
the stimulation o f  private investment has j>et 
reached realistic levels for achieving mnnounced re- 
gional economic development gouls. For most 
conunissions, the supplemental grunt program is 
the primary rrrechanisrn Jbr targeting the cowmi / -  
ment o f  other Federal, Stare, loeal or private funds 
for region01 projects. Financial analysis indicates 
that. among the cornn~issions, %I of  supplemental 
grant f i nds  has produced $3-$5 of these other 
fund.s. Ye t ,  the commissions can exercise only rnin- 
irnal discretion in the actual selection and funding 
o f  spec$c projeers rdevanl on a priority busis lo 

regional development goals. While .\ o m e  commis- 
sions claim a degree (~ f ' success  in increusin,~ the 

amount o f  Federal dollars spent in their regions, 
there have been no reported instances o f  commis- 
sion leverage applied successfully on  other Federal 
departments and agencies to  injuence and adjust 
their funding criteria to  target in on  regional devel- 
opment needs. The comrni.s.sions' influence in tar- 
geting the e.xpenditures and financial assistance 
programs of Federal agencies to achieve maximum 
regional economic impact is minimal. 
From a national perspective, it is important t o  note 

that the Title V commissions represent only a part 
o f  the total e for t  t o  stimulate and guide economic 
development. The Economic Development Admin- 
istration has a national responsibility and com- 
paratively broader authority to assist development 
in eligible areas throughout the country. E D A  funds 
are expended in the areas served b y  the regional 
commissions for public works and development 
facilities (Tit le  I ) ,  business loans and working capi- 
tal guarantees (Tit le  111, and technical assistance, 
planning grant and economic research (Tit le  I I I ) .  
These expenditures are made in redevelopment 
areas and economic development districts in ac- 
cordance with criteria established in the P W E D  Ac t  
and EDA regulations. The cumulative E D A  obli- 
gated expenditures in all Title V Regions ,for the 
1966-May 1971 period was $281.7 million, or al- 
most three times the $101 million flowing through 
the regional commissions. (See  Table B-11, Ap-  
pendix). There is no clear operating relationship 
between the commissions and EDA in the planning 
and supervision qfexpenditures. 
Comparisons o f  rhe level o f  these expenditures in- 

dicate the lower jinancial priority assigned t o  re- 
gional planning commission operations. Moreover, 
rhere are signs that these funds jight each other in 
the pursuit o f  diflerent regional economic goals. In 
New England, for example, EDA funds may  be 
used t o  create new jobs in the most concentrated 
indusrrial area. A t  rhe same time, cornmi.s.smn pol- 
icy and fund expenditures are directed toward de- 
cenlralizing new capital investment and to  en- 
courage the p/acrrnrnt oj" investment funds in ihe 
northern tier Stares o f  Vermont, ,Yew Hampshire 
or Maine. 

THE PUBLIC WORKS AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 

OF 1965 

Events Leading to Legislation 
Authorizing Title V Commissions 

The r~eed in 1965 to extend legislatively the Area 
Redevelopment Adm~nistratlon (AKA) program, or 



to allow it to die, was the proximate cause for creating 
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 
that year. But the factors which influenced the provi- 
sions of Title V of the Act were more closely related to 
the earlier passage (March 1965) of the A R C  Act. 
Legislators, especially senators from States with large 
poverty areas, were well aware that creation of a spe- 
cial instrumentality for Appalachia with a brand new 
package of economic repair tools was worthy legisla- 
tion. They were also aware, however, that it afforded 
no solution to problems in their own areas. Quite 
overtly, their support for the A R C  Act was won on the 
promise by the Administration that it soon would 
submit legislation offering their States the opportunity 
of forming regional economic development commis- 
sions and comparable programs. 

The passage of the act creating the Appalachian 
Redevelopment Commission and the cmtroversy as- 
sociated with A R A  created a climate that was ready 
to produce a substitute for the Area Redevelopment 
Act. James L. Sundquist has pointed out that the re- 
sponsibility for salvaging the ARA Act was assigned 
to the Bureau of the Budget. Weaknesses in A R A  re- 
quiring corrective measures had been documented in 
Professor Levitan's study completed in 1964.' Ad- 
ministration promises made to gain passage of the 
A R C  Act had to be kept. Yet, there was concern 
about producing anew a loose and ineffective accel- 
erated public works program in a structure which rep- 
resented a "proliferation" of Appalachias. 

The answer to these and other concerns was a rather 
speedy enactment of a measure which created a new 
agency-the Economic Development Administration 
in the Department of Commerce. The legislation was 
also designed to carry forward an accelerated public 
works program, and to authorize a new kind of re- 
gional instrument resembling the Appalachian Re- 
gional commission in form, but subject to far greater 
and more direct Federal administrative control. This 
"careful consolidation" of prior programs and exist- 
ing interests rapidly won Congressional approval. In 
quick legislative maneuvers,  t h e  Sena te  added  
language which attempted to insure equal status with 
ARC. The House broadened the eligibility require- 
ments and increased the amount of the public works 
authorization. The measure was passed by a coalition 
of Republicans and Democrats and was signed into 
law by President Johnson on August 26, 1965.' 

Objectives and Provisions 
of the P W E D  Act 

The Public Works and Economic Development Act 
of 1965 was designed to correct some of the major 

deficiencies of the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961. 
Those deficiencies included: (1) a county-by-county 
approach which produced fragmentation and a dilu- 
tion of program impact; (2) the ignoring of the essen- 
tial dynamics of economic growth and development 
by the lack of identification of growth centers; (3) the 
lack of adequate incentives in the business loan com- 
ponent to stimulate the creation of job-creating 
industries; (4) inadequate funds; and (5) the emphasis 
on specific projects and the neglect of comprehensive 
economic planning.' T o  this list of deficiencies might 
be added an additional severe weakness of the ,4RA 
program in the field of intergovernmental relations. 
Essentially, the program was a direct Federal grant 
and loan program designed to operate without sig- 
nificant involvement of State and local governments. 

In the new Act, Congress declared that the Federal 
government, in cooperation with the States, should 
help areas characterized by substantial and persistent 
unemployment and underemployment and relatively 
low income levels to take effective steps in planning 
and financing their public works projects and eco- 
nomic d e ~ e l o p m e n t . ~  The Act was patterned after the 
earlier Appalachian Regional Development Act and 
represented a much more sophisticated legislative 
base-one more closely attuned to the nature of the 
problem it was designed to alleviate. The program 
focused on redefined local assistance areas, larger and 
more viable as economic units than the county areas 
which were the targets of the A R A  program. "The 
special Federal assistance-would take the forms of 
additional grants and loans for public works and pub- 
lic service facilities and of commercial and industrial 
loans, loan guarantees, and interest subsidies for both 
public and private borrowers. Local and district-wide 
economic development programs would be planned, 
subject to Federal approval, and the special Federal 
assistance could become available only when the proj- 
ects for which it was sought were found to be consist- 
ent with such programs. Finally, economic develop- 
ment regions would be designated and regional 
commiss ions  formed for  longer- range planning 
development of programs on a multistate basis."' 

The broad objectives of the Act are summarized in 
the statement of purpose contained herein. 

The Congress declares that the maintenance of 
the national economy at  a high level is vital to the 
best interests of the United States, but that some of 
our regions, counties, and communities are suffer- 
ing substantial and persistent unemployment and 
underemployment; that such unemployment and 
underemployment  cause  ha rdsh ip  t o  many 
individuals and their familie.\, a n d  M aste invaluable 
human resources; that to ovetcome this problem the 



Federal government, in cooperation with the States, 
should help areas and regions of substantial and 
persistent unemployment and underemployment to 
take effective steps in planning and financing their 
public works and economic development; that 
Federal financial assistance, including grants for 
public works and developnlent facilities to com- 
munities, industries, enterprises, and individuals in 
areas needing development should enable such 
areas to help themselves achieve lasting improve- 
ment and enhance the domestic prosperity by the 
establishment of stable and diversified local econ- 
omies and improved local conditions, provided that 
such assistance is preceded by and consistent with 
sound, long-range economic planning; and that 
under the provisions of this Act new employment 
opportunities should be created by developing and 
expanding new and existing public works and other 
facilities and resources rather than by merely 
transferring jobs from one area of the United States 
to another." 
Title V of the Act implements these objectives 

through the authorization to establish regional eco- 
nomic development commissions. Unlike the ARC 
Act, the original Title V legislation authorized re- 
gional commissions with little more than a planning 
function. Later amendments, in 1967 and 1969, pro- 
vided the commissions with limited authority to make 
grants through which the pattern of economic devel- 
opment could be more directly influenced. 

The following sections of this chapter describe the 
provisions of the various titles of the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act and the programs of 
the five regional action planning commissions estab- 
lished under Title V. 

Title I-Grants for Public Works and Development 
Facilities. This section authorizes the Secretary of 
Commerce, upon application of any State, local ju- 
risdiction, Indian tribe, or public or private nonprofit 
organization representing any redevelopment area or 
part thereof, to make grants for the acquisition or 
development of land and improvements for public 
works, public service. or development facility. Such 
projects must directly or indirectly improve economic 
and employn~ent opportunities in the area, and be 
consistent with an approved overall economic devel- 
opment program (OEDP) for the area in which the 
project ic located. Direct grants may not exceed 50 
percent of the cost of such projects, but the Secretary 
is also authorized under this title to make supplemen- 
tary grants to reduce the non-Federal share to not less 
than 20 percent for those States and other eligible 
applicants which are unable 1:) provide the matching 
share. In determining the 'imoun: of the supplemen- 

tary grant, the relative needs of the area, nature of 
project, amount of revenues generated must be taken 
into consideration. For determining relative needs of 
eligible areas, the Act requires rules, regulations and 
procedures based on the severity and duration of 
unemployment, the income level of families and the 
extent of underemployment, and other relevant fac- 
tors. An annual review of the eligibility of each area 
designated for the purposes of Title I grant distribu- 
tion is required. These areas are also subject to all 
rules, regulations and procedures applicable to re- 
development areas. The Secretary is also required to 
prescribe rules which assure-"that appropriate local 
government authorities have been given reasonable 
opportunity to review and comment upon proposed 
projects." (Section 10 1). 

The Act authorized $500 million in Title I funds for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966. Not more than 15 
percent of the appropriations made for this Title could 
be expended in one State. All areas in the Appala- 
chian Region were excluded from coverage. No finan- 
cial assistance for sewer or other waste disposal 
facilities were permitted unless a certification was 
made by the Secretary of Commerce to the Secretary 
of the Interior that waste material would be adequate- 
ly treated before discharge into a public waterway. 

Title 11-Other Financial Assistance. Under this 
Title, the Secretary of Commerce is authorized to 
make loans and to purchase evidence of indebtedness 
to assist in financing the cost of land and improve- 
ments for public works, public service or development 
usage facility, including such facilities which are pro- 
vided by Federal agencies requiring some non-Federal 
financing. As under Title I, States, political subdivi- 
sions, Indian tribes, private or public nonprofit orga- 
nizations representing all or part of any redevelop- 
ment area, may apply for these loans. 

Five conditions stipulated in the Act, must be sat- 
isfied before the Secretary may authorize loan financ- 
ing: (1) projects financed by loans must directly or 
indirectly tend to improve opportunities in the area, 
assist the creation of long-term employment oppor- 
tunities, or primarily benefit the long-term unem- 
ployed and members of low-income families; (2) 
the funds requested are not otherwise available from 
private or Federal sources on favorable terms; (3) the 
financing plan, including the requested loan, are ade- 
quate to insure completion; (4) repayment is a 
reasonable expectation; (5) the area has an approved 
OEDP with which the project is consistent. The loan 
period is limited to 40 years at an interest rate deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury. Appropriate 
local government authorities must be given a 
reasonable opportunity to review and comment on 



proposed projects. Annual appropriations are au- 
thorized, provided that the amount available for these 
projects and the business loans and loan guarantees, 
described below, shall not exceed $170 rnillion in any 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970. 

The Secretary may also (1) make loans and pur- 
chase evidence of indebtedness to aid in the financing 
of projects for industrial or commercial usage within a 
redevelopment area, and (2) guarantee limited ioans 
for working capital in connection with such projects. 
A great many restrictions and conditions must be sat- 
isfied in connection with such loans. These are explic- 
itly stated in the Act and include: that such funds will 
not be used to assist a business or industry which is 
relocating from another area; that the project has the 
approval of the appropriate State or local agency; and 
that the loan assistance, subject to further conditions, 
shall not exceed 65 percent of the aggregate cost of the 
project. 

Monies appropriated for loans and for assistance to 
projects in economic development centers, later de- 
scribed, as well as repayments and collections are rc- 
quired to be deposited in an econornic development 
revolving fund established by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. This fund shall be available for the payment 
of obligations and expenditures prescribed as eligible. 

Title 111-Technical Assistance, Research. and 
Information. In addition to making grants, loans and 
financing arrangements for eligible projects, the Sec- 
retary of Commerce is also authorized by the Act to 
provide technical assistance to relieve or prevent 
employment problems in redevelopment areas and 
other areas. The nature of this assistance includes 
project planning and feasibility studies, management 
and operational assistance, and economic growth 
studies. The Secretary may utilize his staff or may 
make grants to provide such studies. The Act provides 
that, where practical, these grants shall be used in 
conjunction with other planning grants such as those 
authorized by the Housing Act of 1959 and the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962. 

In cooperation with other agencies, the Secretary is 
required to establish a continuing program of study, 
training and research on employment and economic 
problems, to asslst in national, State and local pro- 
grams to raise income levels, and to assist in providing 
personnel needed to conduct such research. He is also 
required to aid redevelopment areas and other areas 
by furnishing information and helping firms in rede- 
velopment areas to obtain government contracts. 

The Act also calls for the establishment of an 
independent study board to invest~gate the etTecects of' 
government procurement, scientific, technical and 

other related policies on regional economic develop- 
ment 

An appropriation of $25 million for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1966 to perform these functions is au- 
thorized. This amount was increased to $50 million 
for the fiscal years 1966-1970. 

Title IV-Area and District Eligibility. This section 
of the Act describes the criteria for determining and 
designating redevelopment areas. The Secretary is 
authorized to designate as redevelopment areas those 
areas in which he determines, upon the basis of certain 
standards, that there has existed substantial and per- 
sistent unemployment for an extended period of time 
and a significant loss of population due to lack of 
employment opportunity. 

The specific criteria for area eligibility, as set forth 
in the Act, relate to both the absolute and relative de- 
gree of unemployment as measured by the Secretary 
of Labor. Both criteria must be satisfied before an 
area can be designated as a redevelopment area. First, 
the rate of unemployment in the "qualifying time 
periods" must exceed slx percent. Second, the annual 
rate of unemployment must also be at least 50percent 
above the national average for three of the preceding 
four calendar years, or at least 75 percent above the 
national average for two of the preceding three cal- 
endar years, or at least 100 percent above the national 
average for one of the preceding two calendar years. 
As previously mentioned, the Secretary of Labor is 
required to "find the facts and provide the data" for 
the determination. 

Six additional kinds of areas may qualify for des- 
Igrr~tion as redevelopment areas including: 

--areas which have a median family income of 50 
percent or less of the national median; 
-Federal or State Indian Reservations or restrict- 
ed Indian-owned lands which show the greatest de- 
gree of economic distress; 
-- areas which request designation and which have 
surered, or are about to suffer, the closing of a 
major source of employment resulting in a rate of 
unemployment 50 percent or more above the na- 
tional average; 
--areas designated redevelopment areas on or after 
March 1, 1965, under the Area Redev4oprnent Act 
of 1961, are also included, at least until subjected to 
the first annual review; 
--communities or neighborhoods (defined without 
regard to political boundaries which the Secretary 
determines, based on stipulated criteria, to be in 
economic distress; and 
--areas where per capita employment has declined 
significantly during the preceding ten year period. 



"However, no area would be eligible for designation 
if it (1) has a population of less than 1,500 persons, 
except for Indian Reservations and special impact 
areas; (2) except for Indian Reservations, special im- 
pact areas or areas designated due to the curtailment 
of a major source of employment, is smaller than a 
labor area (as defined by the Secretary of Labor), a 
county, or municipality with a population of over 
250,000 whichever in the opinion of the Secretary is 
appropriate; or (3) does not have an approved overall 
economic development program."' 

An additional section provides that if a State has no 
area designated as a redevelopment area, the Secre- 
tary of Commerce shall designate as a redevelopment 
area that area of the State which most nearly 
qualifies. 

The Secretary is also instructed to conduct an an- 
nual review of all designated areas as a basis for ter- 
minating or modifying the designations in accordance 
with objective standards which he shall prescribe by 
regulations. 

Part B of Title IV provides for the creation of mul- 
ticounty economic development districts. Section 403 
provides that such districts which are designated by 
the Secretary, with State concurrence, must include 
two or more designated redevelopment areas, and 
must be large enough to foster economic growth for a 
fairly broad area. Such districts must contain one or 
more economic development centers, and are eligible 
for the full range of EDA assistance. Districts must 
have an overall economic development program be- 
fore they can be officially designated. As an incentive 
for participation in multicounty economic develop- 
ment activities, the Secretary may authorize an in- 
crease in development facility grants for projects in 
redevelopment areas within designated districts. A 
delay of one year after enactment is required to allow 
adequate time for effective planning. The total au- 
thorization for financial assistance to  economic 
development centers and for ten percent bonuses to 
redevelopment areas within designated districts is 
limited to $50 million annually. 

Title V-Regional Action Planning Commissions. 
The Act authorizes the Secretary of Commerce, with 
the concurrence of the States wholly or partially 
involved, to designate economic development regions 
( 1 )  if there is a geographic, cultural, historical and 
economic relationship among areas included, (2) if the 
region is within contiguous States and (3) if the region 
has lagged behind the nation in economic develop- 
ment in terms of: unemployment rates; median family 
income; housing; health and educational facilities; 
domination by one or two industries in a State of eco- 

nomic decline; substantial outmigration of labor and 
capital; development of industrial technology; devel- 
opment of national defense facilities; and regional 
production growth rate. 

After the Secretary designates the multistate 
development region, he is authorized to invite and en- 
courage the States wholly or partly within such re- 
gions to establish multistate regional action planning 
commissions. The commissions are composed of a 
Federal member appointed by the President, with ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, and one member from 
each State in the Region who may be the Governor, 
his designee, or another person selected in accordance 
with the laws of the State. The State members shall 
elect a co-chairman and the Federal member shall 
serve as the Federal co-chairman of the commission. 
An alternate shall be appointed for each member and 
shall vote in the absence of the member. The Federal 
co-chairman and his alternate shall be compensated 
by the Federal government. 

Decisions of the commission require the affirmative 
vote of the Federal member and a majority of State 
members. 

The functions of the commission are to: 

-advise and assist the Secretary of Commerce in the identifica- 
tion of optimum regional boundaries; 
-initiate and coordinate preparation of long-range overall re- 
gional economic development programs for approval by the 
Secretary; 
-advise and assist the Secretary and the States on initiation and 
coordination of economic development districts; 
-promote increased private investments; 
-prepare legislative and program recommendations; 
-develop, on a continuing basis, comprehensive, coordinated 
plans designed to foster regional productivity based on invento- 
ries of resources and research, and designed to effect the 
cooperation of Federal, State and local programs; and 
-foster the development and utilization of interstate compacts 
and other forms of interstate cooperation. 

The Secretary is directed to present plans and 
proposals of the regional commissions to appropriate 
Federal agencies and to the President. The Secretary 
shall provide liaison between the commissions and the 
Federal Government. Federal agencies are required to 
cooperate with regional commissions and assist them 
in carrying out their functions. 

Each regional commission shall be encouraged to 
adopt program priorities based on the importance of 
the program to overall regional development; the 
population and area to be served by projects; the 
financial resources available; importance of project to 
other related projects; and the likelihood that the 
project will improve employment, income, and eco- 
nomic development on a continuing basis. The 
Secretary is authorized to provide technical assis- 



tance to the commissions through staff or contract 
services. 

An important 1969 amendment to Section 505 
provides that the commissions are authorized to pro- 
vide funds for demonstration projects, planning 
studies, demonstration projects and training programs 
which will further the purposes of the Act. Such proj- 
ects must be approved by the Secretary. 

An amendment passed in 1967 (Section 509) au- 
thorized the Secretary, "pursuant to specific recom- 
mendations" to provide funds to the Federal co- 
chairman of each regional commission for use as sup- 
plementary grants to assist States and other entities to 
take maximum advantage of Federal grant-in-aid 
programs. This assistance is available only when the 
State or other entity is eligible for a Federal grant-in- 
aid and only when, because of their economic situa- 
tion, they cannot supply the required matching share. 
Supplementary funds may be used solely for increas- 
ing the Federal contributions to projects above the 
fixed maximum portion, but not greater than 80 per- 
cent, of the cost set in the applicable law. The Federal 
grant-in-aid programs are defined as all such pro- 
grams in existence December 31, 1967, "assisting 
in the acquisition of land or the construction of 
equipment of facilities; including but not limited to" 
specified Federal acts. 

The Act further requires, as a condition to provid- 
ing supplementary funding, that (1) the program or 
project to be supported in this manner is approved 
by the Federal official responsible for the adminis- 
tration of the law under which grant-in-aid funds 
are provided, (2) the application for the grant is 
made by the State member of the commission rep- 
resenting the applicant, and (3) the regional com- 
mission involved has approved the project. 

Section 509 was further amended in 1969 to 
broaden the commissions' supplementary grant au- 
thority. The original section provided that such funds 
were to be used for the sole purpose of increasing the 
Federal contribution beyond the limit set in specified 
Federal grant programs, but not more than 80 percent 
of project cost. The 1969 change provides that the 
commissions' contribution may represent aN of the 
Federal portion of project cost. The 80 percent limit 
was retained, however. This change is referred to as 
granting "first dollar" funding authority to the com- 
missions. 

The Federal Government is authorized to pay the 
full cost of commission administrative expenses for 
the first two years. After that the Federal share of 
these expenses shall not exceed 50 percent. A total of 
f 15 million per fiscal year was authorized. 

The administrative powers of each commission. 

authorized under the Act, include: adoption of by- 
laws; appointment and fixing compensation of execu- 
tive director and staff, but not to exceed salary of the 
alternate to the Federal co-chairman; request and ar- 
range for Federal and State personnel to be assigned 
to temporary duty with the commission; establish re- 
tirement and personnel benefit systems; enter into 
contracts; and maintain an office in the District of 
Columbia. 

Each regional commission may hold hearings and 
arrange for the collection of essential information. 
The Act contains specific provisions designed to guard 
against conflict of interest on the part of commission 
members and staff. 

The sum of $5 million was authorized for supple- 
mental grants in FY 1968. The sum authorized was 
increased to $10 million in FY 1969. Amendments in 
1969, however, provided a two year authorization 
(ending June 30, 1971) of $255 million for all ex- 
penditures in Title V and also stipulated general 
guidelines for the distribution of funds to the various 
commissions. Under the guidelines, each commission 
may receive not less than ten percent, nor more than 
25 percent of demonstration and supplemental grant 
funds. The Act and an Executive Order (No. 1 1386, 
December 28, 1967), designed to coordinate the func- 
tions of regional commissions with the Federal 
government, requires Federal co-chairmen to submit 
annual reports to the Secretary of Commerce for 
transmittal to the President. Additional amendments 
in 1969 authorize the Secretary of Transportation, 
acting jointly with the regional commissions to 
conduct regional transportation studies, and provides 
funds to the Federal Field Committee for Develop- 
ment Planning in Alaska for the planning of economic 
development programs. 

Title VI-Administration. This title provides for the 
appointment by the President of an Assistant Secre- 
tary and an Administrator for Economic Develop- 
ment in the Department of Commerce. The Secre- 
tary, with the assistance of the Assistant Secretary, is 
directed to "supervise and direct" the Administrator 
and to coordinate the Federal co-chairmen. 

In addition, the Act directs the Secretary to appoint 
a National Public Advisory Committee on Regional 
Economic Development of 25 members representing 
labor, management, agriculture, State and local 
government and the general public. 

An amendment added in 1967 stipulates that no 
Federal assistance shall be granted under the Act 
unless the Secretary is satisfied that the project in- 
volved will be efficiently administered, operated and 
maintained. 



Title VII-Miscellaneous. Broad administrative, 
legal and fiscal powers of the Secretary of Commerce 
in carrying out the provisions of the Act are spelled 
out under this title. Other sections relate to authori- 
zation for the former Area Redevelopment Adminis- 
tration (ARA) to the new Economic Development 
Administration. 

Establishment of the 
Regional Commissions 

During the period March-December 1966, the Sec- 
retary of Commerce designated five economic devel- 
opment regions and invited the States wholly or par- 
tially involved to establish appropriate multistate re- 
gional commissions. Under these actions and State 
responses which followed, five regional action plan- 
ning commissions covering a total of 571 counties in 
20 States were established by September, 1967. Some 
of the commissions did not complete their organiza- 
tion and staffing until 1968. The regional commissions 
and the States or portion of States involved are iden- 
tified below. 

Coastal Plains Regional Commission-portions of three States: 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia. 
New England Regional Commission-the whole States of Maine, 
Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and 
Connecticut. 
Four Comers Regional Commission-portions of four States: 
Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah. 
Upper Great Lakes Regional Commission-- portions of three 
States: Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. 
Ozarks Regional Commission---portions of four States: 
Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma. 
The following sections of the report will describe 

the nature and operations of the five commissions as a 
basis for general observations as to their effectiveness 
as one kind of intergovernmental regional response to 
problems of economic development and dislocations 
affecting the nation. 

C O A S T A L  P L A I N S  R E G I O N A L  
COMMISSION 

Profile of the Region 
and Its Commission 

In December 1966, 16 months after the enactment 
of the Public Works and Economic Development Act 
of 1965, the Secretary of Commerce designated the 
coastal areas of North Carolina, South Carolina and 
Georgia a "region in need of economic development." 
Seven months later (July 1967), the Coastal Plains 
Regional Commission (CPRC) consisting of a Fed- 
eral co-chairman and the governors of the three States 
was established. The salient features of the region 

and the operations of the Regional Commission are 
summarized below. 

Population and sub-regional area composition. The 
total 1967 population of the 1.59 counties comprising 
CPRC was 5.5 million, 45 percent of the total 
population of the three States involved. The popula- 
tion is about evenly divided among the three State 
sectors. The South Carolina portion represents a 
slightly smaller percentage of the region's population 
(29 percent) even though the portion represents 60 
percent of the State's total. (See Table 14.) The rate of 
population change is slightly smaller for the region 
than for the nation as a whole. (See Table 16.) 

The 159 counties included within the region repre- 
sents slightly over half the total number of counties in 
the three States. The region encompasses 60 percent 
of South Carolina's counties and about one-half the 
counties of the other two States. (See Table 15.) 

A substantial part of the area within each of the 
three States has been designated under Title I V  of the 
Act as redevelopment areas and economic develop- 
ment districts by the Economic Development Admin- 
istration. These designated areas are eligible for the 
planning and project grant programs administered by 
EDA. No direct linkage exists between the Regional 
Commission's economic development planning and 
grant programs and those administered by EDA. As 
of December, 1970, a total of 102 redevelopment 
areas, 16 economic development districts, and 23 
growth centers wholly or partially within the region 
had been designated. 

Regional economic deficiencies and characteristics. 
The nature and extent of economic lag and underde- 
velopment in the area served by CPRC is clearly 
shown in Table 16. The lag exists in marked degree in 
each of the three State components of the region. 

Labor force out migration was twice the nation- 
al average for the period of 1960-66, and much 
higher than that in  the preceding decade. 

The percent of dilapidated housing is more than 
two and one-half times the national average and 
rather consistent at that rate in each of the three 
States. 

A relatively high proportion of total employ- 
ment was in  agriculture. an activity which is under- 
going a high degree of mechanization producing 
labor surpluses. 

Per capita personal income in  1967 was only 
about two-thirds the U .  S. average and was lower 
than that in the Georgia sector of the region. 

Median years of school completed was sub- 
stantially lower than the national average. 
Based on these criteria it is apparent that thc re- 

dctors gion lags behind the nation in the terms of the f. 



TABLE 1 4  
CPRC POPULATION SIZE AND COMPONENTS, 1967 

(Population in Thousands) 

State 
Total Region Percent Percent 
State Component State Region 

North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5,059 1,961 
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,638 1,585 
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4,490 1,912 - 

12,187 5,458 
-- 

Source: Economic Profile of the Coastal Plains Region, Univ .  of Georgia, 1970, pp, 10-13. 

of social and economic development specified in the 
1965 Act. 

Commission organization and personnel. The three 
governors and a Federal member, appointed by the 
President with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
constitute the C P R C  membership. As prescribed by 
the Act, the Federal member is designated as Federal 
co-chairman and all commission actions must carry 
his approval and the approval of a majority of the 
three governors. The governors elect one of their 
number to serve as the State's co-chairman. The office 
is rotated among the governors using a pro forma 
election procedure. Alternates for State members 
have been designated, but an alternate for the Federal 
co-chairman has never been appointed. The three 
governors in C P R C  have recently (1 1/30/70) created 
the office of Coastal Plains States' Representative and 
appointed a person to the position. The establishment 
and duties of the office are prescribed by resolution of 
the State members of CPRC,  and the salary, sup- 
ported wholly by State funds, is set at  the same level 
as the Federal co-chairman. Duties of the States' 
representative include liaison among State members, 
the Federal co-chairman and commission staff, policy 
interpretation, and promoting the concept of the 
"States as a regional group entity." 

TABLE 1 5  
NUMBER OF COUNTIES 

I N  THE CPRC REGION 

Counties 

State Total In Region 

North Carolina . . . . . . . .  100 45 
South Carolina . . . . . . . .  46 28 
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . .  159 - 86 - 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  305 159 

Source: Economic Profile of the Coastal Plains Region,Univ. 
of Georgia, 1970. 

The total number of members in the executive 
component of CPRC.  including members, alternates 
and the States' representative is eight. A measure of 
the continuity in commission membership is indi- 
cated by the fact that the Federal co-chairman, 
governors, and their alternates have changed a t  least 
once in the less than four year life of the commission. 
Thus, the total number of different personnel who 
have served in such positions is 19. 

The commission and the Federal co-chairman have 
separate staffs, both located in Washington. The 
commission staff component is headed by an execu- 
tive director appointed by the commission and subject 
to its direction and supervision in accordance with 
provisions of the commission charter. In CPRC,  the 
executive director is a non-voting member of the 
Committee on Budgets and Disbursements consisting 
of the Federal and State co-chairmen. I'he total 
number of commission staff authorized is 27, includ- 
ing 17 at  the professional level. Eighteen of the au- 
thorized positions are filled, ten of which are in the 
professional category. (See Table B- 1 ,  Appendix.) 

The staff' of the Federal co-chairman numbers 
eight, including four at  the professional level, an ad- 
ministrative assistant, two secretaries and one part- 
time assistant. The Federal co-chairman maintains a 
field ofice in Columbia, South Carolina manned by a 
professional and part-time assistant, the salaries of the 
Federal co-chairman's stafT are paid by the Federal 
government through the Department of Commerce. 

Commission meetings and major reports issued. The 
commission meets on a quarterly basis and has held a 
total of 13 meetings including its organilational 
meeting held i n  September 1967. 

1\11 meetings are required by the commission's 
adopted charter to be upen and public meetings. 
Governors, the Federal co-chairman, altzrnates, the 
executive director and key staff members attend 
comn~ission meetings. Attendance records indicate 
that all three go\ ernors attended five of the 13 meet- 
ings; at each of the remaining eight meeting,, ~ w u  



governors attended. The Federal co-chairman at- 
tended all meetings. Alternates meet with commis- 
sion staff in advance of each quarterly meeting to re- 
view progress and to assist in preparing meeting 
agenda. Commission staff reports that these advance 
meetings are planning and expediting sessions, but 
that the governors retain direct control of policy deci- 
sions on CPRC matters. The agenda prepared for 
each meeting, typically consists of staff reports on the 
progress and operations of the commission and rec- 
ommendations for action on policy or procedural 
matters. Official actions are by resolutions which are 
recorded in a separate ledger. Official minutes of the 
meetings are maintained. 

The commission has adopted a charter and a total 
of 36 resolutions since its inception. Review of these 
indicates that 14 dealt with administrative matters 
concerning the operation of the Commission. The 
remaining 22 related to substantive or policy matters. 

It is reported that a veto by the Federal co- 
chairman occurred only once in the life of the com- 
mission. 

It is probable, of course, that the potential of the 
veto is significant in guiding commission action. 
Perusal of the minutes indicated that the veto power is 
a force recognized by all governors and staff. 

The commission first prepared and published a 
Regional Development Plan in December 1968. 
Extensive revisions and expansion of the plan were 
undertaken soon thereafter. A draft revision, dated 
November 30. 1970, has been circulated for review 
and comment by State and Federal agencies. Final 
revisions based on the review were completed in the 
fall of 1971. The plan has been approved by the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and transmitted to the President. 

Annual reports describing commission activities and 
progress, as required by the PWED Act, have been 
prepared for the years 1967-1970. 

A wide variety of research reports, performed under 
commission sponsorship and using technical as- 
sistance funds, have been prepared and published. 
Since July of 1967, excluding in-house staff studies, a 
total of some 60 technical assistance research projects 
have been authorized. Most of these projects were in 
the nature of research studies with a regional focus. 
Subject areas include general economic and statistical 
studies, industrial development, agriculture and 
forestry, marine resources, leisure industries, human 
resources, and transportation. Technical assistance 
contracts and related expenses, primarily for these 
research studies, obligated in FY 1968, 1969, and 1970 
totaled $1.8 million. 

Fiscal Base and Expenditure Patterns 

The fiscal base supporting the operations of the 
CPRC is somewhat complex. Basically, Title V 
commission funds are a part of the Department of 
Commerce's budget appropriated by Congress under 
authority of sections 505 and 509 of the PWED Act. 
The Act states that . . .  "appropriations authorized 
under this Act shall remain available until expended 
unless otherwise provided by appropriations acts." 
The 1971 appropriation, however, was the first to be 
made on a no-year basis. Under Department of 
Commerce guidelines, CPRC as well as the other 
Title V commissions, prepare an annual financial plan 
which, after review and approval by the department, 
becomes the basis for part of its budget request. Funds 
for expenditures authorized under section 505, includ- 

TABLE 16 
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

OF THE CPRC REGION 

Average for 
State Portion of Region 

National CPRC 
Average Average N.C. S.C. Ga. 

- 

Population Change Rate, 1950-60 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.8% 1.1% 1 .O% 1.5% .9% 
Population Change Rate, 1960-67 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.6% 1.1% 
Net Labor Force Migration, 1950-60 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.8% -1 1.5% -12.0% -8.9% -13.1% 
Net Labor Force Migration, 1960-66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.2% -2.4% -3.2% -1.3% 4.7% 
Percent Housing Delapidatad, 1960 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5.0% 13.2% 12.5% 14.1 % 13.1 % 
Percent Total Employment in Argriculture,l967 . . . . . . . . . .  4.9% 11 .O% 16.3% 9.3% 6.9% 
Personal Income Per Capita, 1967 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3.1 59 $1,993 $2,110 $2,160 $1,735 
Median Family Income, 1959 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $5,660 N.A. $3,956 $3,821 $4,208 
Median Years of School, 1960 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10.6 N.A. 8.9 8.7 9.0 

Source: Economic Profile o f  the Coastal Plains Region, Univ. of Georgia, various tables and charts. Median family income for the 
United States obtained from U.S. Bureau of Census Report. 



ing the administrative expenses of the commission, 
technical assistance grants, State planning assistance 
and demonstration grants, are placed as a lump sum 
in a trust fund maintained by the Treasury Depart- 
ment. Expenditures from this fund may be authorized 
by the commission's executive director with the con- 
currence of the State and Federal co-chairmen, 
consistent with policies established by commission 
resolutions. An exception is that funds expended for 
demonstration projects require the approval of the 
originating governor. Funds allocated for supplemen- 
tal grants authorized under section 509 are not placed 
in the trust fund but remain as a part of the operating 
funds of the Department of Commerce and are al- 
lotted to the Federal co-chairman for obligation. 
Expenditures from these monies also require the au- 
thorization of the Federal co-chairman. It is a re- 
quirement of the Act that supplemental and dem- 
onstration grants can be used for only those projects 
which have the approval of the governors of the State 
involved. 

Analysis of the commission's allocation and 
expenditure patterns since its inception indicates the 
following: 

1. The total amount of money allocated for 
commission activities in fiscal 1970 was $4.6 million, 
more than twice the total in 1968 and 35 percent 
higher than the 1969 total. The difference is accounted 
for by an increase in supplemental grants in 1969 and 
additional demonstration grant money in 1970. 
Amounts available for commission administrative 
expenses, State planning, technical assistance and the 
office of the Federal co-chairman have remained at 
nearly the same levels during the three year period. 
Estimated amounts for the 1971 fiscal year totalled 
$7.9 million, an increase of $3.3 million (73 percent). 
Nearly all of this estimated increase was in the 
commission's technical assistance and grant pro- 
grams. (See Table 17.) 

2. The cumulative total expended through fiscal 
1970 for the commission's technical assistance pro- 
gram, primarily research studies, was $2.2 million. 
Heaviest emphasis in terms of dollars expended for 
research studies was given to economic and statistical 
inquiries (21.5 percent); marine resources (23.4 per- 
cent); human resources (16.5 percent); and industrial 
development (13.8 percent). (See Table B-2, Ap- 
pendix). 

3. Supplemental grants are made by the com- 
mission to enable State and other entities to take ad- 
vantage of Federal grant-in-aid programs for which 
they are eligible, but are otherwise unable to meet the 
matching grant requirements. Ten such grants were 
made in fiscal 1969 totaling $2.0 million, and eight 

were made in 1970 with a total of $2.2 million. In the 
two year period, all but three grants were made for 
manpower training and development programs in 
technical institutes, community colleges, and man- 
power centers. Grant totals among the three States 
were nearly equal in 1969. In 1970, North Carolina 
and Georgia grants were nearly equal at approxi- 
mately $800,000 while the South Carolina total was 
less by nearly $150,000. HEW was the prime Federal 
grantor for nine out of 18 grants made by the com- 
mission, EDA was the prime granting agency for six 
of the grants. The Federal Aviation Agency was the 
granting agency for two projects and HUD in one. 
(See Table B-3, Appendix). The CPRC has not, as of 
June 197 1, utilized the "first dollar" grant authority 
described earlier. 

4. The commission has made substantial use of the 
demonstration grant authority as provided in a 1969 
amendment to the PWED Act. The provisions of the 
amendment do not stipulate any requirements for 
State or local matching funds. Department of Com- 
merce guidelines, however, establish criteria for dem- 
onstration grant projects including a requirement 
that the project can attractP6'other resources to as- 
sist in meeting a portion of the  cost^."^ The Federal 
co-chairman is required, under the guidelines, to re- 
view and approve demonstration projects. A further 
stipulation of the 1969 amendment authorizing dem- 
onstration grants is that, ". . . to the maximum 
extent possible, such projects and programs shall be 
carried out through departments,  agencies, or  
instrumentalities of the Federal government or of 
State or local  government^.^ 

The commission took action to develop and sup- 
port three demonstration projects in the fiscal year 
1970, each of which was designed to expand and 
improve marine research, development, and training 
facilities serving the entire region. The total amount 
expended was slightly more than $1 million for the 
three marine science and resource centers in the three 
States. State funds provided for these centers totaled 
$2.3 million and varied from $200,000 in Georgia to 
$1.7 million provided by South Carolina. 

Regional Plan and Commission Policy 

The CPRC has established as its primary goal the 
closing of the gap in per capita average iticome be- 
tween residents of the region and the nation as a 
whole. The magnitude of that gap, as traced by the 
commission, has increased from $608 per capita in  
1950 to an estimated $1,042 in 1970.") While the dol- 
lar amount of the gap has increased as indicated, the 
ratio between CPRC and U.S. per capita income has 
narrowed during the same period. The commission 



TABLE 17 
COASTAL PLAINS REGIONAL COMMISSION EXPENDITURES 

Purpose 1968 % 1969 % 1970 % 1971(Est.) % 

Administration . . . . . . $ 438,400 20.6 $ 475,000 14.0 $ 500,000 10.8 $ 600,000' 7.6 
State Planning . . . . . . . 142,250 6.7 154,000 4.5 150,000 3.2 150,000 1.9 
Technical Assistance . . . 625,000 29.3 - 500,000 14.7 506,000 10.9 800,000 10.1 - - 

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . $1,205,650 56.6 $1,129,000 33.2 $1,156,000 24.9 $1,550,000 19.6 

SupplementalGrants2 . .  $ 750,000 35.2 $2,083,983 61.2 $2,252,352 45.4 $3,345,000 42.4 
Demonstrator ~ r a n t s ~  . . 1,045,548 22.5 2,760,000 34.9 
Office of Federal 

CO-chairman4 . . . . . 175,000 8.2 - 190,000 5.6 - 195,000 4.2 241,000 3.1 - 
Grand Total . . . . . . . . $2,130,650 100.0 $3,402,983 100.0 $4,648,900 100.0 $7,896,000 100.0 

llncludes $300.000 provided by the three States. Under the Act. States must provide 50 percent of commission administrative 
expenses after the first two full fiscal years of the commission's existence. 

'obligated funds 1968-1970; budget estimate, 1971. 
3 ~ h e s e  demonstration grants are a special category of technical assistance funds for which authorization was provided in 1969 

amendments to Section 505. Figure shown for 1970 is obligated. 
40bligated amounts, except for 1971 budget estimate. 
Source: Annual reports and 1971 budget estimates provided by the CPRC. Amount for Federal co-chairman's office and obli- 

gated funds were obtained from Office of Regional Coordinator. E.D A. 

notes this, but describes the relatively improved posi- 
tion a s  more illusory than real. 

C P R C  justifies the goal as valid in terms of the 
mandate of tile PWED Act, and in terms of a national 
goal of increased productivity and economic devel- 
opment. The commission's stated basic strategy and 
operational principles include: (1)  a commitment to 
support the economic development pattern which will 
produce the maximum regional economic impact in 
the long run, (2) a recognition that primary reliance to 
achieve the goal must be placed on private investment 
and an optimal public-private investment mix, (3) a 
priority need to create new basic economic activities, 
and (4) a strategy to direct project activity to the re- 
gion's growth centers as a method of maximizing re- 
gional benefits. 

Related subordinate goals include reducing niigra- 
tion from the region, revising the industrial structure 
and employment patterns, upgrading the training and 
development of the region's manpower, assisting 
sound community development and improving public 
services. A further goal is to accomplish these ends 
without degradation of the region's environment. 

The commission's regional plan employs a sys- 
tematic methodology designed to achieve the goal of 
closir,g the income gap and to provide a basis for 
monitoring the results. Linear programming tech- 
niques involving 32 economic activity sectors, a varie- 

ty of constraints and input-output co-efficients were 
utilized to develop different economic activity and 
employment structures. "Twenty-seven alternatives to  
the present structure of the Coastal Plains economy 
were considered in the search for an answer to the 
basic question: would it be possible under reasonable 
conditions, given the characteristics of this region, to 
reallocate the labor force among economic sectors in 
such a way as to raise per capita income to levels 
equal to or approaching the national average?"" This 
study of alternatives, the commission believes, pro- 
vides the guidelines for actions required to close the 
income gap by 1980 without detrimental disruption to 
the region's economy. It also provides the means by 
which the public and private investment required to  
achieve the goal could be quantified. 

The plan developed by the con~mission identifies 
"target" and "policy" variables, the revision of which 
can influence the amount and type of public and pri- 
vate investments required to achieve the goal. The 
commission has determined that public investment in 
the following areas would have greatest effect on the 
target variables and yield the greatest gains in sus- 
tained economic growth: education and manpower 
training; transportation facilities to support private 
economic activity; marine resource development; 
basic manufacturing and processing; agriculture and 
forestry; and recreation and tourism. 

In terms of a total strategy, the commission's plan 



is to concentrate its efforts in the following program 
areas: 

I. Industrial development 
a. general industry 
b. agriculture and forestry 
c. marine industries 
d. leisure industries 

2. Supportive facilities and services 
a. education and manpower training 
b. transportation facilities and services 
c. community facilities and services 

3. Policy development 
a. institutional and regulatory policies 
b. fiscal and monetary policies 

The Regional Development Plan describes past ac- 
tions as well as prospective activities required to guide 
commission, State government and private efforts 
required to implement the plan. For example, the ac- 
tion taken in mid-1969 to establish and support the 
Coastal Plains Center for Marine Development is 
cited as an effort ". . . to strengthen and unify the 
marine research and development programs in the 
region." The commission's actions in channeling 80 
percent of its available funds toward occupational 
training facilities is also justified. 

The CPRC sees its role as uniting and coordinating 
the institutions of the region-public and private-in 
a common effort of regional economic development. 
State commitment and improved State planning are 
cited as keys to  regional plan implementation. 
Strengthening the ability of each State to plan their 
investments is defined as a major element in the 
commission's development strategy. Toward this 
end, the CPRC has provided $50,000 per year for each 
of the three States for the purpose of assisting in State 
development planning. Recently, the commission 
took action to close its field offices and used the funds 
to increase State planning allocations from $50,000 to 
$100,000. Guidelines describing the nature and con- 
tent of State development plans have been developed. 

The three States have responded by the preparation 
of development plans which, on cursory analysis, seem 
to reflect the commission's orientation and planning 
policy emphasis. The North Carolina and South 
Carolina State investment plans are directed toward 
the Coastal Plains Region of the State. Georgia's plan 
is focused on the whole State, but does reflect the 
priorities established in the regional comprehensive 
plan. Each State of the region has established, by 
legislative act or by executive order, a statewide sys- 
tem of multicounty planning and development dis- 
tricts. Not ail of these districts sre staffed. The 
alignment of the planning districts is not in exact 
concurrence with the economic development districts 
designated by EDA. 

NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL 
COMMISSION 

Profile of the Region 
and Its Commission 

The New England Regional Commission (NERC) 
is unique among the commissions established under 
Title V of the 1965 PWED Act. Its singularity stems 
from a cluster of factors: (1) the region consists of six 
whole States (Maine. Vermont, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island); (2) it 
has perhaps the most well-developed regional econ- 
omy and is the most clearly recognized and defined 
geographic region of the country; and (3) its economy 
is diverse in terms of its nature, status, and historical 
development. 

New England, as the name suggests and its history 
documents, is the oldest industrial and manufacturing 
area in the United States, and much of its present eco- 
nomic difficulty is a product of the basic shifts and 
changes in the nation's and the region's economy. As 
Niles Hansen points out, "Two of the main factors 
affecting the present evolution of the region's econ- 
omy are an infrastructure inherited from an older 
industrial economy, and a rapid evolution from older 
declining sectors, such as textiles, to advanced sectors 
such as services, electronics, research, and higher 
education." ': Much of New Z~gland's early industry 
grew in decentralized units around water power 
sources. Electric power railroads and other public 
utilities came along later, but without producing much 
centralization of industrial resources. Moreover, the 
region contains few extractive industries and was left 
relatively undisturbed by and isolated from that phase 
of American industrial development dominated by 
a~t to  manufacturing and heavy use of iron, coal, steel, 
and other metals. 

On the other hand, the region's richness in educa- 
tional and research resources coupled with the 
increasing demands of technology in modern society 
have resulted in substantial regional economic 
investment and growth in research and development 
activities. Thus, one sector of the region's economy is 
vigorous and reflects the leading edge of industrial and 
technological development while other sectors. lo- 
calized and scattered throughout the region, lag in 
development and cause substantial economic distress. 
There is also a discernible geographic cleavage in the 
pattern of economic dekelopment. The northern tier 
States (Maine, Vermont, and New Hampshire) are 
predominantly rural and underdeyeloped. The south- 
ern tie:. States (C~nne;:icut, M;assac:husetts. and 



Rhode Island) are economically advanced. The over- 
all characteristics of the region sometimes mask this 
basic difference in economic development as between 
the subregional sections. 

The governors of the New England States requested 
the Secretary of Commerce to designate the six States 
as an economic development region under the 1965 
PWED Act. He did so in March 1966 and invited the 
governors to form a regional commission as 
prescribed by the Act. A Federal co-chairman was 
appointed and sworn into office in January 1967. 
During the next six months, the commission organized 
itself, adopted a charter of organization and resolu- 
tions necessary to initiate commission activities, and 
initiated a "comprehensive region-wide and State 
planning and research program." 

Population and sub-regional composition. The 1 1.3 
million residents of the region are distributed quite 
unevenly among the six States, and between the 
northern and southern sectors. Slightly more than 80 
percent of the population resides in the three geo- 
graphically smaller southern States. Distribution of 
population among the six States, and among the 
States in the two sectors is quite uneven ranging from 
less than four percent in Vermont to nearly half the 
region's total in Massachusetts. (See Table 18.) 

The population is expected to grow to 13.9 million 
by 1980, an increase of 23 percent. Population growth 
rates of NERC States lag behind national rates in 
various age categories. However, in two age groups, 5- 
17 years and 18-24 years, the NERC rates of growth 
exceed the national rate. With the latter category, the 
rate is almost 50 percent higher than the national 
figure reflecting the extent of inmigration of college, 
university and preparatory students.'' 

TABLE 18 
NEW ENGLAND POPULATION; BY STATE 

(1 970) 

Sector and State Population Percent 

Southern . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,667,604 81.6 
Massachusetts . . . . . . . 5,689,170 48.0 
Connecticut . . . . . . . . 3,031,709 25.6 
Rhode Island . . . . . . . 946,725 8.0 

Northern . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,173,059 18.4 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . 992,048 8.4 
New Hampshire . . . . . 736,681 6.2 
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . 444,330 - 3.8 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 1,840,663 100.0 
- - 

Source: NERC, Revised Regional Development Plan, March 8, 
1971, p. 42 (from Census reports). 

NERC studies estimate that, "Population density is 
expected to increase by more than 100 persons per 
square mile by 1980 in most of those areas that are 
within SMSA's in eastern Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, and Connecticut." " Only a few communities 
in the northern sector are expected to increase in 
population density. Thus, concentration of population 
in the southern and smaller part of the region will 
continue to increase in the next ten years. 

County government in the New England States is 
much weaker and has fewer powers than in most other 
States. A county role in planning and economic 
development activity is not reflected in the NERC 
plan. The Economic Development Administration in 
designating redevelopment areas under the PWED 
Act does not use county boundaries in New England. 
Such designated areas in these States are made up of 
boroughs, towns, or townships which together make 
up labor areas. As of December 1970, a total of at 
least 60 redevelopment areas or areas eligible for 
public facility grants under Title I of the PWED Act 
had been designated at one time or another since in- 
ception of the Act." About one-fourth of these were 
designated under Title I, another one-fourth under the 
unemployment criterion, and another one-fourth were 
holdovers from the Area Redevelopment Act. The 
designation of many of these 60 areas has since been 
terminated, as prescribed by the Act. The total num- 
ber of officially designated areas and districts, as of 
June 1971, is as follows: 49 redevelopment areas, three 
economic development districts, and eight growth 
centers. 

Regional economic differences and characteristics 
The unique and complex characteristics of the New 
England Region have special importance from the 
viewpoint of a governmental program designed to in- 
tervene and assist in regional economic development. 
As previously noted, the region reflects sharp divi- 
sions in its economic status and development. It con- 
tains both economic wealth and advanced develop- 
ment as well as areas of poverty and economic de- 
terioration. These divisions are related to differences 
between the northern and southern tiers of States, and 
to differences in location between old and new eco- 
nomic activity. NERC's Regional Plan cites these 
differences and describes itself as ". . . the only re- 
gional commission that must cope with the traditional 
problems of underdevelopment as well as the adverse 
consequences of advanced development." l h  Aggre- 
gate regional statistics sometimes mask these in- 
traregional distinctions. This situation must be kept in 
mind in reviewing the following summary of regional 
economic differences and characteristics based on da- 
ta in the Regional Development Plan. 



1. The major economic strength of the region lies in 
"certain export services and high-technology indus- 
tries." The strength of manufacturing in the economy 
is indicated by the fact that 36.5 percent of total re- 
gional non-extractive employment is in manufactur- 
ing, higher by seven percent than the national per- 
centage. However, the substantial employment loss in 
manufacturing of non-durables, primarily textiles and 
leather, during the period 1950-65 is slated to continue 
in the next decade.. At the same time, gains in hard 
goods manufacturing employment, primarily electri- 
cal and transportation equipment manufacturing, are 
expected to more than offset declines in other sectors. 
Further, substantial service industry gains, especially 
in the business, medical and health, and educational 
areas, also are projected. A total of 90,000 new man- 
ufacturing jobs and 441,000 service jobs are forecast 
for the 1965-1980 period. 

2. Per capita income distribution, as measured in 
1967, indicates differences in levels of economic ac- 
tivity within the region. The regional figure is $3,490, 
or 1 1 percent higher than the $3,150 U. S. average. 
However, among the 59 SMSA and non-SMSA 
county groupings, 47 have an average per capita in- 
come below that of the region, and 39 have a figure 
below the national average. Not unexpectedly, the 
data indicate that the wealthier county areas are in the 
three southern States. The projected distribution of 
new jobs in 1980 between metropolitan and rural 
communities favors the city areas on a five to one ra- 
tio, further accenting regional disparities. 

3. Communities under 7,500 population include 90 
percent of northern New England's cities, towns and 
villages. Limited local markets, poor transportation 
to outside markets, housing and other infrastructure 
needs, and governmental units managed by part-time 
officials are cited as prime impediments to growth in 
non-metropolitan New England. 

4. In metropolitan New England, the theme is also 
uneven development coupled with some of the kinds 
of disparities in economic opportunities between cen- 
ter city and suburban residents that have come to 
typify American metropolitan life. Older mill areas 
are particularly hard hit. Employment opportunities 
in service industry employment are not equally 
available to core city residents which collectively 
include almost 80 percent of the region's non-white 
population. Rates of employment growth anticipated 
to 1980 are far higher in suburban than core city 
areas, particularly in the service industries. 
Unemployment rates in 15 southern New England 
labor market areas range from 5.3 in Boston to 12.3 in 
New Bedford, Mass., according to U. S. Department 
of Labor figures for January 1971. 

5. Educational attainment in the region exceeded 
the national average in terms of median years 
completed and high school and college graduates. The 
NERC plan points out that this larger investment in 
education must continue to support the region's high 
technology and service industries. 

6. The region experienced a net loss in population 
between 1960 and 1965. Net out-migration went to 
California and Florida primarily. Connecticut and 
Vermont gained slightly in employment migration 
while the other States, lead by Maine, lost. 

7. NERC lists waste management and envi- 
ronmental control systems, open space needs, traffic 
congestion and transportation systems, electric power 
generation, and marine resources as special problems 
common to the region as a whole. 

Commission organization and personnel. The Fed- 
eral co-chairman and the governors of the six States 
constitute the commission. As prescribed by the 
PWED Act and commission resolutions, all official 
decisions of the commission require the affirmative 
vote of a majority of State members and the Federal 
co-chairman. In the past, resolutions were incor- 
porated into an official commission code which con- 
tained administrative and substantive policy. The 
commission reports, however, that the code is obso- 
lete and needs up-dating. In matters of State interest 
only, the Federal co-chairman abstains from voting, in 
accordance with the commission code, and the issue 
may be decided by a majority of State members' 
votes. Alternates for State and Federal members are 
authorized by the PWED Act and required by the 
code. Each governor has appointed an alternate, but 
an alternate for the Federal member has never been 
appointed. Alternates may vote in the absence of the 
comiission member they represent. 

Total commission membership is seven. As of June 
197 1, three different Federal co-chairmen, 1 1 different 
governors and 18 different alternates have served the 
commission since its organization in January 1967. 
The commission meets regularly on a quarterly basis 
and may hold special meetings at the call of the ex- 
ecutive committee, which consists of the two CO- 

chairmen, or at the call of any four members. The 
code prescribes that alternates also meet regularly and 
may make decisions under the same voting arrange- 
ments as prescribed for members. An agenda is sub- 
rnltted to alternates seven days in advance of the 
meeting to allow consultation and prior approval by 
the governor of actions to be later taken. 

The commission and the Federal co-chairman have 
separate staffs totaling 37 personnel (30 commission, 
seven Federal co-chairmen). The commission's staff, 
headed by an executive director, is located in Boston. 





TABLE 19 
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION FUNDS OBLIGATION HISTORY 

AND BUDGET LEVEL 1967-1971 (DOLLARS IN  THOUSANDS) 

Amount and Percent of Total - Fiscal Year 

Object 1967 % 1968 % 1969 % 1970 % 1971 % Total % 

Reg. PlngJTech. ~ s s t . '  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  626 58 977 24 855 21 1,989 39 5.860 70 10,307 45 

Supp. ~rant:s* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -- -- 2,450 61 2,770 67 2,871 55 1.877 23 9.968 44 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,076 100 $4,030 100 $4,165 100 $5,149 100 $8,313 100 $22,733 100 

lncludesgrants to States to support State planning in following amounts 1967 - $226,750; 1968 - $346,750; 1969 - $347,000; 1970 - $300,000; 1971 - $300,000. 

Total $1,520,500. 

Included "first dollar" demonstration grant money, beginning 1970. 

Source: Compiled by NERC staff based on OM0 budget material. 



regional planning technical assistance item. The 
amount of the grant to each State is approximately 
$50,000 per year during the five year period. The total 
amount expended for support of State planning during 
the five year period was $1.5 million and averaged 
about $300,000 each year. (See Table 19.) 

2. The total amount of money expended or com- 
mitted by NERC during the five year period 1967- 
197 1 came to $22.7 million. Cumulatively, 44 percent 
of this total was used for supplemental grants-in-aid, 
and another 45 percent of total funds was used for re- 
gional and State planning and technical assistance 
purposes. The "first-dollar" money granted to the 
commission under the 1969 amendments is included 
in the total for supplemental grants-in-aid. (See Table 
19.) 

3. NERC provided financial support for a total of 
146 technical assistance research programs and 
studies covering a wide spectrum of State and regional 
problems and projects. The substantial increase ($3.8 
million) in technical assistance expenditures between 
1970 and 1971, previously described, was primarily 
due to support for three large scale activities totaling 
$2.7 million: the New England Resource Center for 
Occupational Education ($1.4 million), the New 
England Program in Teacher Education ($800,000), 
Health Projects ($289,000), and Nashua River Pro- 
gram Management ($250,000). (See Tabie B-4, Ap- 
pendix). 

4. Through the use of supplemental grant funds the 
NERC has supported projects which serve State and 
regional objectives. In 1969, according to the Annual 
Report, these funds were allotted one-half to State 
and one-half to regional projects. In 1971, however, 
the commission decided that all funds-both techni- 
cal assistance and supplemental funds-would be al- 
located to specific projects according to a plan adopt- 
ed at the beginning of the fiscal year instead of being 
obligated on the basis of proposals received as the year 
progressed, which had been the practice in the past. 

Cumulatively, from 1968 through the early part of 
1971, the commission expended, through the use of 
supplemental funds, $9.3 million in support of 50 
projects with a total cost of $100 million. Eleven of 
these were vocational educational facilities and pro- 
grams, five were technical training facilities, ten were 
sewage treatment facilities, five were water treatment 
systems, and another live were marine resources and 
port facilities. The remaining 14 projects covered 
hospitals (3), airporls (41, library (I), mental health 
( I ) ,  teachers training (21, dental facilities (I), and 
industrial development (2). The prime grantor 
included a total of nine Federal agencies: HEW was 
the prime grantor for 20 projects; pollution control 

and water quality agencies now included in EPA 
sponsored nine of the projects; and EDA was the 
prime support for seven. The remaining projects 
involved HUD, FHA, FAA, the Departments of 
Labor and Interior, and the National Science 
Foundation. (See Table B-5, Appendix). 

5. The "first dollar" money available under the 
1969 amendments to the PWED Act totaled $708,000 
for the year 1970. This was used for four projects: a 
ferry terminal ($200,000); a sewer system related to 
the Nashua River project ($368,000); and two water- 
supply systems ($140,000). 

Regional Plan and Commission Policy 

The NERC Regional Development Plan points to 
five basic problems facing New England: (1) intra- 
regional income disparity, (2) extreme variation in 
environmental quality, (3) educational resources, (4) 
transportation facilities, and (5) minority group social 
and economic disadvantages. The commission's basic 
goal is to utilize the region's strength to reduce eco- 
nomic weakness and to expand the range of economic 
choices available to residents of the region. The plan 
recognizes that programs are needed to encourage a 
better distribution of private enterprise, increase jobs 
in depressed areas, help the disadvantaged to improve 
job skills, and provide the necessary infrastructure and 
essential governmental services in underdeveloped 
areas. 

-4. strategy is presented which recognizes the basic 
industrial and geographic cleavage between the 
northern underdeveloped States and the economically 
advanced southern tier States. One objective is to dis- 
perse new economic growth opportunities to the re- 
gion's non-metropolitan areas. A parallel objective is 
to "alleviate the economic and social costs created by 
economic growth in congested metropolitan areas." A 
special concern for maintaining high environmental 
quality in any economic expansion and dispersion is 
also emphasized. 

To assist 'economic dispersion, NERC indicates 
that it will undertake planning and program activities 
to encourage the improvement of public facilities and 
services in non-metropolitan areas serving as growth 
centers, stimulate decentralization of new and 
expanding industries, provide services essential to a 
modern community, and coordinate economic dellel- 
opment activities throughout the region.  he com- 
mission plans to designate growth centers of varying 
types. Communities with one or two dominant indus- 
tries, those with a diversified industrial base, and 
those serving as recreational centers will be 
considered. The first two growth centers selected are 
St. Albans, Vermont and Bangor, Maine. Differential 



strategies to extend services to non-metropolitan 
fringe areas to invite economic dispersion and to 
exploit tourism and seasonal homes in the more re- 
mote areas are included in NERC policy. Along with 
these efforts, programs to improve economic oppor- 
tunities through private and public programs of 
improved education, vocational training, more ac- 
cessible transportation, improved housing and support 
for growth industries and minority enterprises are 
planned. 

Within the broad strategy that the above policy 
goals represent, the NERC Plan identifies a five year 
regional action program in five major areas of con- 
cern. 

1. Human Resources 
a. Labor Skills 
b. Education 
c. Health 
d. Housing 

2. Natural Resources 
a. Waste Management 
b. Land Management 
c. Resource Management 

3. Commercial and Industrial Development 
4. Transportation 
5. Government Services 

Within each of these ten major subject areas, spe- 
cific program activities and cost estimates required to 
upgrade economic activity are described as a guide for 
commission and State planning and implementation 
efforts. In commercial and industrial development, 
for example, area needs and issues are described in 
terms of the dispersal of economic activity, the foster- 
ing of new industries, the reduction of artificial barri- 
ers to development, and the improved utilization of 
current resources. 

The objective of achieving a dispersal of economic 
activity will be related to the designation of three to 
five growth centers and the channeling of grant funds 
to those centers largely for the development of the 
necessary public facilities. A budget of $15 million is 
estimated as the fiscal requirement for this effort. 

A broad plan to foster new industries including 
marine industries, recreation areas and inner city en- 
terprises is described and an estimated budget of $4.4 
million is attached. Ocean resources are cited as an 
underutilized resource, the development of which will 
bolster the declining state of New England's tradi- 
tional land industries. Central city industries also 
must be assisted to expand and create new employ- 
ment opportunities. The recreation industry, including 
tourism and vacation-home construction, is viewed as 
an important economic activity requiring expansion 
and regional support. The plan also cites the need to 
reduce the artificial barriers to development, such as 

high freight rates and fuel costs, and the need to 
improve the electric power system. 

Each of the other problem areas described in the 
five year regional action programs are treated in a 
somewhat similar manner with varying specificity. 
The action program describes NERC policies de- 
signed to support these activities, but it does not 
identify specific roles and required actions by other 
governmental agencies. It should be noted, however, 
that NERC emphasizes the use of existing institu- 
tions-public and private-to support and assist in the 
development of regional economic activities. State 
plans and their annual revisions are expected to reflect 
the State and regional emphases described. 

Relationships Between NERC and the 
New England River Basin Commission 

The six New England States are also members of 
the New England River Basins Commission 
(NERBC) established under the Water Resources 
Planning Act of 1965. The function of the River Basin 
Commission is to "identify the best use or combina- 
tion of uses of water and related land resources to 
meet all the region's forseeable needs through 
development projects and resources to protect and 
enhance the quality of natural environments." " 

A memorandum of understanding between NERC 
and NERBC was formulated March 1969, in which 
each agency recognized the mandate and program 
objectives of the other and the need for coordination 
of their planning and action programs. Accordingly, 
the memorandum specifies that the two agencies will 
maintain close liaison, exchange research and study 
materials, maintain a continuous flow of information 
on program development in areas of mutual interest 
and seek advice and consultation with each other. The 
agencies further pledge to coordinate their planning 
activity and formulate mutually compatible plans. 

FOUR CORNERS REGIONAL 
COMMISSION 

Profile of the Region 
and Its Commission 

Stimulus for the establishment of the Four Corners 
Regional Commission came from the governors of 
Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico and Utah. Following 
passage of the PWED Act of 1965, these governors 
explored, with the help of university consultants and 
EDA, the possibility of designating the area as an 
economic development region. This was accom- 
plished and the necessary documents signed in late 



December 1966. The original boundaries have not 
been changed, although there have been discussions 
of a possible expansion to include additional counties 
in New Mexico and to include whole rather than 
part States. The initial organizational meeting of the 
commission was held nine months later in Septem- 
ber 1967. 

Population and sub-regional composition. The des- 
ignated region covers an area of 288,460 square 
miles, which makes it larger in area than any of the 
Title V Regions or Appalachia. In terms of its 
population, estimated at 1.9 million in 1967, the re- 
gion ranks as the smallest and has the lowest popula- 
tion density. 

The population is nut evenly divlded among the 
States. New Mexico and Colorado each have about 
one-third of the region's population; Arizona and 
Utah each have about one-sixth of the region's total. 
Collectively, the population of the four State compo- 
nents of the region represents one-third the total 
population of the States involved. (See Table 20.) 

The region's population growth rate in the period 
1960-67 was 1.6 percent, slightly higher than the na- 
tional rate of 1.4 percent, but well below the 2.6 per- 
cent in the non-region portion of the four States. 
Mexican-Americans represent 18 percent of total 
population, and Indians an additional seven percent. 

The Four Corners Region includes about 75 percent 
of the territory of the four States and 92 of the States' 
138 counties. (See Table 21.) As of June 1971, there 
were 72 redevelopment areas, five economic devel- 
opment districts (EDD's) and nlne growth centers 
designated within the region. A significant number 
of the redevelopment areas, particularly in Arizona 
and New Mexico are designated because they are 
Indian reservations, and have experienced a high 
degree of economic distress. 

Regional economic deficiencies and characteristics. 
The Four Corners Region had a population density in 
1967 of 6.6 persons per square mile making it one of 
the most sparsely populated areas in the nation. A 
unique feature of  the region is that it contains both 
Indian and Spanish-American cultures, in addition to 
the prevalent Anglo-American group, which exist as 
distinct and separate groups. The cultural composi- 
tion is related to the regioc's physical characteristics. 
As the FCRC's 1969 Annual Report puts it, these 
earlier cultures have survived because of ". . . the re- 
gion's lack of attractivenecs to Anglo-Americans in 
the 19th Century (apart from the Mormon migration 
to Utah), due to the almost total lack uz' level imd  
suitable for agriculture wilhuut irrigation."" Further, 
the report points out that thc inadequate resource base 

TABLE 20 
POPULATION DlSTRlBUTlON OF FCRC, 1967 

(In Thousands) 

Regional Percent Total 
Regional Area Population Of Region State Pop. 

Arizona . . . . . . 31 2 16 1,645 
Colorado . . . . . 660 34 2,018 
New Mexico . . . 725 37 1,027 
Utah . . . . . . . . 262 - 13 - 1,037 - 

1,959 100 5,727 

Source: FCRC Regional Plan, p. 21. 

of the reservations and subsistence farms, where many 
of these people live, severely retards improvement in 
their standard of living. 

Another distinctive characteristic of the region is 
the pattern of land ownership which is dominated by 
public, largely Federal, land holdings. Among the 
four State sectors, the amount of federally owned land 
varies from 34 percent in New Mexico to 66 percent in 
Utah. Acreage held as Indian Trust land or by State 
and local governments further decreases the amount 
held in private ownership from a low of 16 percent in 
Arizona to 59 percent in Colorado. New Mexico's 44 
percent and Utah's 24 percent falling in the middle 
range. 

The FCRC's Comprehensive Development Plan 
describes the region's basic economic problems in 
terms of the employment and income patterns in 
agriculture, mining, manufacturing and governmental 
service. 

The proportion of the region's employment in 
agriculture exceeds the national average by about 
50 percent and the proportion of personal income 
generated by agricultural activities exceeds the na- 
tional average by an even greater margin. 

Mining as a source of employment and income 

TABLE 21 
COUNTY COMPOSITION OF FCRC REGION 

Counties 

State Total In Region 

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . ? 4 9 
Colorado . . . . . . . . . 63 40 
New Mexico . . . . . . . 32 22 * 
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 - 21 - 

Total . . . . . . . . . 138 92" --- 
"Includes a portion of one county. 
Source: FCRC First Annual Report, 1968, p. IL. 



generation is also disproportionately high in the 
region compared to either the national average or 
the average for the four States. 

On the other hand, manufacturing activity rep- 
resents a relatively minor portion of the region's 
economic base. Nationally, manufacturing repre- 
sents about 25 percent of all employment and 30 
percent of personal income generation. In the re- 
gion, only nine percent of employment is in man- 
ufacturing, and it provides only ten percent of 
personal income. 

The importance of government employment 
(Federal, State and local) is indicated by the fact 
that it represents 26 percent of the region's 
employment compared to 16 percent for the nation 
and it generates approximately 30 percent of the 
region's income compared to 17 percent for the 
nation. 
These variations are considered to be indices of 

serious economic dislocations because the four activi- 
ties are the key sources of the region's income and 
they represent relatively low value-added activities.lY 
This condition is made more severe by the fact that 
predicted employment trends in these activities within 
the region are not favorable. Agricultural employ- 
ment has decreased 27 percent since 1960, and even 
more seriously in the preceding decade. Mining 
employment decreased more than 20 percent during 
the sixties. While manufacturing employment in- 
creased by 16 percent in the same period, it remains a 
minor economic activity. Moreover, the increase was 
less than one-half the increase in the preceding de- 
cade. Government employment, however, rose sub- 
stantially by 55 percent in the 1960-70 period.?O 

The region's per capita income level was about 
one-third below the U. S. average in 1966. Averages in 
the State components ranged from a low of $1,832 in 
Arizona to $2,469 in Colorado. (See Table 22.) 

The data in the FCRC Development Plan also 
indicates that while the annual percentage change in 

TABLE 22 
LEVELS OF PER CAPITA 

INCOME I N  STATE SECTORS OF THE FOUR 
CORNERS REGION, 1966 

State Sectors Per Capita l ncome 
- -- 

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,832 
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,469 
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,324 
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,903 
Region Average . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,232 
U.S. Average . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,963 

Source: FCRC Comprehensive Development Plan, p. 46. 

per capita income was 3.0 percent for the U. S., it was 
only 1.6 for the region and in the lowest per capita 
sector of the region (Arizona) the annual change was 
a mere 0.2 percent. This indicates that the lag in the 
region's economic activity, compared to national 
indices, is becoming more acute. 

Specific data on migration patterns in and out of 
the region are not available. The FCRC Develop- 
ment Plan states that there was a general population 
decline, or net out-migration, during the period 1960- 
1966. Of the 92 counties in the region, 47 had a 
population decline during the period while another 23 
had net out-migration even with a population 
increase. A total of 22 counties increased in popula- 
tion with net in-migrati~n.~'  

Because of the significance of Spanish-Americans 
and Indians in the region's population, representation 
of these groups in the employment structure is of spe- 
cial importance. Data compiled by the commission 
indicates that these groups tend to be over-represented 
in the low skill job categories and under-represented in 
the managerial, professional and technical categories. 
Female members of these population groups are 
under-represented at all levels. 

Commission organization and personnel. The Fed- 
eral co-chairman and the governors of the four States 
constitute the Four Corners Regional Commission. It 
meets quarterly and, normally, all governors are in 
attendance. Alternates meet in the interim between 
commission meetings and at special times, but 
seldom more than six to eight times each year. Alter- 
nates, with gubernatorial instructions, make initial 
decisions on projects and studies to be funded by 
FCRC. These decisions are later reviewed and ratified 
by the full commission. 

As of July 1970, the gubernatorial members had not 
changed since the commission's founding. Two of the 
four alternate members had changed, however, one 
resigned to become the present Federal co-chairman. 
During the life of the commission there have been 
four different Federal co-chairmen and two State co- 
chairmen. 

The commission's staff is located in Farmington, 
New Mexico, and consists of eight professionals and 
ten at the secretarial-clerical levels. Staff principals 
are assigned to cover the following subject areas: 
(1) State investment planning and transportation; 
(2) industrial development and tourism; (3) vocation- 
al education and health; (4) agriculture and natural 
resources; and (5) water. The Federal co-chairman's 
staff is located in Washington and consists of four 
persons: one professional; a part-time consultant and 
two secretaries. In addition, the Federal co-chairman 



TABLE 23 
FOUR CORNERS REGIONAL COMMISSION EXPENDITURES FY 1968-1971 

1968 1969 1970 1971 Total 

Object Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount (Est.) % 

Federal Co -chairman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 86,507 8.7 $ 189,842 5.9 $ 215,759 4.6 $ 216,000 3.0 $ 708,108 4.4 

Commission Admin. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13,600 1.4 387,256 12.1 432,850 9.2 390,000 5.5 1,223,706 7.6 

State Planning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  144,000 14.4 80,000 2.5 224,000 4.8 272,112 3.8 

Technical Assistance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,500 .3 459,506 14.3 1,188,802 25.4 711,569 10.0 2,362,377 14.8 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration 

Supplemental . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  750,000 75.3 2,095,000 65.2 2,595,000 55.4 5,100,000 71.6 $10,540,000 65.8 - - - - 
Totals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $996,607 100.0 $3,211,604 100.0 $4,684,711 100.0 $7,121,181 100.0 $16,014,103 100.0 

Source: Compiled by FCRC staff on the basis of the Commission's Administrative Expense and Categorical Summary Book. 



has an office in Albuquerque, New Mexico staffed by 
two assistants and a secretary. Two economists are 
employed as continuing consultants to complete the 
comprehensive development plan. 

Commission meetings and major reports issued. The 
FCRC's organizational meeting was held in Septem- 
ber 1967. Regular quarterly meetings have been held 
since then. Commission decisions are made by formal 
resolutions which are maintained as a permanent rec- 
ord, but not in code form. 

Early in 1968, the commission selected transpor- 
tation, education and health, agriculture, mineral, and 
industry as areas for priority attention. To help define 
its goals in these and related areas, the commission, 
during its first year completed a reconnaissance study 
of the economic research applicable to the region and 
a preliminary study of demographic characteristics of 
its residents. 

The commission has engaged in and supported, 
using technical assistance funds, a wide variety of re- 
search studies on topics of region-wide and State in- 
terest. Most of these studies are in subject areas iden- 
tified in and related to the Comprehensive Develop- 
ment Plan. As a matter of policy, study contractors 
are required to prepare a report for the commission, 
and the reports are published. FCRC staff indicates 
that a vocational education master plan and the 
highway portion of the transportation plan have been 
completed and are used as guides for commission and 
State action. Other research and planning studies re- 
late to economic base analyses, health planning, 
industrial development, tourism and recreation, and 
agriculture. Specific study topics range from pine 
stump processing in Arizona to vocational area plan- 
ning in Utah. Currently, the commission's policy is to 
reduce the number of and amounts expended for re- 
search studies and to increase the emphasis on action 
programs and specific demonstration projects. 

The FCRC's draft Comprehensive Development 
Plan was completed in September 1970. The plan is 
now being reviewed, updated, and revised. Completion 
is scheduled for early 1972. 

Fiscal Base and Expenditure Patterns 

Because of d&ulties in getting the FCRC organ- 
ized and staffed and in determining its program 
emphasis, the early years of the commission's life 
were marked by significant differences between 
amounts allocated for planning and technical as- 
sistance and actual expenditures for these purposes. 
This resulted in the carrying forward and recommit- 
ment of allocated funds to other program purposes in 
successive fiscal years. The Federal co-chairman's 

staff reports that beginning with FY 1972, there will 
be a closer relationship between amounts allocated 
and actual expenditures. FCRC expenditure patterns 
and trends, based on data presented in Table 23, are 
summarized below. 

1. FCRC's estimated total expenditures for FY 
1971 were $7.1 million. The 1971 level was slightly 
more than 50 percent higher than that for 1970, and 
almost 2'A times the 1969 level. These overall in- 
creases are comparable generally to  increases in the 
New England and Coastal Plains Regional Commis- 
sions' expenditures for the same years. The increase 
was due to a near doubling of the amount spent on 
supplemental grants ($2.6 million to $5.1 million) be- 
tween the years 1970-1971. Also, the amounts allo- 
cated for technical assistance and support of State 
planning increased significantly over 1969 levels. 

Demonstration grants, authorized by the 1969 
amendments to the PWED Act, constituted a signifi- 
cant amount in 1971 ($431,000), but the amount 
expended for technical assistance projects decreased 
by about the same amount. 

Expenditures for the Federal co-chairman and his 
staff, and the commission's administrative expenses, 
have remained at about the same level over the past 
three years. State planning grants have varied, but 
during the past two years they have leveled off. I t  is 
the policy of the commission to divide State planning 
grants evenly among the four States. (See Table 23.) 

2. A total of slightly more than $16 million has 
been expended by FCRC since its inception. Supple- 
mental grants accounted for 66 percent of the total 
and technical assistance grants represented 15 per- 
cent. About eight percent of the total are commission 
administrative expenditures. State planning grants 
and expenses of the Federal co-chairman each 
amounted to about four percent of the cumulative to- 
tal expenditures. Demonstration grants amounted to 
$459,000, or about three percent of the total. 

3. Based on analysis of supplemental grant 
expenditures from 1968 through 197 1, the commis- 
sion has supported a total of 97 supplemental grant 
projects representing a total expenditure of $10.5 mil- 
lion. Of these, 37 were industrial development projects 
amounting to $3.4 million (32 percent); 31 were natu- 
ral resources projects for $1.3 million (12 percent); 15 
were transportation oriented, mostly highways, for 
$3.5 million (34 percent); and human resource proj- 
ects, about evenly divided between vocational educa- 
tion and health facilities, represented $2.4 million (22 
percent). (See Table B-6, Appendix.) While the size of 
the grants have varied from year to year and from 
project to project, the aggregate amount expended in 
each State since the commission's establishment is 



fairly comparable, ranging from $2.4 million (23 per- 
cent) in Arizona to $2.8 million (27.percent) in Colo- 
rado. (See Table B-7, Appendix) 

4. A total of 22 supplemental grant projects were 
completed by March 1971. In these completed proj- 
ects, the FCRC provided $1.1 million financial sup- 
port, or 24 percent of the total project cost of $4.4 
million. As of the same date a total of 35 projects, 
completed and in process, were categorized as having 
exclusive or primary impact on Indian or Spanish- 
American residents of the region. The total cost of 
these projects was $13.5 million of which the FCRC 
amount was slightly less than $2 million (15 percent). 

Federal agencies which served as the prime grantor 
for supplemental grant projects included HEW, DOT, 
Interior, agencies now included in EPA, USDA, 
FHA, FAA, and EDA. EDA served as the prime 
grantor in about 11 percent of the projects to date. 

5. The total amount of demonstration grant money 
expended by FCRC is slightly less than $460,000 and 
supported 13 projects. Five of these provided spe- 
cialized training and mobile vocational training units. 
Other projects included health demonstration, ground 
water studies, industrial development and minority 
business enterprises, and agriculture facilities. 

Regional Plan and Commission Policy 

The FCRC Comprehensive Development Plan 
states that the commission's goal is to "reduce and 
ultimately eliminate the job gap." This is no small 
order. The magnitude of the gap as measured in 1967 
was reported at about 137,000 jobs and $1.5 billion 
income. If existing trends are not reversed, according 
to the plan, the gap will widen by 1975 to 206,000 
needed jobs and $3.4 billion in absent income. None- 
theless, it is recognized that the proposed annual 
growth rate of more than 12 percent required to close 
the gap by, 1975 is unrealistic. The commission iden- 
tifies 7.7 percent as a more practical annual income 
growth and its operating targets of 173,000 new jobs 
and $1.7 increase in aggregate regional income is 
based on this figure. To meet this scaled down goal, 
$4.5 billion of new capital investment will be needed 
and this, in the commission's judgment, should be 
provided by the private and public sectors on a three 
to one ratio. Moreover, the commission assumes the 
smaller public share should be split into "90 percent 
Federal and ten percent State-local shares." 

The development plan describes at some length the 
methodologies currently being explored and employed 
to create a strategy for regional economic develop- 
ment. The procedure involves identification of par- 
ticular activities within sectors of the region. The 

model is described as "crude," but an improvement 
and amplification of the economic base multiplier 
approach. These efforts are scheduled for completion 
and application to the development strategy during 
1971. 

In the meantime, the FCRC has relied on earlier 
survey efforts to identify five activities of fundamental 
importance to the region: government, manufactur- 
ing, mining, agriculture, and tourism. The commis- 
sicn has supported research and planning studies in all 
these areas and in the related areas of vocational edu- 
cation, manpower, and transportation. Thus, the 
commission's policy guidance is still based on its res- 
olution approved early in 1968 summarized as fol- 
lows: 

Transportation--improve the highway systems to 
provide access and a means to increase tourism; 

Education and health-determine education, health, 
and sociological needs and meet these by providing 
the facilities and programs required; 

Agriculture-develop new agriculture programs 
and employment opportunities and thus stabilize 
population; 

Mineral-develop new processing plants and 
exploit new mineral processing technologies; and 

Industry-encourage new industries by dssisting 
public and private agencies to create essential infra- 
structure. 

The commission also seeks to establish regional 
developmental incentives through favorable tax 
structures, a regional development bank and similar 
programs. 

The need for establishing a more effective system 
for relating Federal fund allocations to regional pri- 
ority targets has been stressed. On this score, the 
commission opts for programming such expenditures 
through the appropriate Federal agency, but with the 
FCRC in a stronger review and coordinating role. 
Also, the plan calls for direct appropriation to the 
FCRC of $50 million per year during 197 1-1975. This 
is the estimated Federal share of the new investment 
money required to close the job and income gap. The 
FCRC would utilize these funds in its grant programs, 
relying on existing Federal and State agencies to assist 
in the development of new economic activity. 

The FCRC recognizes that primary direction and 
priority assignment for project selection and support 
should be based on State investment plans. Until such 
plans are formulated, the commission's own priori- 
ties, formulated in early 1969, are applied in the order 
indicated below: 

-favor projects bringing additional permanent 
employment to the most distressed areas; 
-establish vocational training in such areas; 



TABLE 24 
POPULATION OF UPPER GREAT 

LAKES REGION, BY STATE COMPONENT 

State Portion Population Percent 

Wisconsin . . . . . . .  1,115,600 40.1 
Minnesota . . . . . . .  962,900 34.6 
Michigan . . . . . . . .  703,800 25.3 - 

2,782,300 100.0 

Source: U G L R C , E c o ~ i c A t l a s ,  p. 3. 

-provide access for tourism and industrial devel- 
opment; 
-select projects having a high employment to 
investment ratio; 
-support health and social facilities develop- 
ment; and 
u t i l i z e  available local funds. 

THE UPPER GREAT LAKES 
REGIONAL COMMISSION 

Profile of the Region 
and Its Commission 

The Upper Great Lakes Region covers a vast area 
in the north-central portion of the United States which 
is dominated by the Great Lakes. Historically, the 
region's economic development was based on its 
natural resources. Exploitation of these resources to 
the exclusion of adequate development of a broad- 
based, balanced economic structure accounts for a 
significant part of the region's economic dislocation 
and underdevelopment. Recognition of these condi- 
tions by the governors of Michigan, Minnesota and 
Wisconsin and the Secretary of Commerce led to the 
creation of the UGLRC. Based on the criteria spec- 
ified in the Act, an area consisting of 119 counties in 
the northern parts of the three States mentioned was 
designated as the Upper Great Lakes Region, and the 
UGLRC was officially organized in April 1967. 

Population and sub-regional composition. The 119 
UGLRC counties cover an area of 116,000 square 
miles, about 60 percent of the total area of the three 
States. The total population in 1967 was estimated at 
2.8 million representing 18 percent of the combined 
population of the three States. The Wisconsin portion 
of the region has the largest population, about 40 
percent of the total. Minnesota's segment represents 
35 percent and Michigan 25 percent. (See Table 24.) 

Population growth in the region has been slow and 
lags considerably behind the nation and the portions 

of the three States outside the region. The growth 
rate for the region during the decades 1940-1950 and 
1950-1960 was 1.6 percent and 3.6 percent, respec- 
tively, compared to 14.5 percent and 22.6 percent for 
the non-regional portions of the three States during 
the same periods. The national growth rates for these 
decades were 14.5 percent and 18.5 percent. The rate 
of growth was stagnant between 1960 and 1965. There 
was an upswing during 1965-1966 which produced a 
1.6 percent net increase for the six year period 1960- 
1966. The national increase during this period was 
9.8 percent.'' The average population density of the 
region in 1967 was 24 persons per square mile-less 
than half the national average-with the northern 
sectors having the lowest densities. 

The 119 counties within the region represent about 
half the total number of counties in the three States, 
collectively and individually. (See Table 25.) As of 
June 1971, there were 101 EDA designated redevel- 
opment areas, nine EDD's and 14 growth centers in 
the region. The number of redevelopment areas 
varied from 59 in Michigan to 21 in Wisconsin. The 
most frequent basis on which these areas were desig- 
nated was unemployment. 

Regional economic deficiencies and characteristics. 
Geographically, the region is an area of woodlands 
and water, dominated by the Great Lakes. The 
population is scattered among small cities and towns 
to the exclusion of any large metropolitan area. The 
region's main natural resources are timber and 
minerals and these have conditioned its economic 
development. The UGLRC development plan points 
out that it was the heavy, continuous exploitation of 
these resources which produced a booming regional 
economy in the 18th and early 19th centuries. "But the 
disproportionate reliance of the region on forestry 
and copper and iron mining hindered the development 
of a diverse and solid economit base which could have 
generated continuing growth. The large scale nature 
of (these) operations; coupled with small scale agri- 
culture, created serious imbalances in the regional 

TABLE 25 
COMPOSITION OF UGLRC REGION 

Counties 

State Total In Region 

Michigan . . . . . . . . .  83 
Minnesota . . . . . . . .  87 
Wisconsin . . . . . . . .  72 - 

Total . . . . . . . .  242 

Source: D a t a  produced by UGLRC staff. 

8 1 



economy whose effects have persisted until the 
1970's."*' Forestry employment in Michigan dropped 
from 18,000 in 1918 to 10,000 in 1946; employment in 
the copper mines decreased from more than 12,000 in 
1919 to 3,200 in 1939; iron mining leveled off in Mich- 
igan after 1916, and in Minnesota, after 1953.'' 
Mechani~ation of agriculture eliminated small farms 
and reduced agricultural employment. These are the 
primary factors underlying the economic dislocations 
of the region summarized below. 

1. Out-migration from the region, especially 
among the under 30 age group, has been a significant 
characteristic. During the period 1950-60, the net out- 
migration was 257,000 persons, the great majority of 
whom were under 30 years of age. 

2. Unemployment has been consistently higher in 
the region than national averages. During the period 
1960-67, the regional unemployment percentage 
ranged between 67 to 100 percent higher than the 
national average. In 1967, the rate for the region was 
7.19 percent compared to a rate of 3.9 for the nation 
as a whole. The rate within the region ranged from 
10.0 percent for the Michigan portion to 5.4 percent 
for the Wisconsin segment. Moreover, UGLRC re- 
ports that there is some "hidden" unemployment due 
to the fact that a smaller percentage of the eligible 
age group participates as members of the labor force. 

3. Trends in the region's employment distribution 
shows the continuing decline in agriculture, forestry 
and fisheries, some increase in mining and manufac- 
turing employment, and larger increases in the service 
employment fields. The percentage of total employ- 
ment in agriculture, forestry and fisheries decreased 
from 18.8 to 13.2 percent during 1960 to 1967, while 
the manufacturing employment percentage increased 
from 18.2 to 20.0. The percentage of employment in 
mining increased slightly during the same period, but 
it represented less than three percent of the total in 
both 1960 and 1967. The average annual compound 
rate of increase in employment for the Upper Great 
Lakes Region is projected at 1.1 percent compared to 
1.5 percent for the remainder of the three State area 
and 1.4 percent for the nation. By 1980, these differ- 
ential rates can be expected to produce a lag of about 
78,000 jobs in the regi0n.l' 

4. Per capita income in 1967 for residents of the 
region was $2,419, about 30 percent below the na- 
tional average for that year of $3,159. Not unexpect- 
edly, per capita income is lowest in those parts of the 
region where agriculture predominates. UGLRC 
studies indicate that the income gap is widening. "In 
1950 the total income gap for the Upper Great Lakes 
Region was approximately $1.1 billion. By 1967, in 
light of the increases in both the per capita dollar gap 

and population, the total dollar gap widened to $2.1 
billion, or double that of the 1950 income d i~pa r i t y . "~~  

5. The UGLRC Plan notes also that Federal 
expenditures per capita to the region lagged behind 
per capita amounts to the non-regional portion of the 
States, and behind the national average. Federal out- 
lays in the region came to $567 per capita in 1967, 
compared to $631 in the non-regional portion of the 
three States, and $861 in the nation as a whole.27 

6. In 1960, 40.7 percent of the region's housing 
was classified as unsound, compared to 26 percent for 
the nation. This reflects rural blight and the lower 
housing maintenance standards.28 

7. Educational attainment in the region, as of 
1960, was generally comparable with the U. S. median 
of 10.6 years of school completed. In about one-fourth 
of the counties educational attainment was equal to or 
above the national average. 

Commission organization and personnel. The 
Commission consists of the governors of the three 
States and the Federal co-chairman and conforms to 
the organizational and general operational pattern of 
other commissions established under Title V of the 
PWED Act of 1965. It meets regularly on a quarterly 
basis; governors appoint alternates who may represent 
them as voting members; alternates meet monthly or, 
more recently, once during the period between quar- 
terly meetings; decisions of the commission require 
the majority vote of State members and the affirma- 
tive vote of the Federal co-chairman; and a State co- 
chairman is elected on a yearly rotating basis. The 
commission operates under a charter and set of by- 
laws adopted at the initial organizational meeting in 
early 1967. 

Total commission membership is four. In the ap- 
proximately four year period of the commission's 
life, three different Federal co-chairmen and six 
different governors have served as members. The al- 
ternate for Michigan is usually the Director of the 
State Department of Commerce, and the alternate for 
Wisconsin is a designated faculty member of the 
University of Wisconsin Extension Service. At least 
six different alternatives have served in that capacity 
during the life of the commission. 

As a matter of commission policy, the size of the 
staff has been kept to a minimum level, and there is no 
staff executive director. Currently the staff numbers 
four, consisting of two professionals and two secre- 
taries. The number of staff authorized, including the 
executive directors position, is 19. 

The Federal co-chairman has a staff of six persons, 
three of whom are at the professional level. The 
number of authorized positions is eight. 



Commission meetings and major reports issued. The 
commission has held a total of 16 regular and special 
meetings since its establishment. Decisions are made 
and action taken on the basis of resolutions passed in 
accordance with commission by-laws and recorded in 
the official minutes. Review of the minutes indicates 
that meetings are brief, usually lasting from one to 
two hours, and focused primarily on review and ap- 
proval of studies and projects eligible for UGLRC 
fiscal support and previously screened by staff and al- 
ternates. The role of the UGLRC compared to other 
Title V commissions, the Department of Commerce, 
and Congressional action are also subjects frequently 
discussed. 

Early decisions of UGLRC have greatly influenced 
the commission's role, operating pattern, and orga- 
nization. It was decided as a matter of policy that the 
commission: 

--should not operate as "a new layer of government or a super 
agency"; 
---should emphasize action programs wherever and whenever 
possible; 
-should utilize pre-existing State planning studies and guides to 
the maximum extent possible; and 
-should adopt the role of coordinator of "-private, local, State 
and Federal efforts to revitalize the economy of our region."2Y 

In accordance with this commission policy, the 
governors organized task forces in each of the three 
States to collect and review the planning that already 
had been completed as a basis for determining what 
each State saw as its development problems. This was 
completed and forqed the basis of a Combined State 
Report on Early Program Priorities with an estimated 
cost of $203 million. In the absence of commission 
funding at this level, this initial plan was reviewed and 
revised to a level of $23.1 million level of funding as 
described in the commission's Prospectus for Re- 
gional Development, First Year Investments, pub- 
lished in June 1969. The State-by-State orientation 
was changed into more of a regional orientation in the 
process. 

The Department of Commerce, continued to urge 
the development of a more comprehensive, five-year 
regional plan. The minutes indicate that the governors 
were reluctant to undertake this kind of a planning 
effort "-until some program funding was provided for 
the present request of $23.1 million as expressed in the 
1969 report identified above. However, an effort was 
mounted and the "Regional Economic Development 
Plan and Five Year Program" (Final Draft) was pub- 
lished in December 1970. The document was reviewed 
and approved by the Federal Advisory Council and 
the Secretary of Commerce and was submitted to the 
President in September 197 1. 

This experience in the development of a regional 

plan is cited to indicate the particular way in which, 
the UGLRC sees its role in relation to Federal and 
State government. The decision not to provide a re- 
gional planning staff headed by an executive director 
is consistent with a posture in which the commission 
coordinates the State planning process from a re- 
gional viewpoint rather than to carry on a separate 
regional planning operation. Moreover, the commis- 
sion by resolution has vested administrative authority 
and control in its Executive Committee consisting of 
the Federal and State co-chairmen. In effect, this 
places primary authority for staE operations with the 
Federal co-chairman. 

In addition to the planning reports mentioned, the 
commission has supported about 90 research and 
demonstration projects covering a wide range of sub- 
jects of regional, State and individual industry impor- 
tance. Subjects covered in these studies and dem- 
onstration projects include inland waterway 
management, timber marketing, growth center re- 
search, vocational training, iron ore pellitizing pro- 
cess, land use information system, and many other 
subjects. 

Fiscal Base and Expenditure Pattern 

The following summary describes the major trends 
and patterns in the UGLRC expenditures over the 
five year period 1967- 197 1.  

1. The estimated level of CJGLRC expenditures for 
FY 1971 is $7.8 million, 95 percent above the ap- 
proximate $4.0 million level reported for each of the 
three preceding years, 1968-1970. The higher level is 
accounted for by a significant increase in technical 
assistance and supplemental grants. The dollar in- 
crease in these two expenditure categories was $3.5 
million or 94 percent of the total increase in funds and 
is explained in part by the use of fund transfers. In 
1970, there was a considerable amount of unexpended 
money in the regional planning-technical assistance 
category. The availability of these funds and the 
commission's belief that a greater need for project 
activity existed at the time resulted in decisions to 
transfer the funds to the supplemental grant category. 
UGLRC support for State planning assistance began 
in 1968 with a total for the three States of $l4l,SOO. In  
each of the succeeding three years the total amount 
expended for this purpose was $195,000 divided 
equally among the three States. Outlays for com- 
mission expenditures and for the Federal co-chairman 
remained at about the same level after the first year. 
(See Table 26.) 

2. The total amount of money expended by the 



TABLE 26 
UPPER GREAT LAKES REGIONAL COMMISSION FUNDS OBLIGATION HISTORY AND BUDGET LEVEL 1967-1971 

Amount (In Thousands) and Percent of ~ o t a l '  

Object FYI967 % FYI968 % FYI969 % FYI970 % FY19712 % Totals % 

Expenses of Federal 
CO-chairman . . . . . . . . . $ 91 

Expenses of Commission . . . . 403 

Region Planning and 
Technical Assistance3 . . . 542 

Supplemental Grants-in-Aid . . - - 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1,036 

1UGLRC staff reports that the total shown represent actual expenditures in  each category. However, there were transfers of funds from one fiscal year to another so that the amount 
shown for any particular year may not be accurate. 

3lncludes grants to  States to support State planning in following amounts: 1968 - $141,500; 1969 - $195,000; 1970 - $195,000; 1971 - $195,000. Total - $726,500 
(3 percent of $20,795). 

Source: Provided by UGLRC staff based on OMB budget data. 



commission in the five year period was $20.8 million 
with supplemental grants accounting for 73 percent of 
the figure. Demonstration grants authorized under the 
1969 amendments to the PWED Act are included in 
this total for supplemental grants. The State planning 
and technical assistance grants totaled 18 percent of 
all expenditures, while expenses for the Federal co- 
chairman and commission administration come to 
about four percent each. The heavy emphasis on sup- 
plemental grant projects reflects the commission's 
previously described policy to concentrate on action 
programs, using pre-existent State plans, and not en- 
gage in new regional planning activities. 

3. As of June 30, 1971, the commission provided 
fiscal support for about 90 technical assistance studies 
and projects at a total UGLRC cost of about $3 mil- 
lion, not including $726,500 for State planning as- 
sistance. The activities supported cover a wide range 
of subjects and widely varying grant amounts. The 
largest, in terms of grant size, include the following: 
(See Appendix Table B-8 for more detail.) 

Inland Lake Renewal and Management I S 
Inland Lake Rrnewal and Management II 
Inland Lake Rcnewal and Management 111 
Feasibility of Pelletizing Plant (iron ore) 
Wild Rice Production Demonstration 
Timber Procurement and Marketing 
Basic Land-Us(: Information System (Phase 11) 
Northern Beef Enterprise Demonstration 
Northern Beef Enterprise  emo on strati on (Extension) 
Three State Highway Development - 

4. In the three year period 1968-1970, the commis- 
sion supported 131 supplemental grant projects at a 
cost of about $9.4 million. The total cost (UGLRC 
$ + prime grantor $ + State or local $) of these proj- 
ects come to $51.8 million. The UGLRC portion 
thus constituted about 18 percent of the total. The 
estimated 197 1 cost of such projects will come to an 
additional $5.9 million. A summary of the type and 
number of projects for the three year period follows. 
(See Appendix Table B-9 for more detail.) 

Type Project No. UGLRC Cost 
Human Resources 55 $2.4 million 
Industrial Development 27 2.9 
Transportation 17 1.9 
Natural Resources 3 .2 
Recreation and Tourism 2 2.0 

131 $9.4 

5. "First dollar" money authorized under the 1969 
amendments and available in 1970 was used for one 
project in that year and three thus far in 1971. The 
1970 grant of $106.808 (73 percent of total cost) was 
for an airport development program in Minnesota. 

TABLE 27 
FEDERAL COSTS: UGLRC 

PROPOSED FIVE YEAR PROGRAM 

Category 
Amount 
(Millions) 

Industrial development fund . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . .  Improve timber supplies 

. . . . .  Develop minerals and fuel resources 
. . . . . . . . . .  Agriculture demonstrations 

Highways (key routes) . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Airports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . .  Overseas trade information system 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vocational training 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Lake and scenic resources 
Fish cultural facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Fish control . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Develop small craft harbors . . . . . . . . . .  
Develop tourist services . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $382.0 

Source: UGLRC Plan, p. 83. 

In 1971, UGLRC supported two industrial park 
projects with a combined grant total of $131,000, 
representing 38 percent of project cost. An additional 
1971 demonstration grant in support of a vocational 
education project was approved at a $100,M)O 
UGLRC cost, bringing the total of such grants to 
date to $337,808. 

Regional Plan and 
Commission Policy30 

As has been pointed out, the major causes of the 
region's underdevelopment and lagging economic 
activity has been the disproportionate reliance on 
forestry and mining, the failure to develop these 
natural resource assets beyond the primary industrial 
state, and the small-scale nature of agriculture. These 
factors highlight the historic development of the re- 
gion, but the imbalances they have produced are 
cumulative and persist today. 

UGLRC defines the most serious regional econom- 
ic problem as the lack of jobs and the need to stabilize 
migration. The commission's five-year goal, as stated 
in its Regional Economic Development Plan, is to 
provide the impetus of 100,000 extra jobs cumulative- 
ly over ten years so as to slow down out-migration and 
diminish unemployment to a four percent rate. This 
goal will involve an estimated public investment of 
$546 million-$382 million from Federal funds, and 
$164 million in State and local funds. 

Two basic methods designed to produce new jobs 
are cited: (1) to improve the physical and technologi- 



cal environment of the region in order to attract new 
job generating capital investments; and (2) to offer di- 
rect incentives to private investors who will generate 
new jobs. These two approaches complement each 
other, in the commission's view, and both would be 
used. The commission believes that the plan can be 
implemented in part using existing Federal grant 
programs and the authority of the PWED Act through 
the existing legislation authorizing the appropriate 
programs and the 1965 PWED Act. The commis- 
sion's project evaluation system would be relied upon 
to determine scheduling and priorities. A tax credit 
arrangement, which would require new Federal leg- 
islation, has been proposed as an incentive to indus- 
trial investors. Also, the plan envisions the estab- 
lishment within the UGLRC of an industrial devel- 
opment fund as a "quick response m e c h a n i s ~ "  to 
provide special infrastructure and manpower training 
programs for needed new industry.  Informat ion 
studies would be conducted as a basis for providing 
such data to interested organizations and communi- 
ties. The commission feels strongly that direct incen- 
tives to industry in combination with public invest- 
ments are essential to regional economic growth. 

The commission planned program focuses on the 
improvement of industrial resources and promotion of 
its travel and tourist program. The activities enu- 
merated and estimated costs are set forth in Table 27. 

OZARKS REGIONAL COMMISSION 

Profile of the Region 
and Its Commission 

The Ozarks Regional Commission (ORC) area 
covers 134 counties in four States: Arkansas, Kansas, 
Missouri and Oklahoma. The O R C  was the first of 
the Title V commissions to  be established (September 
1966), and the only one whose area was subsequently 
increased. The initial O R C  area included 125 counties 

in three States. One year later, at the request of the 
governor of Kansas and on recommendation of the 
commission, the area was expanded by the Secretary 
of Commerce to include nine additional counties in 
southeastern K a n ~ a s . ~ '  

The region is described in the O R C  Action Plan as 
an area which "rose above the central plains a million 
years ago and has since been sculpted into a rugged 
plateau, broken by low mountains and numerous river 
valleys."" The region's lagging development pattern 
is described as a product of a number of forces includ- 
ing: the westward migration of poor, land oriented 
settlers who engaged in subsistence farming, the 
technological changes in agriculture which produced 
unemployment and more concentrated agricultural 
operations, the absence developing urban centers and 
service industries, and a continuing out-migration of 
the younger population. These factors and forces tend 
to interact in a way that inhibits regional growth and 
development. 

Population and sub-regional composition. The re- 
gional population in 1970 was 2.9 million. Kansas, 
with nine of the Region's 134 counties, has the small- 
est population component representing only six per- 
cent of the region's total. The percentage of the re- 
gion's population in the other three States ranges 
from 27 percent for Oklahoma to 38 percent for 
Arkansas. The Arkansas component represents 58 
percent of the total population of that State, the 
largest percentage among the four State sectors; 
the Oklahoma portion constitutes almost 50 percent; 
and the Missouri regional portion includes over 
one-third of that State's population. Kansas has 
only 8.5 percent of its population in the region. 

The Ozarks Region experienced a decrease in 
population between 1940 and 1950 (-8.9 percent), and 
between 1950-1 960 (-5.1 percent). Moreover, during 
those decades each of the State sectors except Mis- 
souri during the period 1950 to 1960 had a population 
decrease. The O R C  population increased by 7.6 per- 

TABLE 28 
OZARKS REGION POPULATION, 1970, AND NUMBER OF COUNTIES 

Total Region 
State Pop. Pop. Percent Percent Total Region 

State (Thousands) (Thousands) State Region Counties Counties % 

Arkansas . . . . . . . 1,932 1,124 58.2 38.1 75 44 58.7 
Kansas . . . . . . . . 2,247 190 8.5 6.4 105 9 8.5 
Missouri . . . . . . . 4,677 853 18.2 28.8 115 44 38.3 
Oklahoma . . . . . . 2,559 79 1 26.7 77 - 30.9 - - - 37 - 48.1 - 

Total . . . . . . 11,415 2,958 25.9 100.0 372 134 36.0 
-- - 

Source: U.S. Census data and the ORC Annual Report, 1970. 



cent in the 1960-70 decade, about half the rate for the 
nation during this period. Three of the four State sec- 
tors, led by Arkansas's 15 percent rise, increased from 
1960 to 1970. The population of the Kansas sector 
continued to decline.'? 

The 134 counties included in the region represent 
slightly more than one-third the total number of the 
four States' counties. In the three States, excluding 
Kansas, the region includes about 50 percent of the 
States' counties. 

Regional economic deficiencies and characteristics. 
The pattern of development and physical features of 
the Ozarks Region has produced a set of economic 
liabilities which include high out-migration in the 
productive age groups, lower labor participation 
rates, unfavorable industrial mix, widening income 
gap, lower wages and productivity and less investment 
in public amenities than the national averages. 
Moreover, the deficiencies are interrelated in ways 
that maximize their negative impact and tend to per- 
petuate them. The point is made that any plan devel- 
oped to eliminate or alleviate them must itself provide 
the basis for a combined strategy for an interrelated 
development program. The Ozarks Regional Com- 
mission Action Plan purports to provide such a 
strategy and program. 

Characteristics which reflect major economic defi- 
ciencies are summarized as follows: 

1. The Ozarks Region is a sparsely populated, rural 
area. In 1970 the density of population was 21 per- 
sons/square mile compared to a national average of 
58 perssns/square mile. Vast sections of the region 
have more highly scattered population; the only por- 
tion with a relatively high population density is the 
Little Rock area. Rased on Census definitions, the 
Ozarks urban population was 41 percent in 1960 
compared to 70 percent for the nation as a whole. 

2. The amount of out-migration of Ozark residents 
in the 20-29 age range, as measured in 1959 to 1960, 
far exceeded any other age category. The great ma- 
jority of these persons migrated from rural areas. At 
the same time, the percent of Ozark residents in the 
younger age groups was less than the comparable na- 
tional proportion. 

3. The ratio of population to employment in the 
Ozarks Region is substantially higher than .the com- 
parable figure in the nation indicating the relative job 
shortage. Moreover, the annual rate of increase in to- 
tal employment in the 1959-1967 period was 0.6 per- 
cent in the Ozarks compared to 2.0 percent nation- 
wide. The most optimistic annual employment rate 
increase projected to 1980 is 0.8 percent in the Ozarks 
compared to 1.6 percent for the nation. Arkansas' 
empioyment picture during the earlier period was 

by far the most favorable; while Kansas', Missouri's 
and Oklahoma's were actually negative, indicating 
a deteriorating employment situation resulting in 
out-migration, especially of workers in potentially 
the most productive age  range^.'^ 

4. The 1967 per capita personal income in the re- 
gion was $2,082, or 34 percent below the national 
average for that year. This 1s not a recent develop- 
ment; the dollar gap between the regional and na- 
tlonal per capita incomes has been widening since 
1919. The percent of total earnings in the region rep- 
resented by agriculture, transportation-communica- 
tions, government, mining, contract construction, 
wholesale and retail trade, exceeds the comparable 
national percentages. The greatest disparity be- 
tween regional and national proportions of income 
from a given source exists in the manufacturing 
field. On a national level, In 1967 about 30 percent 
of earnings came from manufacturing activity com- 
pared to the region's 21 percent. Average wages in 
Ozark industries were lower than comparable na- 
tional averages.?' These disparities relate to the lower 
level of urbanization and the very lim~ted number of 
large urban growth centers in the region. 

5. On a statewide basis, the proportion of residents 
in three of the four Ozark States who have completed 
high school is less than the national average with 
Kansas being the exception. The percentage of persons 
who have completed college is less than the national 
average in Missouri and Arkansas, but higher than the 
national figure in Kansas and Oklahoma. In the sec- 
tors of the four States within the Ozarks Region, it is 
estimated that the proportion of high school graduates 
is less than 70 percent of the U S .  rate, and that the 
number of Ozark college graduates per 1000 popula- 
tion is about 60 percent of the national average.'" 
These figures highlight the region's lack of technical, 
professional, and administrative personnel. 

Commission organization and personnel. The ORC 
consists of the Sour governors and the Federal co- 
chairman. However valid the reasons for adding the 
nine Kansas counties to the ORC area, their inclusion 
raises representational issues in commission decision 
making. Kansas' sector, representing only six percent 
of the region's population and not much more than 
that proportion of the region's territory, has a vote 
equal to the other much larger State sectors in 
commission policy decisions. No evidence is cited 
that this sitgation has caused friction or conflict in the 
development and implementation of commission 
policy. But there is evidence in the distributional 
pattern of supplemental grants that the Kansas share 
of projects (eight percent of total OKC grants 1968- 



1970) is roughly equivalent to its regional population 
proportion. 

Except for Oklahoma, alternates are selected by the 
governors to represent and assist them in the planning 
and review of commission programs and to prepare 
recommendations for commission deliberation and 
action. The Oklahoma exception arises because of a 
statute under which the legislature names the Director 
of the Industrial Development and Parks Department 
to be the ORC alternate for that State. It is reported, 
however, that the governor also designates his own 
representative to the commission. There is sensitivity 
on the part of the governors to operating as a "rubber 
stamp" with respect to the alternates' function. Ac- 
cordingly, it is reported that alternates make recom- 
mendations on commission programs and actions, 
but they are not empowered to make policy decisions 
on their own. These recommendations are later re- 
viewed and acted upon by the commission. 

The ORC has been fairly stable in terms of com- 
mission membership. The Federal co-chairman's 
position has been held by only two persons since the 
commission's inception. Only two governors have 
been replaced. However, the four alternate positions 
have been occupied by a total of I I different persons. 

The authorized strength of the ORC staff is 25 full- 
time positions, of which 20 are currently filled. Thir- 
teen of the filled positions are at the professional level 
and the remainder are secretarial-clerical. The au- 
thorized strength of the Federal co-chairman's staff is 
eight and the present complement is seven; all but 
three of these are at the professional level. A con- 
siderable degree of integration of the commission's 
and Federal co-chairman's staff has been achieved. 
Joint staff assignments on public facilities and tech- 
nical assistance grant programs are made. Federal co- 
chairman staff personnel serve as budget advisors to 
the commission and as liaison officers to the eco- 
nomic development districts established within the 
region. Liaison officers are also appointed to work 
with each State. 

Commission meetings and major reports issued. As 
with the other Title V comn~issions, the ORC meets 
quarterly on a regular basis. Governors personally 
have attended 80 percent of the commission meet- 
ings. As has been indicated, the gubernatorial mem- 
bers of ORC take an active role in formulating policy 
and program plans. Alternates meet monthly to re- 
view and prepare recommendations for commission 
review. 

T h e  ORC places considerable emphasis on techni- 
cal assistance, research studies, and demonstrations, 
each of which end in a report filed with the commis- 
sion. As a matter of policy, technical assistance funds 

are disbursed on a contract basis rather than as grants 
to agencies. The reason advanced for this policy is 
that, under the contract procedure, more supervision 
of the work can be maintained and money payments 
can be based on specific performance criteria es- 
tablished as part of the contract. The nearly 100 
technical assistance fund projects completed to date 
cover a wide variety of research and demonstration 
topics following under the general headings of em- 
ployment development, resource development, human 
resource development, community development and 
env i ronmen ta l  improvement ,  coo rd ina t ion ,  
management, and planning. 

The ORC has placed considerable emphasis on the 
systems approach to planned economic development. 
A series of studies have been made to design and im- 
plement a regional resources management informa- 
tion system to help determine what kind of economic 
development activity in what location will have the 
optimum impact on closing the job and income gap. 

Also, the ORC has been working on a comprehen- 
sive regional action plan over the past several years. 
Currently, a draft copy dated May 1, 1971, is being 
circulated to the Federal Advisory Council and ap- 
propriate Federal and State agencies for review and 
comment. The plan has not been officially adopted by 
the ORC, and was to be submitted for review and ap- 
proval by the Secretary of Commerce in January, 
1972. 

Fiscal Base and Expenditure Pattern 

Major trends and patterns in ORC expenditures 
during its first five years are summarized below. 

1. Total ORC expenditures have increased each 
year qince the commission's establishment in Sep- 
tember 1967. The estimated total for FY 1971 of $8.1 
million represents an increase of 53 percent over the 
1970 total and nearly double the average for 1968 and 
1969. The rise in total expenditures is basically a re- 
sult of increases in the amount of supplemental and 
technical assistance grants. Supplemental grants in 
FY 1971 increased by 30 percent over 1970 and were 
almost double the average amount for 1968 and 1969. 
Technical assistance grants increased even more 
sharply over the 1970 and previous year totals. This 
was due in large part to a transfer to ORC of $939,000 
from unused funds from other units under Title V. The 
amount of State planning grants included in the totals 
for technical assistance have remained at the same 
level of $154,000 for each year, except for 1967 when 
the total was somewha! smaller. The administrative 
expenses of the commission have decreased in dollar 
total and as a percentage of overall expenditures, but 
those of the Federal co-chairman have increased 



TABLE 29 
OZARKS REGIONAL COMMISSION FUNDS OBLIGATION HISTORY AND BUDGET LEVELS 1967-1971 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Amount and Percent of Total - Fiscal year1 

Object 1967 % 1968 % 1969 % 1970 % 19712 % Total % 

Expenses of Federal Co-,chairman . . . . . .  $ 87 9.0 $ 176 4.5 $ 190 4.6 $ 188 3.6 $ 231 2.8 $ 832 3.9 

Expenses of Commission . . . . . . . . . . . .  345 35.8 439 11.3 405 9.8 117~ 2.2 2755 3.4 1,581 7.0 

Regional Planning and Technical 
~ssistance~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  532 55.2 894 23.0 781 18.8 969 18.3 2,390~ 29.3 5,566 24.8 

Supplemental Grants-in-Aid *. . . . . . . . . .  - - - -  2,383 61.2 2,770 66.8 4,020 75.9 5,249 64.5 14,422 64.3 ------------ 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $964 100.0 $3,892 100.0 $4,146 100.0 $5,294 100.0 $8,145 100.0 $22,441 100.0 

'ORC staff reports that the totals shown represent actual expenditures in each category. However. there were transfers of funds from one fiscal year to another so that the amount shown for 
any particular year may not be accurate 

'FY-1 971 amounts are estimates. as of May 1 1. 197 1 
31ncludes State investment plann~ng grants as follows: 1967 - $1 31.750; 1968 - $1 54,000: 1969 - $1 54.000: 1970 - $1 54,000; 197 1 - $1 54.000. Total $747.500 (3.3 percent of the 

total expenditures). 

4 ~ n  addit~onal $939.000 accumulated In the trust fund from prevlous years will be expended in technical assistance grants in FY-1971 
51970 figure is a six month expenditure due to shift in that year from calendar to fiscal year Also, beginning 1970, the States provided 1/2 commission expenses. Total expenditures are: 

1970 - $468. 1971 -- $550 
Source. Based on OM6 data. ORC Annual Report for 1970 and data supplied by ORC staff 



somewhat. As prescribed by the PWED Act, State 
matching funds for administrative expenses of the 
commission began in 1970. (See Table 29.) 

2. Total commission expenditures for the five year 
period came to $22.4 million. Supplemental grants 
represented nearly 65 percent of this total. Technical 
assistance expenditures, excluding the State planning 
grants totaled $4.8 million or 25 percent of all expen- 
ditures. The percentage represented by Federal co- 
chairman expenses was less than four percent. Com- 
mission administrative expenses at $1.6 million are 
about twice the amount for the Federal co-chairman 
and represent about seven percent of the cumulative 
total. (See Table 29.) 

3. As of December 1970, ORC had completed 52 
technical assistance research studies, 18 of which were 
completed in 1970. An additional 41 projects were in 
the process of completion as of December 1970. The 
total approximate cost of these 93 research studies 
was $5.6 million with an average cost of about $60,- 
000. The number of studies completed or in process 
prior to 1970 grouped by subject areas are as follows: 

No. of Studies 
Employment Development 1 3 
Resource Development 22 
Human Resource Development 9 
Community Development and 

Environmental Improvement 8 
Coordination, Management and 

Planning -- 23 -- 

7 5 

4. By the end of Ilecember 1970, ORC had grant- 
ed a total of 80 supplcmental grant prqjects: nine in 
1968; 22 in 1969; 24 in 1970; and 25 in 1971. The 1971 
projects are included as approved subject t o  final 
processing and costing. The number, type and funding 
patterns of ORC supplenlental grants are shown in 
Table 30. 

A number of conclusions with respect to ORC use 
of supplemental grants can be drawn from this data. 
Vocational-technical school grants utilized most of 
the total ORC expenditures and grants for industrial 
parks and facilities ranked second, together these two 
types of projects represented 81 percent of total ORC 
costs. The total of ORC grants represented nearly 50 
percent of the basic grants and 23 percent of total 
project cost. The ORC percent of basic grant total by 
category varied from 33 percent for hospitals to 60 
percent for recreation and leisure projects. The 
average size of ORC grants varied from $1 11,000 for 
industrial parks and facilities to $230,000 for voca- 
tional and technical education. 

The distribution of ORC supplemental grants by 
State is as follows: 

Number Amount 
State of Grants (Thousands) Percent 
Arkansas 18 2.9 23.3 
Kansas 3 1 .O 8.1 
Missouri 27 4.2 33.9 

3 2 Oklahoma - 4.3 -- 34.7 
80 12.4 100.0 

5. During the period 1970 to December 1971, 
ORC, under the 1969 "first dollar" money amend- 
ments, served as prime grantor in four public facility 
projects: 

ORC Total 
Grant Project Cost 

Industrial Park (Arkansas) $412,200 $1,274,000 
Hospital (Missouri) 40,000 120,459 
Industrial Park (Arkansas) 35,000 N.A. 
Industrial Park (Oklahoma) 44,800 56,000 

$542,000 - 

TABLE 30 
SUMMARY OF ORC SUPPLEMENT GRANTS,' BY TYPE 1968-DECEMBER 1970 

Number 
of ORC Basic Local Total 

Type Projects Grant Grant Funds Cost 
-- -- ----- -- -- -- 

Vocational - Technical Schools . . . . . . . .  24 $ 5,526,178 $10,592,011 $ 6,980,139 $23,398,328 
Industrial Parks and Facilities . . . . . . . . . .  40 4,549,972 10,206,310 6,603,004 21,269,286 
Hospitals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 344,389 1,04 1,367 1,328,420 2,714,176 
Airports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 1,783,458 3,234,539 1,485,281 6,503,278 
Recreation and Leisure . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 603,000 24 1,200 1,206,000 - 36 1,800 -- - 

80 $1 2,475,797 $25,977.227 $16,638,044 $55,091,068 
-- -- 

"ncludes 5 demonstration grants in which ORC served as prime grantor. 
Source: Compiled from ORC 1970 Annual Report 



Regional Plan and Commission Policy 

As noted earlier, the O R C  approach to the task of 
overcoming a lagging regional economy has made 
heavy use of systems analysis. The Comprehensive 
Action Plan presents an extremely involved descrip- 
tion of a total system designed expressly to  stimulate 
and guide a pattern of regional economic development 
which is optimal in closing the regional income and 
employment gap. Important underlying premises of 
the plan are (1) that the need is not simply to produce 
additional wealth, but to "create the capacity to create 
that wealth;" and ('2) that all aspects of economic ac- 
tivity, demographic characteristics, and natural envi- 
ronment are interrelated. It follows then that a sys- 
tematic plan must provide a basis for assessing the 
varied impact of actual and proposed changes in eco- 
nomic activity. Moreover, data describing goals and 
program actions must be available in quantified terms 
to help determine whether a designated course of ac- 
tion should in fact be pursued. The plan takes the form 
of a highly complex model designed to permit the 
substitution of variables, constraints and target ob- 
jectives to  obtain a mix which can form a base for 
commission action. 

The degree of sophistication called for in this sys- 
tems approach is best expressed in the language of the 
plan itself: 

This Action Plan attempts to interject desirable innovation in- 
to the existing processes which will contribute toward regional 
growth and development. Proposals are advanced which plan the 
form and functions of future accelerated development, rather 
than reacting to events after the fact as in most traditional eco- 
nomic development processes. Past approaches have placed 
commercial development, industrial development, human re- 
source development, natural resource development and commu- 
nity development in contexts unrelated to each other and to their 
environment. 

In contrast, the Ozarks Regional Commission's approach 
conceives of each of these systems and others as functioning 
within a total framework of economic, as well as social, activity. 
Thus, the region is viewed as a "whole system" which has a 
number of sub-systems including employment, production, capi- 
tal, natural resources, human resources, communication, shelter, 
education, transportation, health and so forth. 

This approach enables the ORC to analyze the relationships 
among the several elements of the quality of life in the Ozarks 
Region. The knowledge and understanding gained provide the 
basis for institutional innovations that are responsive to the hu- 
man needs that governments at all levels are created to serve. 

Through establishment of common goals and objectives 

among the sub-systems in the region, the economic and social re- 
lationships can be understood and effectively altered to provide 
desired results. Through such understanding, institutional and 
other innovations can be envisioned and objectively examined. 
Through institutional productivity and procedural innovations 
the cycle of underdevelopment can be dynamically altered to ac- 
complish the goals of the ORC.'X 

The approach used requires an extensive informa- 
tion system. O R C  has supported the development of 
such a system-the Regional Resource Management 
Information System (RRMIS)  which is scheduled for 
completion in 1972. The R R M I S  is intended to pro- 
vide estimates of the probable impact of different 
kinds of regional projects and investments. 

The Action Plan specifies a series of regional 
sub-systems and program elements including ( I )  em- 
ployment development, (2) resources development, (3)  
human re3ource development, (4) community devel- 
opment and environmental enhancement and ( 5 )  
coordination, management, and planning. Within 
each of these major sectors, the plan describes an ex- 
tensive set of activities and programs required to 
achieve economic redevelopment goals. At this point 
in time, the plan is primarily a theoretical model al- 
though certain aspects have been made operational. A 
non-profit Industrial Services Association (ISA) cor- 
poration has been established with O R C  funding. Its 
objective is to market regional industrial opportuni- 
ties among prospective investors and thereby raise the 
level of economic activity within the region.,Plans are 
underway to attract high technology investors to re- 
gional locations. There is now operating a Communi- 
ty Development Profile System which is related to 
R R M I S  and provides on a continuous basis informa- 
tion useful to prospective investors based on 1700 data 
items describing Ozark communities. Also, beginning 
in July 1971, a project evaluation and scoring process 
contained in the plan will be used in rating prospective 
regional impact of the various projects supported by 
supplemental funds. Finally, the plan is being used 
directly to  select and guide the nature and content of 
research and demonstration projects contracted for by 
ORC. The purpose here is to undertake research and 
testing activities designed to provide data and related 
information needed to make the plan operational. It is 
not expected that the system described in the plan 
could be fully operational for a period of five or more 
years. 
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Chapter 4 

FEDERAL-MULTISTATE RELATIONS 
IN WATER 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

S U M M A R Y  OBSERVATIONS O N  
THE RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS 

The Delaware River 
Basin Commission 

In its areas of primary jurisdiction, the DRBC has 
achieved some tangible results. It success fully 
managed an emergency water situation for nearly 
two years; it reviewed over 1,000 water resource 
projects afecting the basin in the last ten years; and 
it set basin-wide water quality regulations with 
attendant abatement schedules for a large number 
of the major waste dischargers in the region. Thus, 
in matters of primary importance, the DRBC has 
made a visible impact on the Delaware region. 

*Some observers feel that DRBC has not moved 
rapidly enough, however, in implementing its full 
responsibility and authority. For example, the 
Northeast drought existed for many months before 
circumstances forced DRBC action. Its action in 
the pollution field was intensijied by the mandate to 
all State and interstate agencies set forth in the 
Federal Water Quality Act of 1965. Its compre- 
hensive plan is, as yet, incomplete. Nonetheless, the 
progress made to date may be the maximum 
attainable during a ten year period in a politically 
diverse, heavily developed area. The DRBC 
experience provides valtrable empirical data on one 
kind of mechanism which can be scrutinized, adapt- 
ed and applied in other areas, where appropriate. 
The DRBC recently has begun to exercise its pow- 

ers in matters relating to watershed and Jlood plain 
management, recreation, and electric power 
generation. It is presently cooperating with Federal 
agencies in Jlood-plain mapping programs in vari- 
ous areas of the Delaware region. On the basis of its 
regulatory mandate as contained in Sections 3.8, 
11.1. and 11.2 of the compact. the DRBC has re- 
cently issued regulations regarding electric power 
plant siting in the region. The commission is also in 
the final stages of negotiation with the Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation on the prepamtion of a joint 
recreational plan for the basin. 
Constructive patterns of cooperation with Federal 
and State agencies have been exhibited in the 
DRBC agency. The Federal representative is ad- 
vised by afield interagency group, and when severe 
interagency disputes arise, he has recourse to an 
interdepartmental committee in Washington for the 
resolution of such disputes. The State representa- 
tives on the commission, for the most part, have 
been the heads of State water resource agencies or 
have been on the governor's personal staff This hay 
insured a h igh  level  S t a t e  input  i n t o  the  
commbsion. 
DRBC has maintained cooperative relationships 
with some of the 1argc.r local jurisdictions in the re- 
gion, notably some of the suburban Philadelphia 
counties and the Delaware Valley Regional 
Planning Commission. The commission also has 
technical advisors from New York City and Phila- 
delphia. The DRBC, however, hay reskted some 
forms of local cooperation such as clearing its 



Federal water pollution grant proposals through 
regional and State A-95 coordination processes 
since it claims that coordination in this matter 
comes through its close ties with the governors' of- 
jices and the budget bureaus of the respective 
States. 
The commission's planning operations are pres- 
ently being revised. Since 1961, when the commis- 
sion adopted certain basic features o f  the Corps 
of  Engineers Plan for the Delaware River Basin, 
the DRBC has not drafted a subsequent plan of 
its own. Instead, it has included water resource 
projects within its comprehensive plan as they are 
reviewed under Section 3.8 of  the compact. This has 
led to the inclusion of  over 1,000 projects within its 
Comprehensive Plan which has become a collection 
of  project endorsements, policy statements, and 
regulations regarding water resource management. 
This proliferation has led to commission considera- 
tion o f  an updated and codijied comprehensive 
plan. 
Difficulty hay been experienced in getting State and 
Federal governments to follow up with rapid 
commitment to individual water resource projects 
DRBC has endorsed and included in the compre- 
hensive plan. In some cases other national or 
intrastate priorities have delayed State and Federal 
follow-through on these projects. Their inclusion 
within the comprehensive plan, however, has the 
eflect o f  protecting their water resource features 
from alternative development. 

The DRBC has recently attempted to encourage 
local restructuring of  waste treatment and water 
supply responsibilities. It has gone on record as 
encouraging, and where necessary. mandating a 
regional approach to  sewage treatment. It has 
granted some localities a more flexible abatement 
schedule i f they  will participate in a regional sewage 
treatment scheme. To date, however, the DRBC has 
not required local reorganization of wate.7 resource 
responsibility. 

The DRBC current1,v is at the threshold of  possible 
expansion of its activities and direct program 
operations. By action taken at its meeting Septem- 
ber 30, 1971, the commission voted to use its own 
bonding auth0rit.v to  finance a $45 million regional 
sewage system in southern New Jersey.' Under the 
resolution adopted, a nonprofit agency will be 
formed to operate the plant after its completion. N o  
work will begin until the commission has negotiated 
contracts with the ten participants, including six 
industrial plants and four municipal sewage sys- 
tems. The commission's resolution wus passed sub- 
ject to  Congressional authorization, if any is re- 

quired. This action could set a precedent for similar 
commiss ion involvement in o ther  operational 
areas. For example, the commission has been urged 
to consider the construction of  a sewage treatment 
system in the Tocks Island area to keep the pro- 
posed dam from becoming polluted. The jinal res- 
olution of  these issues could well indicate that the 
commission will move into an operating water re- 
source role within the region. 

Title I I  River Basin 
Corn missions 

Any  assessment of the Title II commissions must 
take into account the relative newness of  the art o f  
multi-level basin-wide water resource planning, the 
many diverse interests represented in this field of 
activity, and the limited legislative mandate under 
which the commissions operate. The Water Re- 
sources Planning Act itself reflects these factors 
with its "encouragement" o f  water resource con- 
servation and development on a comprehensive, 
coordinated basis involving all three levels o f  gov- 
ernment and the private sector. The commissions 
created pursuant to the Act are the mechanisms 
through which these many interests and activities 
are brought together for the purpose of  beginning 
and muintaining a basin-wide planning process. 
Thus, representation of  all interests, cooperation, 
and consensus, rather than direct sanctions, reg- 
ulatory powers and penalties. are the commission's 
tools stipulated in the Act. 

Title II commissions have performed the valuable 
funct ion o f  providing planning in format ion 
exchange services among Federal and State water 
resource agencies. Durmg their course of  existence, 
they have served to identqy basin-wide water re- 
source problems that serve as the focus for Federal, 
State, and local water resource activities. Some 
commissions, moreover, have made signijicant ef- 
forts in inventorying previous anc' continuing 
planning studies that affect basin-wide nsater rr- 
sources. Title II planning activities, then, are 
considered by some of the participants a necessary 
precondition to speciJic project planning, especially 
as regards Federal and federally-assisted projects. 
Federal representation on Title I1 comrnis~ions is 
split between a chairman appointed b y  the  
President and several agency  representative^ ap- 
pointed by department secretaries. States have 
gubernatorially appointed representutives +tho ruul 
or may not represent the central water ageri, v in 'hr 
State. Thus, both Federal and State reprrc.entatl~rc 



face the task o f  coordinating intra-agency and 
interagency views on various basin planning studies. 
There  is n o  local representation o n  T i t l e  I I  
commissions. 
Title II  commissions have faced formidable prob- 
lems in defining the scope and content o f  their 
planning responsibilities. Federal regulations gov- 
erning the content of  framework studies have been 
drafted, but are yet to  be issued. In lieu o f  such 
standards, most Title II commissions have worked 
on general framework plans which represent the 
synthesis o f  detailed functional surveys o f  water re- 
source conditions in a basin. T o  date, however, only 
the Ohio River Basin framework plans have been 
completed. It should be pointed out that this work, 
which began in 1963, was completed by the Ohio 
River Basin Coordinating Committee before the 
commission was established in this basin. The 
generality o f  Title II framework studies sometimes 
makes the relationships unclear to  later, more spe- 
cific subregional planning and project planning 
studies. A s  a result, some States have asked for ad- 
ditional Title III  grants to better fund State partic- 
ipation on the commissions. S o m e  commissions, 
moreover, have attempted to encourage more 
State interest in basin-wide planning by organizing 
their planning operations, in some cases, on a State 
rather than basin basis. States, o f  course, do  retain 
interest in Title II  operations so that they may 
scrutinize Federal regional water resource planning 
and operations. 

Title II  commissions face significant problems in 
managing their regional planning responsibilities. 
Having only a small central stafl  they must depend 
on Federal and State agencies for the preparation of  
the basic data included in jiamework plan for- 
mulation. Responsibilitj~ for plan preparation, then, 
is necessarily f ragmented.  These  agencies fre-  
quently face budgetary and personnel constraints 
which limit or delay these framework studies. 
Central s t a f h a s  no way of  forcing agencies to  meet 
planning deadlines. Furthermore, there is no effec- 
tive guaruntee that conflicting agency reports will 
be successfirllj. coordintlted in the ,final framework 
plan though that is the inrent of the cvnimissions 
whose mandated respoti.sihilitie.s give emphasis to  
achieving agreement by consensus. Dlflirences on 
fundamental ussutnprii~n.~ about various water re- 
source problems can prevent agreement on a coor- 
dinated Federal or Federal-Siate approach to  cer- 
tain water resource problems. Ye t ,  some h a w  
contended that this is the virtue qf' Tit!e 11 
conir?lissions in that thej- , f i)cm on the Jz~nJamen~uI 
differences in wuter resource management ap- 

proaches and provide for their resolution by the 
legislature and executive rather than line admin- 
istrative agencies. Related to  these administrative 
dificulties is the fact that Title II  commission's 
budgets represent only a small portion o f  water re- 
source planning expenditures in their regions. 
Title II commissions have had a varied impact in 
developing a regional perspective towards mul- 
tistate water resource management. Given the 
general nature of  their framework studies, their 
planning activities sometimes seem to  have had 
only a marginal impact on Federal and State water 
resource operations. This may change us these 
commissions commence preparation of Type II 
regional plans which have a more concrete rela- 
tionship to  Federal and federally-assisted water 
resource projects. The New England River Basins 
Commission has achieved success in encouraging a 
more visible regional focus to  water resource man- 
agement. This is related to the fact that it does not 
have primary responsibility for a Type I study, and 
that it receives substantial political support from 
the New England Governor's Conference. It has 
served the States in the region on a number o f  oc- 
casions by attempting to  develop regional ap- 
proaches to power plant siting, flood plain regula- 
tion, and small dam management. 

THE HISTORY 

Several types of' Federal-multistate institutions 
presently exist to promote regional water resource 
planning and management in the United States. As of 
mid-1971 there are five Federal-interstate river basin 
planning commissions organized pursuant to the Wa- 
ter Resource Planning Act of 1965, and two Federal- 
interstate compacts for regional water resource man- 
agement enacted in 196 1 and 1970 respectively. These 
two quite different types of institutional arrangements 
are similar in that they both cover a multistate area 
and involve joint Federal-State participation in the 
administration of basin-wide water resource planning 
and management programs They differ markedly in 
terms of structural form, legal base and mandate. 
fiscal authority, and the extent to w h i c h  they are 
charged with operatio11:il. :as dist~nct rrom planning. 
responsibilities. This chapter is concerned with thc: 
study of thew irlstitutional arrangernenls. 

Early River Basin Planning and 
Management (1 908-1 940) 

Prior to the development of Eederal-~nter\t,~te rice; 

has~n  plnnnlny comm~ssions and mter\tate compxth .  
for srmdar purposes, Federal and Stdte goternment\ 



managed multistate water resource problems pri- 
marily on a unilateral basis. For the first half of the 
twentieth century little attention was given to the 
development of joint Federal-interstate institutional 
arrangements for multipurpose river basin devel- 
opment. As some scholars have observed, the lack of 
Federal-multistate cooperation during this period was 
not surprising, given the rough division of water re- 
source responsibilities between the Federal and State 
g~vernments .~ 

Although State and Federal governments did not 
then see the value of joint river basin administration, 
they shared the view that water resource management 
should be multipurpose and basin-wide in nature. As 
early as 1908, President Theodore Roosevelt's 
Administration had stressed the multipurpose nature 
of water resource management and had urged the rec- 
ognition of the river basin as the natural unit for na- 
tional water resource administration.' In the 1920's, 
the national government affirmed its commitment to 
multipurpose basin-wide river management in the 
Federal Power Act and in its mandate to the Corps 
of Engineers to undertake over 200 separate basin 
studies focused on the possible coordination of 
". . . navigation, flood control, irrigation and power 
de~elopment."~ 

The 1930's witnessed the continuation of Federal 
multipurpose basin-wide water resource policies. The 
President's Committee on Water Flow recommended 
comprehensive water resource development plans for 
ten large river basins in 1934.6 The National Re- 
sources Planning Board (NRPB) later sponsored the 
preparation of such plans and helped organize over 45 
drainage basin committees through its regional of- 
ficers.' 'The NRPB's activities were significant in 
several ways. It continued to foster the approach that 
a river basin should be treated as a unit. It also 
attempted to make river basin planning a part of an 
over-all system of national economic planning. And 
finally, the NRPB endeavored to integrate the activi- 
ties of several levels of government and the different 
agencies through voluntary committees and the 
encouragement of interstate arrangements. Many 
states followed the pattern of the NRPB and estab- 
lished planning boards which formally cooperated 
with Federal agencies in river basin planning. 
However, many of these boards were organized solely 
to provide for critical needs brought on by the eco- 
nomic depression and when the pressure for public 
works planning diminished, many of the S ta te  
planning agencies went out of existence. The NRPB 
was scrapped by Congress in 1943, a result of a num- 
ber of factors, including a desire to curb executive 
power. 

The national focus on water resource management 

was evident with the passage of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority (TVA) Act of 1933,8 whereby Congress 
authorized a multipurpose government corporation to 
exercise responsibility for water resource and power 
development in the Tennessee Valley Region. This act 
was the culmination of unilateral Federal involvement 
in water basin planning and development. After 
passage of the TVA Act, there were efforts by some 
States and the Federal government to search for joint 
institutional mechanisms for water resource man- 
agement. 

Interstate activity in the water resource field was 
largely limited to the enactment of compacts for the 
apportionment of interstate watem9 However, two 
interstate pollution compacts, the Tri-State Compact 
and the Potomac River Sanitation Compact were 
enacted by 1941. Significantly, all of these compacts 
were unifunctional in nature even though some did 
cover a basin-wide area. Except for the proposed Del- 
aware River Basin Compact of 1925, no attempt was 
made prior to World War I1 to initiate or operate a 
multifunctional compact agency to carry out an inte- 
grated basin-wide water resource program. 

Federal-State Cooperation (1 940-61 ) 

By the 1940's. the Federal government had come to 
the realization that States must be involved in any 
viable apparatus for comprehensive water planning. 
In 1943, by agreement among the Secretaries of 
Interior, War, and Agriculture and the Chairman of 
the Federal Power Commission, the Federal 
Interagency River Basin Committee (FIABRC) was 
created. By 1950, this agency had encouraged the 
creation of interagency committees in five river basins 
across the nation. In the Missouri Basin, for example, 
the regional interagency basin commission worked 
closely with the Missouri Basin States C~mmi t t ee , ' ~  
which included ten States. These interagency 
committees, while informal organizations, did serve 
the purpose of coordinating, on a voluntary basis, 
Federal and State activities in water resource pro- 
grams. However, the need for more formal Federal- 
State cooperation was affirmed in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 which stated that, 

. . . it IS declared to be the policy of Congress to recognme inter- 
ests and rights of the States in determining the development of 
watersheds w i t h  their borders and likewise their interests and 
rights m water utilization and control, [and]. . . ; to facilitate the 
consideration of projects on a basis of comprehensive and coor- 
dinated development; . . ." 
Awareness of the limited capabilities of interagency 

basin committees had crystallized by 1949,to the point 
where legislation was introduced to create a formal 
Federal-interstate planning commission for the 
Arkansas, While, and Red River Basins.'"his par- 



ticular legislation did not pass Congress, even though 
President Truman's Water Resource Planning 
Commission did recommend the establishment of 
river basin commissions for all major basins. These 
commissions were to be authorized to coordinate 
Federal agency activities in the basin and to involve 
States in basin water resource planning operations.13 
These recommendations, however, were never placed 
before the Congress. Significantly, the proposals of 
the President's Water Resources Planning Com- 
mission were preceded by similar ones from the 
first Hoover Commission. That body recommended a 
consolidated Federal water resource agency, the Wa- 
ter Development Service,'' which would be de- 
centralized along river basin lines to ". . . facilitate 
cooperation with [other] interested Federal, State 
and local agencies."'Both Commissions recognized 
that  interagency basin committees had t o  be 
strengthened by the institution of more formal admin- 
istrative mechanisms for joint Federal-interstate 
river basin planning and management. Yet, agreement 
was still to be forthcoming as to what type of Federal- 
interstate instrumentality would be responsible for 
basin-wide planning and development. The Missouri 
Basin Survey Commission in 1953 recommended a 
Fede ra l  c o o r d i n a t i n g  agency  composed  of 
Presidentially selected comn~issioners who would 
monitor and coordinate Federal operations in the 
basin. State members were not to be formally in the 
agency but they were to be responsible for rec- 
ommending the names of prospective commissioners 
and for forming an advisory committee of all basin 
State governors.16 States in the region registered 
strong disapproval of the proposal and suggested the 
creation of a Federal-interstate compact agency to 
plan and review Federal and State water resource ac- 
tivities." 

Later, national commissions affirmed the need for 
bilateral agreement on the nature of any proposed 
Federal-interstate river basin agency. The Kestnbaum 
Commission stated that: 

. . . future multipurpose. basin-wide development of water re- 
sources should be on a partnership basis between the Federal 
Government and the States. . . I 8  

President Eisenhower's Advisory Commission on 
Water Resources Policy concurred in this judgment 
stating that full Federal assumption of water re- 
sources responsibility ". . . would destroy the effec- 
tiveness of the government of the States a n d . .  . work 
a profound and undesirable change in our traditional 
plan of government."" Similarly, the second Hoover 
Commission proposed the creation of a Federal Water 
Resources Board which ". . . would set up (river) basin 
commissions to represent fairly the Federal, State, 

and private  interest^."^^ None of the recommenda- 
tions of these commissions was enacted into law. But 
by 1958, Senators Kerr, Russell, and Johnson 
sponsored and achieved enactment of legislation 
creating the Texas Basins Study Commission " and 
the Southeast Basins Study Commi~sion.~? Both were 
designed t o  coordinate Federal water resource 
planning, provide for State representation in the 
planning process, and recognize State and local re- 
sponsibility for watershed development and water 
supply management.23 

While the national government remained concerned 
about State participation in Federal water resource 
planning and management efforts, many States forged 
ahead in creating unifunctional, multistate compacts 
for the solution of basin-wide water resource prob- 
lems. Flood control compacts were passed for the 
Connecticut, Merrimack, and Thames Rivers in 1953, 
1956, and 1958 respectively. Pollution control com- 
pacts were passed for New England and portions of 
the Tennessee River in 1947 and 1955, and the multi- 
purpose Great Lakes Compact was ratified by all 
affected States in 1955, although Federal consent for 
the compact did not occur until 1968. Significantly, 
however, the New England States could not reach 
unanimous agreement nor was Federal consent given 
to the Federal-interstate Northeastern Water and Re- 
lated Land Resources C o m p a ~ t . ~ ~  

Thus, between 1940-1961, both Federal and State 
governments reached some awareness of the need for 
joint administrative approaches to  river basin 
planning and management. Yet, several national 
commissions recommending Federal-interstate river 
basin agencies and two State attempts to draft 
Federal-interstate compacts failed to produce a bi- 
lateral institution for Federal-multistate water re- 
source cooperation. It was not until the 1960's that 
both Federal-interstate compact agencies and river 
basin planning commissions were instituted as re- 
gional mechanisms for handling basin-wide water 
resource problems. 

The Delaware River 
Basin Commission 

The Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) 
was created in response to basin-wide problems in 
developing adequate water supply, pollution abate- 
ment, flood control, and hydroelectric power pro- 
grams to satisfy all the water users in that region. 
Attempts at passing a Delaware Compact occurred in 
1925, 1927, and 1951 prior to passage of the Compact 
in 1961. Furthermore, between 1939- 1963 a basin- 
wide organization, the Interstate Commission on the 



Delaware River Basin (INCODEL) existed to pro- 
mote greater cooperation in water resource manage- 
ment. Thus, for a period of 35 years before the passage 
of the Delaware Compact, efforts were made to adopt 
a scheme of regional water management in that par- 
ticular basin. 

The impetus for the Delaware Compact came from 
outside the basin. New York City, when confronted 
with increased water supply needs during the 1920's, 
proposed construction of several dams and reservoirs 
in Delaware, Ulster, and Sullivan Counties all situ- 
ated in New York State at the headwaters of the Del- 
aware.2' Since any diversion of this interstate wa- 
terway could involve considerable litigation, attempts 
were made in 1925 and 1927 to formulate an 
interstate compact to provide allotment formulas for 
the river's waters. Both compacts were ratified by 
New York but were rejected by Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey. 

The 1925 compact effort proposed the creation of a 
Tri-State Delaware River Commission which would 
administer prescribed standards for water diversion 
and pollution abatement. Discretionary powers were 
to be assigned to approve water diversions involving 
more than two million gallons per day and hydro- 
electric projects of all signatory States and to resolve 
conflicts, according to a set of prescribed priorities, 
among water resource projects for domestic, indus- 
trial, or navigation uses.26 The proposed compact did 
not give full discretionary authority to the commission 
in its water resource programs, yet enforcement and 
review authority for the prescribed formulas affecting 
water usage in the region were to be assigned. The 
compact also differed from the final one in that it did 
not involve Federal participation. 

The 1927 compact proposal also provided for water 
diversion from the basin, with diversions to be 
". . . made in accordance with schedules which shall be 
prescribed from time to time by the comrnissi~n."~' In 
the 1927 proposal, the specific standards relating to 
pollution abatement were dropped and signatory 
States were merely urged to maintain water quality 
levels in effect at the time the proposed compact was 
ratified.28 The commission's review of hydroelectric 
power projects also was deleted and again the Federal 
government was not to be a party to the compact. 

Unable to reach agreement in these two cases, New 
York City went ahead with plans for diversion which 
New Jersey contested in Federal court in 1929. In 
1931 the Supreme Court denied New Jersey's petition 
to halt the proposed diversions but set a 440 million 
gallons per day diversion limit for New York City's 
needs and retained continuing jurisdiction in thc 
matter.29 

Subsequent litigation in 1954 increased the amount 
which could be diverted to New York City, set up al- 
lotments for New Jersey, modified the conditions for 
insuring adequate downstream flow, and resulted in 
the designation of a "river master" to administer the 
provisions of the court decree.30 Thus, the failure of 
the States in the basin to reach a mutual agreement on 
the apportionment of waters produced judicial 
enforcement of regional water allocations. 

Unable to draft a compact for the basin and desir- 
ous of forestalling a TVA-type agency in the area, the 
States of the region passed parallel legislation during 
1936-1939 to create an agency, the Interstate Com- 
mission on the Delaware River Basin (INCODEL), 
to promote voluntary interstate cooperation in water 
resource management." INCODEL met with partial 
success in coordinating water resource management. 
It secured passage of uniform reciprocal water pollu- 
tion control laws in three of the four signatory States 
by 1941 and reciprocal water diversion agreements 
among the three upstream States by 1944. It also 
prevented a series of hydroelectric and ship canal 
projects that could have undermined these previous 
water agreements. 

By 1948, INCODEL renewed the idea that a com- 
pact agency would be suitable for comprehensive wa- 
ter management on the Delaware. In its annual report 
of that year, the commission again broached the 
possibility of ". . .joint construction and operation of 
dams and reservoirs on the Dela~are."~:  In 1949, it 
received appropriations of $70,000 each from New 
York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania to finance 
studies preparatory to a comprehensive river basin 
plan. These studies, released in 1950, proposed several 
projects for water storage and diversion along the Del- 
aware with the projects being constructed and oper- 
ated by an interstate compact agency. 

Again a compact was proposed for ratification by 
the four States of the basin. This 1951 compact pro- 
posal more nearly resembled the present Delaware 
Compact than its predecessors. It would have granted 
the compact agency powers to construct and operate 
several specified water storage and diversion facilities 
in the basin as well as to erlter into contracts for mu- 
nicipal water supply and the development of hydro- 
electric power in the region. As in the earlier proposed 
compacts, the commission was to be bound by 
prescribed water diversion formulas set forth in the 
compact. At the same time, the proposed compact 
devoted significantly greater detail to the powers and 
financing of the compact agen~y .~ '  

Like its predecessors, the proposed compact was 
rejected bv a dounstream State --Pennsylvania- 
while simultaneously. Ne@ York City applied to the 



Supreme Court for a modification of the 1931 deci- 
sion on minimum diversions from the Delaware. The 
City's petition was submitted to the Court in 1951, 
and by 1954 the contesting States-Pennsylvania, 
New York, and New Jersey--had agreed to water di- 
version formulas satisfying the needs of New York 
City, Philadelphia, and New Jersey as well as per- 
mitting New York dams on the upper reaches of the 
River and Pennsylvania dams at Wallpack Bend in its 
middle area. 

While interstate action in the Delaware Basin was 
unsuccessful, there was increasing concern at the na- 
tional level over the question of Federal participation 
in multistate river basin compacts. As the 1961 House 
Report on the Delaware River Compact indicated, 
several national commissions had suggested the 
possibility of greater Federal involvement in these 
regional ventures. President Truman's Water Re- 
sources Policy commission in 1950 stated that, 
". . . there is usually no other constant source of gov- 
ernmental leadership transcending State boundaries 
which can help the people of a multistate region re- 
view the full scopesof their water resources problems 
and possibilities or find the funds that in many cases 
are necessary for the expensive multipurpose tasks 
that must be ~ndertaken."'~ 

A few years later the Kestnbaum Commission 
endorsed the partnership approach to basin-wide de- 
velopment of water  resource^.^' This joint action view 
was accepted by the Senate Select Committee on Na- 
tional Water Resources in 1961.36 Thus, between the 
last unsuccessful compact proposal on the Delaware 
and the present compact, support increased for 
including the Federal government in any water re- 
source management scheme for the basin. Indeed, 
Roscoe Martin and other observers speculated that 
the anti-Federal bias in the last unsuccessful compact 
contributed to its defeat." 

After the failure of the 195 1 compact proposal, the 
Delaware River Basin Advisory Committee was 
formed, and by 1959 it secured sponsorship for the 
preparation of a river basin management and devel- 
opment plan by the Maxwell Graduate School of Syr- 
acuse University. The Syracuse study proposed a 
two-phase plan for water resource management in the 
Delaware Basin. First, a Federal regional agency 
would immediately begin comprehensive planning 
and management of water resources within the basin 
and serve as the forum for integrated national water 
resource act~vity in  the area. The ageracy would: ( I )  
prepare and update a comprehensive plan for wa- 
ter managenaent in the basin; (2) have the power to 
operate, construct, and maintain water resource; 

projects in the hasin and ultirnatch npzrzte all mul- 

tipurpose water projects in the area; and (3) work in 
close cooperation with the Public Health Service in 
setting water quality standards for the D e l a ~ a r e . ~ ~  

The second phase of the Syracuse study recom- 
mendations called for the creation of a Federal-State 
compact agency, the Delaware River Commission 
(DRC), that would assume the powers of the preceding 
Federal regional agency and become the central 
water resource agency for the region. 

Upon receiving this study, the Water Research 
Foundation, a citizen arm of the Delaware River Ba- 
sin Advisory Commission, recommended the drafting 
of a Federal-interstate compact ". . . in  order to 
eliminate the necessity for a Federal agency as a 
transitional step in such water resources administra- 
tion."j9 The Federal agency alternative also was 
downgraded by the Delaware River Basin Advisory 
Commission in favor of a Federal-interstate compact 
approach to river basin administration. Compact leg- 
islation to that effect was drafted and ratified by the 
component States and the Federal government in 
1960-1961. 

Federal Action on the Delaware and 
Susquehanna Compacts 

The Delaware Compact received a favorable 
hearing in Congress because it had strong State sup- 
port, did not involve any ear-narking of Federal funds 
for water resource projects in the area, and did not 
require the Federal government subsequently to fol- 
low this institutional approach in implementing na- 
tional water resource policy elsewhere. 

The compact was reported out of the House Judi- 
ciary Committee on April 26, 1961. Congressman 
Walter, submitting the Nouse Report for the majori- 
ty, minimifed the problems of Federal participation in 
the compact and pointed out the beneficial effects 
uniform river basin administration would have in the 
area. He noted that the compact would end the 
lengthy and ~nvolved litigation among the signatory 
States about allotments of the Delaware and cited 
severai reasons why the Federd government should be 
a partner to the compact. First, he noted that the 
States and Fedcral government had separate, yet 
intzrdepcndent responsibilities for water resource 
development in the rzgwn. Joint basin-wide man- 
agement would allow for better planning of alterna- 
tive wzter uses w i t h  the region that were until then 
either under Federal or State control Secondly, the 
compact wtwld provide a hrurn for solving problems 
o f  C O ~ C U I T C I I I  G l r l l 3 ~ t l F 2  jur3sctk~hr1, arid, fir!ally, it 
wcwld fdcilttate the rcct.7cllratlnn of Fcdvsl and 
St& doctrim-, "i H -tm rrgiit' wi:bln the, regiont, 



". . . adapted to conditions in the Delaware River 
Basin under a single administrative a ~ t h o r i t y . " ~ ~  Af- 
ter reviewing previous national statements on the de- 
sirability of Federal participation in river basin 
development, the Committee Report stated: 

The conclusion is inescapable: If the powers and functions of 
law, planning, administration, and finance for a single river basin 
are to be integrated properly, the solution lies in a single joint 
agency composed of the governmental bodies concerned. . . . The 
combination of Federal and State powers within the basin agency 
will therefore mean that the agency can integrate all available 
powers and at least have the opportunity to produce the least cost 
solution to water problems. Such opportunities are not available 
to wholly Federal or wholly non-Federal agencies." 

Not only would the compact provide for better river 
basin planning and development, but also it would 
minimize the I'egal difficulties for the national 
government. The Committee Report cited legal 
precedent for Federal participation in the Delaware 
Compact42 and stressed that the agency would not be 
exempt from continuing Congressional scrutiny. As 
the report stated: 

Even were the language of the compact bill to be construed in 
any manner as to exempt the basin agency from continuing 
answerability to the Congress, any such provision would be 
totally ineffectual under the Constitution itself. Neither by com- 
pact nor by any other form of legislation can the Congress divest 
itself of the authority vested in the National Government by the 
commerce clause and other clauses of the Federal C o n s t i t ~ t i o n . ~ ~  

In effect, Federal proponents of the compact were 
claiming that it was legally impossible for the 
Congress to delegate its legislative authority to a 
compact agency, a notion disagreed with by Repre- 
sentative Cramer in the minority report. 

Debate on the House floor continued to center on 
the legality and propriety of Federal participation in 
the Delaware Compact. Congressman Cramer, citing 
Department of Justice and Department of Interior 
memoranda, contended that the compact should be 
merely an interstate one and that Federal participa- 
tion in the compact would be both a Federal intrusion 
into State affairs and result in a prior claim on federal 
funds for the operations of the compact.44 Congress- 
man Walter again noted the impossibility of the 
Federal government illegally delegating its powers 
and stated that the proposed Federal reservations to 
the compact had the effect of' not committing the 
Federal government in advance to the financing of 
compact Three amendments which would 
have had the effect of removing the Federal gov- 
ernment from participation in the compact were re- 
jected. The House then confirmed the compact by 257 
to 92.46 

Senate hearings on the DRBC j7 centered on the 
question of whether preference was to be given to 
public agencies and cooperatives in the marketing of 

wholesale hydroelectric power from commission- 
owned or  leased power facilities. The Kennedy 
Administration proposed such a preference as a 
Federal reservation to the compact, yet testimony by 
representatives of the States involved indicated no 
desire for the preference clause at that time. Indeed, 
testimony by Senator Clark suggested that if the pref- 
erence clause were written into the compact, it would 
subject the compact to reratification by the State sig- 
natories and jeopardize its passage.J8 

The Kennedy Administration held to the opinion 
that the power preference clause was integral to 
Federal power policy and that any commission 
generation of power, even if the facility were built 
entirely with State funds, would be subject to the 
preference clause ". . . because of the nature of the 
agency."J9 Senator Kerr, chairman of the sub- 
committee, on the other hand, implicitly disputed this 
stand and took the position that when only State funds 
were involved, State policy would be c o n t r ~ l l i n g . ~ ~  An 
understanding was reached that the power question 
could be decided later if the issue arose as a practical 
problem in the operation of the compact.jl 

Aside from this proposed Federal reservation to the 
compact, the Administration took the position that 
the ". . . unique circumstances and the apparent will- 
ingness of the States to proceed with coordinated 
basin development. . ." " enabled the Federal 
government to draft a proposed set of reservations to 
the compact without, in any way, committing it to 
future participation in such compacts. 

The ensuing debate indicated that the "unique" 
quality of the compact represented a willingness on 
the part of the States to accept Federal reservations to 
the compact without such conditions being the basis 
for another round of State legislation on the to pi^.^' 
Even John Robin, Chairman of the Delaware River 
Basin Advisory Committee, stressed the need to insure 
Federal participation in the compact while at the same 
time recognizing ". . . t he  Fede ra l  gove rnmen t ' s  
constitutional responsibilities and its preeminent re- 
gard for national, rather than regional intere~t ."~? For 
this reason, State representatives acceded to all the 
Federal reservations in the compact with the exception 
of the power preference clause. An additional Federal 
reservation concerning congressional authorization of 
Federal projects in the basin was put in the final act." 

The action on the Delaware Compact clearly indi- 
cated that many at the Federal level did not see a 
Federal-State compact as the ideal instrument for 
integrated river basin water management. Rather, the 
exceptional willingness of the States to agree to the 
Delaware Compact and to accede to the multiple 
Federal reservations eased the constitutional prob- 
lems of Federal involvement. Under such cir- 



cumstances, the Federal government felt it could ef- 
fectively cooperate in a regional compact without such 
participation altering, in any basic way, its national 
water resource policies or operations. 

The 1970 hearings on the Susquehanna Compact 
were more substantial than those for the Delaware 
and they reveal that the Federal government 
continued to demand guarantees against any adverse 
impact of the compact on Federal water resource ac- 
tivities. Yet, they also demonstrate a further 
commitment to the compact device by the States in 
the Middle Atlantic Region and a desire on their part 
to make the instrumentality more binding on Federal 
agencies. Debate in the hearings focused on the fol- 
lowing questions: 

- the desirability of Congressional reauthorization for water re- 
source  project^,^' 
- the need for additional Federal reservations to preserve 
Federal executive authority on agency participation in the com- 
pa~t ,~%nd 
- removal of language in State-proposed Federal reservations 
that offered the possibility of impairing the licensing functions of 
the A t o m i c  Energy C o m m i s s i o n ,  the Federal  Power  
Commission, the Federal Communications Commission, and the 
Interstate Commerce Commi~sion.'~ 

The prime source of debate arose when State rep- 
resentatives raised strong objections to proposed 
Federal reservations that would exempt several 
Federal regulatory agencies from compliance with the 
Susquehanna Compact Commission's comprehensive 
plan.60 The original reservation as proposed by the 
Water Resources Council was justified as preventing 
the possibility of protracted legal conflict between the 
compact agency and Federal regulatory agencies in 
the licensing of water resource related facilities such 
as power  plant^.^' It also contained language that 
"This reservation shall not be construed as a basis for 
noncompliance with the requirements of this compact 
or this Yet, State representatives contended 
that the reservation, together with cross-references to 
other portions of the compact ". . .would severely 
limit the Susquehanna Commission's ability to ade- 
quately manage and control the water resources of the 
Susquehanna River Ba~in ."~ '  

State testimony alluded to the fact that State reg- 
ulatory commissions were to be bound by the water 
resource regulalions of the cornpact and that it was 
only natural lo expect Federal agencies to be similarly 
bound. Proposed Federal reservations would 
encourage Federal circumvention of the commission's 
comprehensive plan, they contended, and this would 

'compromise the compact agency's jurisdiction in wa- 
ter resources matter>. 

To clarify the commission's jurisdiction in such 
cases, the States proposed additional 1angu;ige to read 

". . . nor shall it [the reservation] be construed to 
permit use of waters of the Susquehanna River Basin 
or to endanger their quality without approval pur- 
suant to the compact." h' This language was added to 
the final compact law and represents, to State ob- 
servers, a reassertion of commission control over wa- 
ter resource activities which various Federal regula- 
tory agencies might affect. 

In hearings, it was noted that reservations concern- 
ing the jurisdiction of various Federal regulatory 
agencies had not been included in the Delaware 
Compact. State representatives contended that this 
strengthened the DRBC's jurisdiction, but a Federal 
Power Commission (FPC) memorandum indicated 
that the jurisdiction problem had not arisen due to 
". . . limited assertions of authority by the Delaware 
Commission." '' 

The FPC memorandum is revealing in that it sug- 
gested the possibility of conflicts arising out of 
disagreements between the federal compact com- 
mission representatives and a Federal regulatory 
agency. The memorandum pointed to the fact that the 
Federal Power Commission and similar agencies had 
". . . statutorily mandated responsibilities, and in the 
performance of their regulatory functions, they are 
constrained by procedural forms and due process 
safeguards." Put more simply, the FPC did not 
think that in its licensing activities it could be bound 
by a compact commission action in which the Federal 
member concurred. 

More specifically, the FPC foresaw legal conflicts 
between their regulations and those of the compact 
agency in matters relating to the preliminary and dis- 
cretionary granting of power licenses.h7 In these situ- 
ations, the FPC maintained that it and the Susque- 
hanna Commission conceivably could not, because of 
legal considerations, negotiate a compromise over 
their respective regulations. Similar situations were 
said to exist in the concurrent jurisdictions of both 
agencies over pipeline and transmission lines 
construction.68 The FPC, thus, wished to avoid ques- 
tions of compliance with Susquehanna regulations 
and cited legal precedents that precluded delegation of 
power to another agency that might result in a veto of 
actions of the FPC.'' 

The debate in the Susquehanna hearings indicated 
once again a substantial Federal reluctance to become 
fully involved with a Federal-State compact. Addi- 
tional Federal reservations were designed to insure 
that Congress would have greater control over 
federally-funded projects and that compact regula- 
tions would not encumber the operations of Federal 
regulatory agencies. I t  is problematic whether the fi- 
nal amendatory language to the reservation mandates 



Federal regulatory agency compliance with compact 
water resource regulations. i t  most certainly does 
place a burden on such agencies to prove that they are 
not in substantial conflict with the regulatory actions 
of the compact. Yet, litigation could still arise on 
questions of concurrent jurisdiction. 

In conclusion, the Federal government, in entering 
into a second Federal-State compact, continued to 
qualify the conditions of its participation. Its reserva- 
tions in the Susquehanna Compact again insured Ex- 
ecutive and Congressional control over Federal funds 
in the compact and those reservations relating to reg- 
ulatory agencies in the region were drafted so as to 
resolve problems of concurrent jurisdiction in the na- 
tional government's favor. 

Nonetheless, in spite of FPC objections, State 
amendments to the proposed Federal reservations 
were accepted. The Federal government, thus, alerted 
the State signatories to the need for .more explicit 
protection of Federal prerogatives in the basin, while 
at the same time indicating that it was prepared to see 
the enforcement powers of the compact agency re- 
tained. 

Background of The Water Resources 
Planning Act of 1965 

In January 1959, Congressman Wayne Aspinall 
introduced a bill to authorize the establishment of 
permanent river basin commissions. This legislation 
was developed after a comprehensive study by the 
House Interior Committee of previous recommenda- 
tions of various earlier reports dealing with ways to 
strengthen federal water resource policies.'" Many of 
the bill's provisions, in effect, laid the groundwork for 
the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, which es- 
tablished the present river basin commissions. 

The Aspinall bill called for the appointment of all 
members of river basin commissions by the President, 
although the governors were to be given the oppor- 
tunity to nominate candidates for membership from 
the  S t a t e s .  M e m b e r s h i p  on t he  r iver  basin 
commissions also was to include representatives from 
any existing interstate compact agency having ju- 
risdiction over water in the basin. Additionally, the 
bill set a time l ~ m i t  of 10 years for the life of each or- 
ganization unless extended by the President." No ac- 
tion on this measure was taken by either the House or 
the Senate Committees having jurisdiction. Later in 
1959, a Senate Resolution was passed calling for an 
assessment of resources activities as a guide to the 
Senate in its consideration of future water resource 
policies. Senate Resolution 48 authorized studies to be 
made of the extent to which water resources activities 

are related to the national interest, and of the kinds of 
public and private water resource activities that would 
be required to meet future water demands.'? The 
Senate Select Committee on National Water Re- 
sources was formed in April, 1959. Chaired by the late 
Senator Kerr, the committee authorized some 40 
studies covering all aspects of water resource activities 
in the United States. The final report, completed in 
early 1961, became the keystone for many subsequent 
actions leading to the enactment of the Water Re- 
sources Planning Act of 1965. 

Specifically, the report recommended that  the Federal 
government should: (1) in cooperation with the States, prepare 
and keep up-to-date plans for comprehensive water development 
and management of all major river basins, (2) encourage the 
States to take a more active role in water planning, development, 
and management through a grant-in-aid program extending for 
ten years, (3) undertake a coordinated scientific research program 
on water and water resources, (4) prepare a biennial assessment of 
the water supply-demand outloqk for each major water resource 
region, and (5) cooperate with the States in encouraging efficient 
water development and use through flood plain regulation, 
surveys to assess emerging water shortages, studies of future 
storage reservoir sites, and provisions for public hearings where a 
federally-sponsored water resources development is proposed." 

As a result of the impetus of the Kerr Committee 
report, President Kennedy sent a bill to Congress on 
July 13, 1961 (S 2246 and HR 8 177) which generally 
followed the committee's recommendations. The 
proposed Water Resources Planning Act of 1961 
sought to provide for the optimal development of the 
nation's water resources through the establishment of 
a Federal Water Resources Council and river basin 
planning commissions. 

Hearings on the bills began in 1961 and generated 
considerable controversy, primarily around the issue 
of State involvement in the basin commissions. One of 
the primary criticisms of the 1961 bill was that the 
President rather than the governor was granted the 
authority to appoint State representatives to the river 
basin commissions. Another major objection was that 
the measure did not provide for adequate procedures 
for State inputs in the planning process. The State 
wanted safeguards to prevent Federal domination, 
given the great number of Federal representatives on 
the commissions. Another point of disagreement was 
whether the Water Resources Council would make the 
ultimate decision regarding establishment of the 
commissions, as the bill initial11 proposed. ~4 

The Kennedy Administration reintroduced its re- 
vised water resource legislation in 1963 (S 11 1 I ) .  This 
new bill provided for State selection of State repre- 
sentatives and the use of "double veto" procedures to 
protect Statc interests in the basin pl,lnning process.'- 
S. 1 1  1 1 was pasbed by the Senate on Decemhcr &, 

1963, but it never reachrd the floor of thc  t i o u x .  " 



The Johnson Administration introduced its water 
resource legislation in 1965 (S 21, HR 11 11). Senate 
Interior Committee amendments to S 21 insured that 
basin commissions would not adversely affect 
Federal, State, or interstate water resource planning 
and control jurisdictions, that the Upper Colorado 
Basin would be considered a separate basin for the 
pu rposes  of T i t l e  I1 and  t h a t  no  r iver  bas in  
commission would be set up in the Columbia River 
Basin. With these amendments the bill passed the 
Senate on March 1, 1965.77 

House Interior Committee action on HR 11 11 
amended the bill to provide that there could be a river 
basin commission in the Columbia Basin if agreed to 
by three of the four States in that area. This and other 
amendments passed the House on March 31, 1965 by 
384-0.'"n conference, the Senate agreed to all the 
House amendments except the Senate amendment 
which stated that neither the Water Resources Coun- 
cil nor the Title I1 river basin commissions would 
have the authority to study the ". . . transfer of waters 
between basins or areas covered by river basin com- 
missions or similar planning entities."'"he confer- 
ence report was agreed to by both House and Senate 
by July 13, 1965 and the President signed the Water 
Resources Planning Act on July 22, 1965. 

THE LAWS 

The Delaware and Susquehanna 
River Basin Commissions 

Nature of the Commissions. The two commissions 
were created as regional administrative agencies of the 
signatory parties for the ". . .joint exercise of the 
powers of sovereignty in the common interests of the 
people of the region." "' They were established in rec- 
ognition of the continued national, State and local 
interests in water resource management in the basin 
and designed to coordinate and give a regional focus 
to water resource programs of basin-wide import. 

Both compacts emphasize that the commissions 
will promote cooperative and coordinated water re- 
source management in the basins. Indeed, a Federal 
reservation to the Susquehanna Compact declares 
that the commission ". . . will serve as the principal 
agency for the coordination of Federal, State, inter- 
state, local, and non-governmental plans for water 
and related land resources in the Susquehanna River 
Basin." " Both compacts recognize that this coordi- 
n?!i~n :xi!! rzsdt  f r cx  z cci;:iat;~id fubus W I I  bin- 
wide water resource management which can be 
brought about only by ". . . comprehensive planning, 
programming, and management under the direction 
of a single administrative agency." The emphasis, 

then, is on central direction of water resource man- 
agement rather than on wholly voluntary coordina- 
tion of water resource projects on a regional basis. 

While stipulating central management and regula- 
tory functions, the compacts indicate that primary 
water resource responsibilities will still rest with the 
functional agencies of the signatory parties. The Del- 
aware Compact speaks in ternis of preserving and 
utilizing ". . . the functions, powers and duties of 
existing offices and agencies'of government to the 
extent not inconsistent with this compact." 83 Similar 
language is included in the Susquehanna C ~ r n p a c t . ~ ~  
Additionally, both compacts prohibit the commis- 
sions from exercising certain functions such as the 
distribution of water, retailing and marketing of hy- 
droelectric power, and construction of watershed 
management or recreation projects unless there are 
no suitable agencies of the signatory parties that 
could perform them. 

The signatory parties pledge the enactment of 
suitable State and/or Federal legislation to carry out 
the purposes of the compacts. In the Delaware Com- 
pact this intent is expressed specifically with regard to 
State and Federal water pollution laws # '  and, in even 
more general terms, the intent is expressed with rz- 
spect to all the purposes contmed in the Susquehanna 
C ~ m p a c t . ' ~  Thus, the compacts do exert some posi- 
tive legislative pressures on the signatory parties- - 
pressures for enactment of State and Federal legisla- 
tion that will be in accord with standards, rules, and 
regulations of the compacts. 

The commissions also are intended to act as re- 
gional regulatory agencies in certain instances. In 
their control over water allocations and diversions 
within the basins, they are given broad enforcement 
powers to allocate water resources using regional 
basin-wide criteria and objectives rather than those of 
individual States. The regulatory powers of the com- 
pact extend to the area of water quality control. The 
Susquehanna Compact even includes clauses that 
grant it authority to assume jurisdiction in water re- 
source matters when they are of an interstate n a t ~ r e , ~ '  
or when the effectuation of the purposes of the com- 
pact so requires.8q 

In summary, the commissions serve as the principal 
planning, regulatory, and coordinating bodies for wa- 
ter resource management within their respective re- 
gions. They are not designed to usurp the water re- 
source responsibilities of the S ta te  or  Federal 
governments, h i  ~dthcr  to insure that these responsi- 
bilities are exercised in a coordinated and cooperative 
manner. The commissions also may exercise jurisdic- 
tion in situations where a basin-wide approach is ab- 
solutely imperative as in the matter of diversion of 



water resources and the problem of exercising juris- 
diction when the signatories are not faithful to the 
purposes of the compact. 

Organization of the Commissions. Both compacts 
set up commissions composed of one member from 
each party state and one Federal representative. The 
State members include the governors or their alter- 
nates; the Federal member is appointed by the 
President. 

Actions taken by the commissions must be by a 
majority vote of the members. Budgets for the com- 
mission require a unanimous vote. If the Federal 
member does not concur in a commission decision, 
Federal agencies are released from the requirement 
that their water resource activities, with respect to that 
decision, be in conformance with the commission's 
comprehensive plan or attendant regulations. In this 
sense, the Federal member's vote has greater weight 
than that of the State members. 

Commission members appoint an executive direc- 
tor to serve at their pleasure. He has direct ap- 
pointment power of other staff, subject to commission 
rules and r eg~ la t i ons .~~  

General Powers of the Commission. The two 
commissions have the power to regulate the construc- 
tion and operation of all water resource facilities or 
programs within their jurisdiction and the additional 
authority to construct, operate, and maintain water 
resource facilities and projects within the basin. At the 
heart of both types of power is the dual mandate to 
adopt a comprehensive plan for ". . . the immediate 
and long-range development and use of water re- 
sources of the basin,"g0 and to ". . . annually adopt a 
water resources program based upon the compre- 
hensive plan".Y' 

The commissions are authorized to finance water 
resource projects through the use of revenue bonds or 
appropriations from signatories; to exercise the power 
of eminent domain; to accept conveyances of real 
property; and to  levy appropriate rates, rental 
charges, and tolls for the maintenance of commission 
projects. 

The two commissions also have significant regula- 
tory powers over water resource activities of the public 
and private agencies within their jurisdiction. On the 
basis of their comprehensive plans, both commissions 
may review all Federal, State and local projects that 
are authorized in their rivcr basins as to their efTeci on 
water resources. No action on these projects, whether 
it be their construction or operation, can be taken 
unless they have been included within the compre- 
hensive plans.92 In addition to this power of approval 

over the construction and operation of water resources 
projects, both commissions can set standards for the 
planning, design, and operation of specific water- 
resource related projects.93 Moreover, both agencies 
have broad rule and regulation making power to ef- 
fectuate the purposes of the ~ornpact.~'  

The enforcement powers of the two agencies vary 
somewhat. The Susquehanna Commission is 
authorized to  make investigations to  determine 
whether the rules and regulations of the compact are 
being met and to institute court suits to achieve 
compliance with such rules and  regulation^.^^ These 
powers are not granted explicitly to the Delaware 
River Basin Commission. 

Functional Powers of the Commissions. The two 
commissions are charged with exercising specific 
functional powers related to water resource man- 
agement. These powers are clearly stronger in some 
fields than others. Both compacts provide for strong 
regulatory roles with respect to water quality and wa- 
ter diversion. In matters regarding water supply, 
watershed and flood plain management, recreation, 
and hydroelectric power, the commissions have more 
indirect mandates geared mainly to  promoting 
cooperation among the Federal, State, and local 
agencies involved. Both exercise their functional 
powers by adoption of appropriate rules and regula- 
tions or by directly operating water resource projects. 
In some functional areas, the compacts provide for the 
exercise of enforcement powers by administrative or- 
dcrs, subject to judicial review. 

Water S~pply ."~  Both agencies are authorized to 
construct and operate darns, reservoirs and related 
projects for water storage and supply and to regulate 
the flows of the surface and ground waters in their 
basins. Each has regulatory power to prevent diversion 
of waters released from storage facilities, except that 
such an order is subject to change by a court of com- 
petent jurisdiction. 

The commissions also may levy assessments for 
water management projects and determine the actual 
cost to each signatory party. Both agencies are spe- 
cifically prohibited from engaging in the business of 
distributing water on a retail basis. 

Pol lu t ion  Control." '  T h e  commiss ions  a r e  
authorized to construct and operate pollution control 
projects whenever necessary to effectuate the water 
quality provisions of the compact, although primary 
emphasis is given to the states in the SRBCq"At  the 
same time, the latter may assume jurisdiction 
whenever it detlermines that the effectuation of its 



comprehensive plan so requires. There is language in 
both compacts that requires the signatories to meet 
the water quality requirements of the compact, and 
the commissions can enforce their regulations in a 
court of competent jurisdiction. On the other hand, the 
signatories are not forbidden from enacting legislation 
more stringent than commission regulations. The 
DRBC has a positive mandate requiring the signa- 
tories to enact legislation that will result in water 
quality conditions which are suitable for industrial 
and public water supply.q9 

Flood P r o t e c t i ~ n . ' ~ ~  Both  commission^ may 
construct flood control protection projects within their 
regions. They also may adopt standards as to the land 
uses that are advisable within designated flood plain 
areas. The Susquehanna Commission can directly reg- 
ulate flood plain uses only when the signatory party 
agrees to such regulation. It may suspend such direct 
regulation only when it finds that signatories will zone 
such lands to give the protection the commission 
deems adequate. The SRBC and DRBC can acquire 
the fee or lesser interest in lands and improvements in 
flood areas, and SRBC can appear in any court of 
competent jurisdiction to enforce such provisions. 
There is also language in the SRBC Compact that 
authorizes "eminent domain" in flood plain man- 
agement. 

Watershed Management.Io1 In lieu of a suitable State 
agency, the commissions are authorized to engage in 
soil conservation, forest management, and fish and 
wildlife programs related to water resource use in 
their basins. 

Recreation.lo2 The water-related recreational-use 
powers of the commissions are generally confined to 
promoting coordination and recommending standards 
for the development and administration of facilities in 
their area. If the commissions operate or maintain 
such a facility, they have the power to grant conces- 
sions in its operation. 

Scenic and Historic-Use Controls. An article on this 
subject is found only in the SRBC Compact. It per- 
mits the commission to recommend minimum stand- 
ards of land and water-use in designated areas of a 
scenic or historical nature.ln3 The commission is also 
authorized to draft and recommend for adoption or- 
dinances and regulatSons which would assist local 
governments in the historic or scenic preservation of 
riverside areas. Both DRBC and SRBC have re- 
sponsibilities for scenic and historic-use controls 
under the National Historic Preservation Act and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 

Hydroelectric Power.'OJ Both commissions are 
authorized to impound waters for the generation of 
hydroelectric power and to develop related dams and 
hydroelectric transmissions facilities which shall be 
used exclusively for the wholesale generation of hy- 
droelectric power. The commissions also are em- 
powered to let development contracts to public utili- 
ties or other public agencies for the generation of 
power. 

Neither is permitted to sell power directly to 
consumers. All commission operated hydroelectric 
pro jec ts  would be subjec t  t o  Fede ra l  Power  
Commission (FPC) license provisions. 

Withdrawals and Diversions of Water."'s In this 
field, the commissions have broad regulatory power 
covering significant withdrawals of water throughout 
the basins. They are empowered to designate protect- 
ed areas and to regulate the withdrawal or diversion of 
water from such areas by permit. In times of drought, 
direct control of water withdrawal and diversion can 
be exercised. Commission regulations supersede those 
of the signatories in cases of drought emergency situ- 
ations. 

Federal Reservations to the Compacts. As previous- 
ly discussed, several Congressional reservations are 
found in both compacts which affect their regulation 
of Federal water resource projects within their juris- 
dictions. One reservation retains Congressional 
authority to, at any time, amend or repeal various 
sections of the compact.lo6 From the Federal point of 
view, this insures a requirement of continuous 
Congressional consent to the compact. Another res- 
ervation states that nothing in the compact shall im- 
pair the jurisdiction, powers, rights, or functions of 
Federal agencies within the basin, provided that, 
wherever a comprehensive plan, or part thereof, has 
been adopted with the concurrence of the Federal 
member, the exercise of power by a Federal agency 
shall not substantially conflict with such compre- 
hensive plans.ln7 The President also has the general 
power to suspend elements of the comprehensive plan 
that he deems not to be in the national interest.'OU 
Other reservations have been sensitive ones, as indi- 
cated by the additional reservations in the SRBC 
Compact that no action of the commission shall 
conflict with any of the terms or conditions of any li- 
cense or permit granted or issued by the FPC, FCC, 
AEC, or ICC.lny 

Commission Fiscal Powers. . Both commissions' 
annual current and capital expense budgets to finance 
their operations must be adopted by unanimous vote. 



For the construction of water resource projects, both 
are authorized to issue tax exempt revenue bonds not 
bearing more than six percent interest. Alternatively, 
the commissions may receive capital appropriations 
from the signatory parties for the financing of 
projects. Here, they must follow standardized pro- 
cedures established under the compact law that pro- 
vide for uniform cost-sharing among the signatory 
parties. 

The commissions are free to negotiate loans, 
grants, gifts, and services from the signatories and 
other parties. After construction of a commission 
project, they may levy, without regulation, appro- 
priate rates, renta! fees, charges, or tolls to amortize 
its cost. More indirectly, the commissions are  
authorized to levy benefit assessments on signatory 
parties for work done in the water supply field and let 
development contracts fur the generation of wholesale 
hydroelectric power, presumably from commission 
facilities. They also are permitted to make condem- 
nation payments in any of their undertakings. 

In no case can the commission pledge the full faith 
and credit of the signatory parties. Interest payments 
and bond redemption of the revenue bonds of the 
commissions constitute a first lien In bondholders and 
bondholder suits may be brought against the 
commission if a bondholder deems that its operations 
violate his rights as a bondholder. I I "  

The Federal reservations, while worded so as to 
prevent conflict between the Federal government and 
the commission, give the Federal representative, 
through his use of the nonconcurring vote, a signifi- 
cant power in the compact. They also make it neces- 
sary to secure the concurring vote of the Federal 
member in commissiofi deliberations in order to have 
Federal agencies comply with compact regulations. 
Federal reservations, then, offer the potential for 
either obviating or compromising commission pow- 
ers. They arise, however, from the constitutional 
premise that national interests must be continually 
protected for tne duration of the compact. The res- 
ervations do establish conditions under which the 
Federal government need not be in substantial 
compliance with the rules and regulations of the 
compact. 

The Water Resources 
Planning Act of 1965 

Public Law 89-80. the Water Resource$ Plannmg 
Act, was enacted faur >ears after 11 wa\ first trans- 
mitted to Congress by President Kennedy. TLt: 
problems that confronted the nation tn the water re- 
sources field at +he time the b~l l  was Introduced were 

immense and varied. Political attention was drawn 
to the intergovernmental implications of the mea- 
sure. The significance of the Act has been explained 
in  terms of its support for evolving regionalism in 
Federal-State relations: 

The Water Resources Planning Act offers an opportunity for 
Federal and State collaboration that is new, not only in the 
comprehensive planning of water and related land resources, but 
in Federal-State relations, generally.'" 

The Water Resources Council. With the passage of 
the Water Kesources Planning Act, Congress created 
the Water Resources Council as the chief Federal 
coordinating agency for national water resources 
planning. Title I of the Act created a cabinet-level 
council composed of the Secretaries of Interior, Ar- 
my, Agriculture, HEW, and the cha~rman of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission. A subsequent amendment to 
the Act added the Secretary of' Transportation " ?  to 
further enhance the coordinating capability of the 
Water Kesources Council. The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, the Secretary of Com- 
merce, and the director of' the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency have been designated as associate 
members by the chairman of the council. Proposed 
legislation to grant these officials full membership 
status has been withdrawn pending the outcome of 
the President's Executive R.eorganization proposals 
of 1971. The chairman of the Council on Environ- 
mental Quality, the director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, the Attorney General aad the 
chairmen of the river basin commissions are obser- 
vers to the council meetings. The chairman of the 
council is designated by the President according to 
authority granted by the Act, and is presently the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Title I of the Act further requires the council to 
conduct a continuing study and periodic assessment of 
the adequacy of water supplies in each water resource 
region. In addition, the council is to study the rela- 
tionship of river basin plans and programs to the 
". . . requirements of larger regions of the Nation and 
the adequacy of administrative and statutory means 
for the coordimtion of the water and related land re- 
source policies and programs of the several Federal 
agencies. ' ' '  

The council is authorized to establish, with the ap- 
proval of the President. "principles, standards, and 
procedures" which will serve as guidelines for Federal 
agencies participating in regional water resource 
plhnning as well as serve as the basis for formulating 
and evalt~ating Federal water resource projects. Sec- 
tion 103 of the Act specifically permits these standards 
and procedures to be used by the council to revise 
pians for Federal projects proposed in a compre- 





having a substantial interest in the work of a commis- 
sion, and one member from each State which lies in 
whole or  in part within the commission's geographical 
boundaries. The State members of each commission 
elect a vice chairman. Additionally, interstate com- 
pact agencies are represented by a member when their 
jurisdiction includes area covered by a commission."" 
International representatives are included in the Pa- 
cific Northwest Commission and coordination with 
international commissions is required in the Great 
Lakes Commission. 

In setting up these Federal-State planning com- 
missions as a new type of governmental entity, 
Congress granted them broad authority to plan for the 
development of water and related land resources of 
the basins over which they have jurisdiction. A major 
function of the commissions is to prepare and main- 
tain a comprehensive, coordinated plan for water and 
related land resources, which will serve as a blueprint 
for future development by all levels of government, as 
well as nongovernmental agencies. 

Due to the probability that a great number of Fed- 
eral agency members would be participating in the 
commission's activities, the Act specifies a "caucus 
approach" to govern the working operations of the 
commissions. Thus, the concept of unanimity or 
consensus, rather than majority vote was stressed in 
the Act. 

In the work of the commission every reasonable endeavor shall 
be made to arrive at a consensus of all members on all issues; but 
failing this, full opportunity shall be afforded each member for 
t h e . .  . . report of individual views: Provided that at any time the 
commission fails to act by reason of absence of a consensus, the 
position of the chairman, acting in behalf of the Fsderal mem- 
bers, and the vice chairman, acting upon instructions of the State 
members, shall be set forth in the record.'2" 

In effect, this scheme enables a dual caucus approach 
whereby resolution is reached by consensus, or by near 
consensus with a minority report. Alternative courses 
of action may be presented to the Water Resource 
Council, the President, and Congress, if agreement 
cannot be achieved. In operating by consensus, there is 
no possibility that one group may out vote another, 
but issues are discussed and sharpened to the point 
where differences are clearly delineated and alterna- 
tives explored in an effort to r<ach agreement. It 
should be noted that the mechanism provided in the 
Act assumes that, typically, a Federal-State split on 
issues will occur. This is not always the case, however. 
In actual practice, States may align themselves 
against other States or with the Federal representa- 
tives on key issues. If consensus or general agreement 
cannot be achieved, each member is afforded the op- 
portunity to present individual views. 

The Act authorized an amount not to exceed $750,- 

000 annually for meeting the operating costs of each 
river basin commission established under Title 11. In 
actuality, since the act was passed, the annual appro- 
priation for each commission has been set at  $200,- 
000. The FY 1971 appropriations raised the ceiling for 
recurring operating expenses to $250,000 per com- 
mission.'" The method of funding the operating costs 
of river basin commissions, as a matter of practice, 
has developed into a system of matching grants, 
wherein the Federal government pays 50 percent of 
the operating costs of a commission. 

The States within the river basin areas typically 
have divided their share equally among themselves. 
The recently organized Ohio River Basin Commis- 
sion, howe~er ,  agreed to apportion the States' share of 
the matching costs by a formula based on State 
population and drainage area within the river basin 
boundary. 

In anticipation of the creation of another river basin 
commission, the Water Resources Council's budget 
request for FY 1972 included an amount to cover the 
operating costs of a sixth commission. 

State water resource planning. Title I11 of the Water 
Resources Planning Act establishes a program of 
financial assistance to States to encourage their par- 
ticipation in the development of State and regional 
water resource plans. All States may participate in 
this effort by submitting to the Water Resources 
Council a program for comprehensive water and re- 
lated land resources planning. If the State's applica- 
tion is approved, a grant is made based on an allot- 
ment formula which includes such factors as popula- 
tion, land area, the need for water resources planning, 
and the per capita income of a State. '?'  States then 
match these formula allotments on a 50-50 basis to 
fund their water resources planning program. 

Only that portion of a State program's cost which 
exceeds its water planning expenditures during the 
"base period" is eligible for matching funds. The 
"base period" outlays are expenditures made by a 
State on its own initiative prior to June 30, 1965. This 
provision of only paying for increased State funding 
has been the subject of criticism from time to time, 
since it might be construed as penalizing those States 
that previously had invested in a planning program on 
their own. However, the main purpose of Title 111, 
namely to encourage States to participate in Federal- 
State comprehensive water resources planning, has 
largely been achieved. In 1965, 14 States made no 
expenditure for water resource planning. In the first 
year of the grant program, fiscal year 1967, only seven 
States made no formal application for funds. In 1970 
every State applied for a grant under the program. 



The total amount spent by the various States on 
water resources planning in "base period" was $12,- 
200,000 with a range from no funds for some States up 
to California's $7.6 million. 

Congress has authorized $5 million a year to be 
spent under Title 111. However, it has usually only 
appropriated 35-45 percent of authorization, though 
the "gap" between authorization and appropriation 
narrowed between 1967 and 1970."3 Table 32 indi- 
cates the aggregate amount of grants made to States 
under the Title 111 program. 

TABLE 32 
GRANTS TO STATES UNDER TITLE Ill, 
WATER RESOURCES PLANNING ACT 

(in thousands) 
FY '67 FY '68 FY '69 FY '70 FY '71 - -- - -- - 
$1.738 $2,246 $2.348 $2.376 $3.753 
Source Water Resources Councd 

In the President's Budget for fiscal 1972, the re- 
quested appropriation for Title I11 was cut back to $3 
million. The uncertainty of Federal funding in 1976 
may have an impact on the amount of State money to 
be spent on water resource planning over the next few 
years. States are now beginning to press for an ex- 
tension of the Act, but no Congressional bills to that 
effect have yet been introduced. 

Title 111 of the Water Resources Planning Act was 
designed to improve State capabilities in water re- 
source planning. State programs funded under Title 
111 are expected to be of a comprehensive nature 
". . . with respect to intrastate and interstate water re- 
sources . . ." 1 2 '  and to be coordinated with any 
statewide development planning conducted under 
section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 or under the 
Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965.12' The 
Water Resources Council has approval power over 
State water resource planning programs conducted 
under Section 303 of the Act, and council regulations 
require that State water resource planning efforts be 
coordinated with the activities of river basin commis- 
sions where they exist.'2h Title 111, then, serves to bol- 
ster State water resource planning capabilities and, in 
the case of the 29 belonging to river basin and com- 
pact commissions, to provide for a higher quality 
State planning input into river basin planning efforts. 

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN 
COMMISSION 

PROGRAMS A N D  OPERATIONS 
The Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) 

has jurisdiction over 12,765 square miles of territory, 
in four States, encompassing all or parts of 38 coun- 
ties, six metropolitan areas, and 14 municipal juris- 

dictions of over 50,000 population. The area includes 
19 metropolitan counties and 19 non-metropolitan 
counties, with nine included within the Appalachian 
Regional Commission's designated area. 

T h e  De laware  Basin con ta in s  a complex  
governmental structure. Within the 13 metropolitan 
counties that lie preponderantly in DRBC's jurisdic- 
tion, there are 195 municipalities, 268 townships, and 
114 special districts that have water-resource related 
responsibilities. There are also several multistate 
agencies, such as the Delaware River Port Authority 
and Delaware River and Bay Authority, with which 
the commission must work, as well as 17 State, met- 
ropolitan, and regional clearinghouses, designated 
under the Office of Management and Budget Circular 
No. A-95, which have a direct interest in the DRBC's 
work. Four of these clearinghouses are State-level, 
seven metropolitan, and six non-metropolitan. In all 
there are probably well over 650 governmental or- 
ganizations and jurisdictions that have water resource 
related responsibilities that could be affected by the 
DRBC. 

The physical resources of the region are impressive. 
The area contains an estimated population of 7.2 mil- 
lion. It has a natural water resource runoff of 13,000 
million gallons per day (mgd), 3,600 of which are 
presently 'used for water supply purposes. 

The region contains over 20 major reservoirs, 
serviced by over 450,000 acres of recreational areas, 
many of which are water related. It has 251 waste 
treatment plants that serve over 5.5 million people 
and numerous industries along the river. It is further 
estimated that 712 million gallons per day (mgd) of 
effluent are discharged into the Delaware Basin and 
that it would take $943.2 million for the construction 
of fully adequate sewerage systems. 

The dimensions of DRBC's task then are substan- 
tial. Within its jurisdiction, the commission has to 
achieve the coordination of the various functional 
demands on the river system and keep to a'minimum 
the jurisdictional conflicts among Federal, State, and 
local governments over the best use of water resources 
within the region. How it accomplishes these aims in 
its operations will be the subject of the rest of this sec- 
tion. 

The Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) 
serves as a basin-wide, multipurpose water resource 
management agency. It exists to assess and maintain 
the relationship between supply and demand for water 
and water-related resources within the Delaware Bas- 
in. It examines this demand-supply relationship in two 
ways. First, it attempts to insure an efficient distribu- 
tion of water resources so as to meet the water- 
resource demands from all parts of the region. 



Second, it studies the various functional demands for 
water resources and attempts to promote the de- 
velopment of multiple-purpose water usage in the 
region. The commission, then, is the only agency 
that coordinates water resource demands anlong 
competing jurisdictions and competing water uses. 

The conimission both coordinates and sets water 
resource policy in the basin. As the pollution control 
agency for the region, it administers rules and regula- 
tions which uniformlj apply to all government juris- 
dictions in the basin. Also, in critical drought emer- 
gency periods, the commission has regulated water 
withdrawals among users in the basin. Finally, the 
commission reviews all projects having a substantial 
effect on the water resources of the basin to see that 
they do not conflict with its comprehensive plan. 

In other matters, the DRBC plays a less direct role 
in the water resource management of the region and 
supports Federal, State, and local water resource pol- 
icies that it believes will benefit its resource man- 
agement program. 

The DRBC seeks to promote regional water re- 
source policies that will guarantee the most effective 
use of the river system. It does this by promulgating 
commission policy, as in the case of adopting basin- 
wide pollution control regulations and of encouraging 
adhercnce to regional approaches to liquid waste 
treatmeni before a local sewage treatment plant will 
be approved, and by cooperating with local, State and 
Federal agencies in the pursuit of their various water 
resource goals. 

D RBC Water Resource Policies 

Water Pollution Control. The commission's concern 
for water quality has been evident since its creation. In 
1962, just after it was formed, the commission adopt- 
ed the old INCODEL standards for uniform water 
pollution control in the basin. By 1963, it had ab- 
sorbed the INCODEL staff and had created a com- 
mission committee to urge signatory States to seek a 
uniform legal ~ m d  administrative interpretation of the 
1 NCODEL standards. By 1965, the commission, 
through a comprehcnsive plan statement, had adopted 
the policy that all liquid waste in thc basin had to be 
subjected to at least a minimum specified level of 
primary treatment. Water pollution control stand- 
ards, by this action, were extended from the main river 
throughout the entire region. 

The commission also involved itself with a Public 
Health Service study of water quality conditions in the 
Delaware estuary begun in 1964 and completed in 
1966. The study accorded DRBC a central role in wa- 
ter pollution control regulation in the region."' With 
the passage of the 1965 Water Pollution Control Act, 

the States in the region were under a timetable to pass 
water pollution control standards that conformed with 
Federal  requirements .  Before tha t  deadl ine ,  t h e  
commission had adopted a basin-wide water pollution 
code which applied to all water uses within the region. 
Almost immediately, the commission went to work to 
insure the implementation of its standards. It set 
waste discharge limits for various areas in the main 
river and promulgated discharger allocations to the 
major public and private waste treatment facilities in 
the region. After setting these discharger allocations, 
the commission, by April 1971, had agreed to abate- 
ment schedules for 60 facilities that accounted for 
over 90 percent of the waste discharged in the river. 
Most abatzment schedules required full compliance 
with commission allocations by 1973. 

In other actions, the commission has sought to up- 
grade basin water quality. In the Tocks Island, Darby 
Creek, and Gloucester-Salem areas, the commission 
has encouraged regional solutions to sewage disposal 
and it, in conjunction with the signatory States and the 
Federal government, has financed a demonstration 
project in the Gloucester-Salem area to prove the 
feasibility of a regional waste management scheme. It 
has raised nearly $1.37 million to prepare compre- 
hensive engineering study of a full-scale regional 
waste project in that area. This action implements a 
commission policy set in 1968 that it will en- 
courage the use of regional water pollution control 
facilities and even require them where they are 
considered the most effective and economically ad- 
vantageous solutions. 

Water Supply Activities. The DRBC has played 
several roles in the management of water supply in the 
basin. Probably the most publicized water supply ac- 
tion of the commission was taken in the emergency 
drought crisis of 1965-1966."' In the period from 
July, 1965 through March, 1967, the DRBC was au- 
thorized to exercise jurisdiction over the surface water 
supply of the basin. During that time, the conlmission, 
by unanimous agreement, suspended the Supreme 
Court decree governing surface water allocations 
among the signatory parties. It reduced the amount of 
water diverted to New York City and negotiated with 
private power companies for downstream releases 
from their reservoirs to prevent salt water encroach- 
ment on the water supplies of the Philadelphia met- 
ropolitan area. In this emergency, the commission 
was able, through a combination of regulatory and 
negotiated means, to maintain adequate water sup- 
plies within the region. ''" 

In a July 1964 action, the commission expanded its 
water supply jurisdiction to the management of 
ground waters."' By this move, the conlmission was 
able to administer a uniform water rights doctrine 



concerning all such waters in the region. In effect, the 
commission was indicating that it could allocate these 
waters to the signatory States in accordance with its 
allocation powers set forth in Section 3.3 of the com- 
pact. This removed the possibility of litigation, de- 
pending on the particular State doctrine of water 
rights law, and made these water resources available 
to the commission to help meet supply needs in times 
of drought. 

The commission has approved for inclusion in the 
comprehensive plan several major federally-initiated 
and State multi-purpose water projects in the basin 
that will augment available water supplies. It also has 
been empowered by the compact to  apportion the 
costs that the States shall bear in meeting the nonfed- 
era1 payment of the water supply costs of Federal 
multi-purpose projects. The conlmission has been au- 
thorized to repay such nonfederal costs through a 
combination of user charges and apportionment of 
costs in the capital budgets of the respective States."' 
Presently, the DRBC has contracted with the Corps of 
Engineers to repay the water supply costs at Tocks 
Island, Beltzville, and Blue Marsh reservoirs. 

The commission's action in endorsing the multiple- 
use water resource projects and in being authorized to 
repay the nonfederal share of water supply costs of 
such projects appears to have a positive value in 
expressing muttistate approval of these various proj- 
ects. As such, it signifies to the Federal agencies that 
such projects will be well-received within the region 
and that they are k i n g  considered as main projects in 
the water management of the river. 

DRBC Flood Control Policies. The commission has 
endorsed in its comprehensive plan and annual water 
resources program the implementation of several 
Federal and State constructed flood control projects. 
Also, the commission has cooperated with the U.S. 
Geological Survey and the Corps of Engineers in 
encouraging flood-plain mapping studies in various 
sections of the region so that municipalities in these 
areas will adopt suitable flood-plain zoning ordi- 
nances and will be eligible for federally-subsidized 
flood insurance pursuant to the Federal Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968. Finally, the comn~ission dur- 
ing its ten-year existence has encouraged the forma- 
tion of additional watershed associations throughout 
the basin. These associations perform a valuable 
function in moni tor ing flood control  condi t ions  
throughout the smaller watersheds and are eligible 
recipients for Federal aid under the Small Watershed 
Program administered by the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

Power Supply. The DRBC has not played a promi- 
nent role in stimulating power facilities in the region. 
Yet in recent years, the commission has moved to reg- 

ulate the conditions for power plant construction 
within the basin. Earlier, the commission's efforts 
were directed to studies of the region's potential power 
demands and the water resource needs for increased 
power generation. However, by October, 1968, the 
commission demonstrated its concern for better 
management of power resources by adopting a resolu- 
tion directing that the hydroelectric features of the 
Tocks Island project be subject to certain envi- 
ronmental conditions.'" This led to barring the use of 
Sunfish Pond for pumping water to supply hydroelec- 
tric power and to mandating that the reservoir 
construction for the project be done with a minimum 
of disruption to the area's natural environment. The 
Federal Commissioner abstained from voting on the 
resolution due to the fact that pumped power genera- 
t i o n  h a d  n o t  b e e n  p r o p o s e d  in  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
Congressional authorization of the Tocks Island 
projects. 

Further commission concern for adequate power 
planning occurred in April, 1971 when the DRBC 
indicated that all electric power projects of 100,000 
KW hours or more would be approved only after the 
utility companies involved prepared a master siting 
study and site selection analysis as justification for a 
proposed project.".' These additional conditions ne- 
cessitate a rigorous analysis of the effect of a power 
plant site on the water resources of the basin and the 
dissemination of the siting studies to all Federal, 
State, and local agencies having specific or  general 
jurisdiction in the matter of power planning. The 
DRBC also has reviewed several nuclear power plant 
proposals in the region. 

Recreation. The DRBC's efforts in this area have 
centered around the development of the Delaware 
Water Gap  National Recreation Area in the northern 
part of the basin. The commission has approved the 
park as part of its comprehensive plan and endorsed 
Tocks Island as the major water recreation pro-iect 
within it. DRBC has cooperated with the National 
Park Service in studying and implementing its rec- 
reation plan for that area. It also has moved to pre- 
serve the natural state of other water areas within the 
Tocks Island region, particularly Sunfish Pond."' 
Finally, the commission in 197 1 resolved that the up- 
per branch of the Delaware River be included in the 
National Scenic and Wild Rivers System."" Negotia- 
tions are also proceeding between the DRBC and the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (BOR) regarding joint 
recreational plans for the region. 

Project Review. Under Section 3.8 of the DRBC 
Compact, the commission is authorized to review all 
projects that have a substantial effect on the water re- 
sources of the basin. The commission has experienced 





emphasis on regional waste treatment has encouraged 
local governments to regionalize their waste treat- 
ment operations. When the commission sees fit, its 
mandatory regulations regarding regional waste 
treatment could result in a substantial reorganization 
of waste treatment systems along the River. 

Commission regulations of this sort have the salu- 
tary effect of releasing State and Federal agencies 
from direct local pressure to lower pollution control 
standards. Since the commission is outside the direct 
control of a single governor or Federal executive, the 
pressure for lowering standards tends to be less direct 
and less effective. All parties to the compact, after all, 
do not benefit by a lowering of standards. Thus, for 
example, if Philadelphia attempted to apply pressure 
to reduce pollution standards, its efforts would be 
limited by the fact that New Jersey or Delaware 
communities would not benefit by the action. 

DRBC Funding and 
Expenditure Patterns 

The Delaware commission receives its funding from 
two basic sources. The first is a lump sum appropria- 
tion from the four States and the Federal government 
for commission operating expenses. Three of the four 
States and the Federal government provide 24 percent 
of the operating expenses; Delaware provides four 
percent. In addition, the DRBC, since its inception, 
has received an annual Federal variable matching 
grant for water pllution control activities with the 
non-Federal share paid by the signatory States.'" 

The commission's budget has grown from $344,000 
in 1962 to over $1.2 million in 1970. The Federal share 
of that budget has fluctuated from a low of 23.5 per- 
cent in 1966 to a high of 34.8 percent in 1968. On a 
functional breakdown, the bulk of DRBC expendi- 
tures has gone for planning purposes, accounting for 
59 percent of all commission expenditures in 1962 and 

TABLE 34 
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

REVENUE BY SOURCE ($000) 
(1963-1970) 

State 1963 1964196519661967' 196819691970 
Delaware 13 16 16 20 23 58 59 69 
NewJersey 80 117 117 127 143 234 277 281 
New York 80 117 117 126 142 193 236 240 
Pennsylvania 80 117 117 127 143 239 282 253 
U.S. 100 117 92 96 115 134 154 153 
Other Federal 23 45 45 45 40 251 236 154 
All Other 45 1 49 59 - - 4 114 
Tntal 421 530 553 600 606 1 109 1248 1264 
'Estimated 
Source: Delaware River Basin Commission. Annual Reports. 

TABLE 35 
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

EXPENDITURE BY FUNCTION ($000) 
(1963-1 970) 

Program 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967' I968 1969 1970 
WaterSupply 32 48 36 33 30 56 55 54 
WaterDemand 34 38 48 89 45 65 26 22 
Recreation 18 31 35 44 31 31 68 69 

Power 22 38 31 37 28 39 43 1 1  

Project Review 63 75 93 84 142 143 140 126 
Water Quality 83 126 123 116 123 548 552 510 
Comprehensive 

Plan 69 118 145 134 144 140 219 238 
Flood Loss 13 18 14 7 1 1  12 23 67 

Basin Operation 9 17 1 1  43 50 73 45 1 1  1 

Smallwaters - - - - - - 24 69 
Total 344 509 536 587 604 1 107 1245 1277 
'Estimated 
Source: Delaware River Basin Commission. Annual Reports. 

77.4 percent in 1970. Most planning funds are spent 
for comprehensive planning' and water pollution 
control. Non-planning funds go mainly for project 
review. Commission expenditures for functional' 
planning in the recreation, power, watershed man- 
agement, fish and wildlife enhancement, and flood loss 
areas have been relatively insignificant. (See Table 34 
and 35). 

DRBC Relations With 
State and Local Governments 

The DRBC works rather closely with the envi- 
ronmental protection agencies in the four signatory 
States, each of which very recently have reorganized 
their respective water resource departments into an 
environmental control agency.''' It is with these State 
agencies that the DRBC maintains close contact and 
that it contracts for particular assignments, especially 
in the area of pollution control surveillance. Prior to 
1969, the commission dealt mainly with the various 
State water resource agencies. 

The DRBC also works closely with the budget of- 
fice in the four States. Before a State contribution to 
the DRBC can be certified, it has to be cleared 
through this office. Of some concern, however, is the 
coordination of DRBC activities with the State A-95 
clearing-houses. Until this past year, the commission 
received its Federal water pollution control grant 
without having to clear it through A-95 review pro- 
cedures. The revised A-95 procedure now requires 
DRBC to clear such grants through respective State 
and affected substate clearinghouses. The DRBC has 
resisted these new procedures, contending that coor- 



dination of DRBC activities with State governments 
has been achieved through their interaction with the 
respective State budget and environmental protection 
agencies. 

DRBC cooperation with local governments is 
gradually becoming more formalized. It presently 
maintains concurrent water resource project review 
with the Delaware Valley Regional Planning 
Commission (Philadelphia). In addition, all county 
planning commissions and HUD-certified areawide 
bodies are notified of project review agendas as a 
matter of routine. Municipal governments are notified 
of project review agendas if they are in the general 
geographic area of the proposed project. In matters of 
major policy such as the setting of new water quality 
standards, notice is given to over 1,000 local officials 
in the basin.I4' The DRBC also has cooperated with 
local governments in encouraging them to follow re- 
gional approaches to liquid waste treatment and water 
supply and in working with them to insure that these 
types of projects achieve a regional focus whenever 
possible. 

Yet, on occasion the DRBC quite naturally has run 
into some resistance from local governments in the 
implementation of its responsibilities. In the matter of 
water pollution control, for example, the DRBC set 
initial waste discharge limits for the Philadelphia City 
sewage system only to later revise upwards the dis- 
charge allocations. Presently, the city has agreed to 
waste discharge and abatement schedules which it is 
supposed to meet by 1975-77, dates which the repre- 
sentative from New Jersey thought were too delayed 
in light of commission schedules for other jurisdic- 
tions and in light of New Jersey intrastate schedules 
that were then being e n f ~ r c e d . ' ~ ~  In this instance, 
however, the DRBC granted the city the extended 
deadline in recognition of the fact that Philadelphia 
had the longest single clean-up program to be under- 
taken in the basin and that additional lead time was 
required for design and funding of the program. 

'The DRBC in Action: 
Three Case Studies 

By analyzing commission action in three selected 
instances, a better understanding of the strengths and 
weaknesses of this Federal-interstate compact agency 
can be obtained. 

Drought emergency (July, 1965 - February, 1967).145 
Faced with severe drought conditions in the basin dur- 
ing 1965, the commission met formidable problems 
in insuring adequate fresh water flow along the main 
stem of the Delaware River. The drought confronted 
New York City with a severe dilemma since it could 

not at the same time maintain the necessary water re- 
leases into the Delaware from its upstream reservoirs 
and draw on these same water resources for its 
rightful diversions of water to the city water supply 
system. The options were painful: either maintain 
downstream releases according to court decree and 
reduce diversions of water to the city or maintain wa- 
ter diversions to the city and reduce downstream re- 
leases into the Delaware River. On June 14, 1965, 
New York City precipitated the drought emergency 
crisis by reducing its legally required downstream re- 
lease~. '- '~ Faced with the bleak prospect of renewed 
litigation concerning allocation of the Delaware's 
waters, the DRBC declared a water emergency condi- 
tion on July 7, 1965. The commission unanimously 
modified the Supreme Court decree governing both 
t h e  appor t i onmen t  of New York  wa te r s  t o  
downstream releases and diversions for the city by 
reducing the amount of mandated downstream re- 
leases to the river. To augment downstream flow, the 
commission ordered release of stored waters from the 
dams of the Orange and Rockland Utilities Company 
and the Pennsylvania Power Company. 

By early August the drought had worsened, and the 
commission further eased New York's water release 
requirements and called for additional releases of wa- 
ter from Army Corps of Engineers reservoirs in the 
Lehigh Valley. New York City was given a guarantee 
that it would have to release no more than 200 million 
gallons per day from its upstream reservoirs and it 
was allowed to "bank" waters in its upstream res- 
ervoirs for future release or diversion.'.'' The "water 
bank" agreement, in turn, prompted other cooperative 
agreements. New York State permitted release of 
waters from Greenwood Lake for Northern New 
Jersey; it also permitted New York City to build a 
temporary water diversion station along the Hudson 
River. In addition, the Federal government promised 
aid to ease the water supply crisis in Northern New 
Jersey and protect Philadelphia's supplies from salt 
water incursi~ns.'. '~ 

The commission continued these emergency condi- 
tions until December, 1965 when, still operating under 
direct commission jurisdiction,New York City simul- 
taneously was allowed a higher level of diversidn and 
required to make greater daily releases to the River.'" 
By March, 1966, DRBC allowed New York City to 
make even greater diversions for its water needs. The 
commission's emergency jurisdiction continued until 
March 2, 1967. 

DRBC's performance in this crisis highlights the 
value of its basin-wide jurisdiction. Commission ac- 
tion was unanimous throughout the emergency, and it 
thus was able to modify a court decree governing New 



York City's water usage of the river. By lowering its 
diversion and release requirements and calling on 
other private and Federal facilities to augment the 
river flow, the commission successfully weathered a 
water crisis of nearly two years' duration. By its 
emergency powers it was able to alter regional water 
management operations, allowing for greater water 
storage in the basin's reservoirs to meet changing 
drought requirements. Through such altered water 
resource programs the commission still was able to 
provide water supplies to New York City and 
maintain a stream flow that protected the water re- 
sources of other communities along the River's main 
stream. 

While the action of DRBC in meeting this crisis 
demonstrates the value of the regulatory features of 
the commission's mandate, the record of the event al- 
so raises some questions which qualify it as something 
less than a complete success story. In the first place, 
the commission was in existence for a number of years 
before the drought and one can wonder whether ear- 
lier planning and coordinating action might have 
forestalled or assuaged the impact of the crisis. 
Secondly, the northeast drought was in effect two 
years before DRBC exercised its authority. Definitive 
action was taken only after New York City reduced its 
legally required downstream release, a move which 
was then legitimized by the commissions' decision. 
Thus, as critics point out, DRBC action was more 
forced than anticipatory and deliberative in meeting a 
crisis situation. 

Nonetheless, over a period of two years, the DRBC 
was able to bring the water users of the region under 
uniform jurisdiction for water supply management. 
Without the commission's intercession in this matter, 
the drought emergency no doubt would have 
generated extensive litigation, focusing on a modifi- 
cation of the 1954 court decree. Instead, the DRBC 
was able to implement a set of flexible administrative 
regulations that overcame the emergency in a fairly 
amicable fashion. Flexible water management pro- 
cedures were adopted that would have been hard to 
achieve without the commission's basin-wide jurisdic- 
tion. 

DkBC action in the water pollution control field. 
With the passage of the Water Quality Act of 1965, 
the DRBC had to adopt basin-wide water pollution 
control standards by 1967. Pursuant to the Act, the 
commission formed a water quality advisory group in 

' 1965. On the basis of the Delaware estuary study, it 
promulgated water pollution control regulations for 
the Delaware Estuary on March 2, 1Y67.1'0 Pollution 
control standards for the rest of the basin were pro- 

mulgated on April 26, 1967. These basin-wide stand- 
ards were formulated with a view toward upgrading 
the Delaware for increased recreational and munici- 
pal water-use.I5l It was estimatgd that an additional 
$135 million in annual revenue from increased rec- 
reational use could be gained from the river if it were 
developed in accordance with the conditions set forth 
in the commission's water quality regulations.'j2 The 
adoption of standards for the estuary was not a 
unanimous action. Governor Terry of Delaware ob- 
jected to them arguing that lower water quality 
standards should be adopted initially which could be 
revised upwards at a later date. However, with strong 
Federal urging, the commission adopted the proposed 
water quality standards that Delaware believed were 
too high for its portion of the river. One month later, 
however, the Delaware representative voted for the 
adoption of similarly stringent standards for the rest 
of the basin.153 

By June 1967, the commission had adopted 
enforcement procedures for the basin-wide pollution 
control regulations which set limits on the actual 
amount of liquid waste that could be discharged into 
the river. Simultaneously, the commission authorized 
waste discharge allocations and abatement schedules 
for individual waste water facilities along the river. 
Significantly, the commission's regulations also pro- 
vided direct pollution abatement enforcement pro- 
cedures in cases where 1) a State pollution agency had 
not taken timely action to obtain compliance, 2) there 
was interstate disagreement regarding conditions for 
satisfactory compliance, 3) waste discharges were 
from a Federal facility, and 4) there was doubt or 
conflict regarding jurisdiction among the States of the 
basin. 

By 1968, the commission moved along several 
fronts to implement its pollution control mandate. In 
March, 1968, it adopted criteria for adapting pollution 
control standards to individual waste dischargers and 
devised abatement schedules to apply to municipal 
and private waste treatment facilities for the next 
three to five years. When these administrative regula- 
tions were adopted. the Delaware representative once 
again stated that he believed the commission's water 
quality standards were too high for the Delaware por- 
tion of the river, but he assented to the proposed reg- 
ulations. Specifically, the commission adopted a set 
of definitive water quality criteria relating to the re- 
duction of the biological oxygen demand in the River. 
The Delaware representative, on the other hand, felt 
that more administrative discretion could serve as a 
basis for implementing water quality regulations. 

The following month, the commission adopted 
further amendments to its comprehensive plan and 



rules of practice and procedure designed to encourage 
and mandate, where necessary, regional approaches to 
the organization of waste water treatment. In part, the 
amendments to the comprehensive plan stated ". . . 
the use of regional water pollution control facilities 
providing optimum combinations of efficiency, relia- 
bility and service area will be required throughout the 
Delaware River Basin to the maximum extent feasi- 
ble. . . . The commission may provide planning, and, 
where necessary, constructing, financing and operat- 
ing services required for regional solutions to water 
pollution problems where other appropriate agencies 
do not provide such services.""' 

Beginning in January 1969, the commission ap- 
proved eight pollution abatement schedules, giving 
specific waste discharge allocations and abatement 
timetables for individual waste dischargers. By April 
1971, a total of 64 abatement schedules covering 90 
per cent of the wasteload in the estuary had been 
negotiated, including 1 1 revisions from initial abate- 
ment schedules that were relaxed to allow either 
enough time for compliance or greater amounts of 
waste discharge into the river. The date and number 
of abatement schedules and revisions is as follows: 
(See Table 36). 

TABLE 36 
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION 

ABATEMENT SCHEDULES A N D  REVISION 
Abatement Schedule 

Date Agreed To Revised 
1 /69 8 - 
4/69 4 - 

5/69 4 - 

8/69 8 6 
12/69 3 1 
3/70 6 
5/70 1 1 
6/70 - 1 
9/70 - 1 

1 0/70 - 1 
1 1 /70 3 - 

12/70 11 - 

1 /7 1 6 - 

3/7 1 5 - 

4/7 1 5 - - 

Total 64 11 
Source DRBC rnmutes, 1969-1 971 

During this time, the New Jersey representative 
expressed* disagreement over the extensive time 
period given to the City of Philadelphia to meet its 
abatement schedules. DRBC proposed that the city's 
three largest sewage treatment plans comply with its 

regulations by October 1975, 1976, 1977 respectively. 
These schedules were approved by the commission 
with a dissenting vote from the New Jersey represen- 
tative who felt that the timetables were too extended 
and ". . . incompatible with the water pollution abate- 
ment schedules that the New Jersey Department of 
Health is insisting upon for discharges located in 
that State." 

Another significant development during this period 
was the commission's authorization to undertake the 
financing of the preliminary design of a regional waste 
water treatment system in Gloucester County, New 
Jersey, and the construction of z demonstration waste 
treatment plant geared to handling 50 gallons of ef- 
fluent per minute  of combined municipal and 
industrial waste. T o  further encourage this regional 
sewage scheme, the commission granted several dual 
municipal waste treatment abatement schedules, one 
reflecting possible local participation in the regional 
sewage treatment system. Encouragement here took 
the form of giving more flexible abatement schedules 
than otherwise would have been the case. 

The DRBC's pollution control mandate has result- 
ed in improved water quality regulations along the 
Delaware River. The river is covered by uniform water 
quality regulations and, to date, there has been no 
need for Federal intervention in the resolution of any 
water quality conflicts. Elsewhere, since the inception 
of the Water Quality Act, there have been over 45 
Federal enforcement actions to resolve interstate wa- 
ter quality disputes.'" 

Again, on the positive side, the commission has 
been able to attack the root causes of part of the water 
quality problem within the basin--the proliferation of 
small, overloaded municipal and industrial waste 
treatment facilities. By operating a pilot regional 
waste treatment plant and encouraging local partici- 
pation in regional water pollution control systems, the 
commission is advocating a substantial reorganization 
of local water pollution control facilities. Here, the 
commission has combined its regulatory powers of 
setting water quality regulations and of project review 
to encourage and, if necessary, mandate a reorganiza- 
tion of local water pollution facilities. 

In assessing this case study as evidence of DRBC's 
effectiveness, it should be pointed out that the passage 
of the Federal Water Quality Act of 1965 was the 
prime mover in pollution control activity. Under that 
Act all State and interstate agencies were required to 
develop water quality standards. Thus, it was a 
Federal Act which led to DRBC action in imple- 
menting its compact assigned water-quality control 
responsibilities and powers. 

Nevertheless, given the interstate tension in water 



pollution control evidenced by Delaware's reluctance 
to adopt the basin-wide water pollution control 
standards and New Jersey's reluctance to accept pol- 
lution abatement schedules for Philadelphia's waste 
treatment plants, the commission's jurisdiction and 
regulatory mandate over the whole basin has proved a 
significant asset in promoting basin-wide cooperation 
in dealing with the water pollution problem. 

The Tocks Island Project. The Tocks Island project, 
proposed by the Corps of Engineers in 1958 and ini- 
tially endorsed by the DRBC in 1962, is a multiple- 
purpose water management project involving the 
construction of the largest dam on the Delaware to 
provide better flood control, more predictable water 
supply, increased recreation facilities and hydroelec- 
tric power. Since its initial endorsement, the project 
has undergone several modifications by both State 
and Federal action and has been the subject of some 
Congressional debate. This case study indicates the 
difficulties that  the commission sometimes has 
experienced in attempting to coordinate the water re- 
source operations of the region. 

The project was first adopted as part of the DRBC's 
comprehensive plan in 1962, though the Federal rep- 
resentative cautioned that endorsement did not rep- 
resent a concomitant Federal commitment of funds 
for the project. Action on the project did not occur 
until 1964 when the DRBC authorized the expenditure 
of $15,000 for a reappraisal of land costs within the 
Tocks Island National Recreational Area, an action 
required before Corps of Engineers' funds could be 
spent for land acquisition. 111 the same year, the Corps 
appropriated $250,000 for initial land acquisition. The 
commission further encouraged Corps action on the 
project iri the following September when it agreed to 
be the agent for the signatory States in the repayment 
of nonfederal costs to the Corps for the water supply 
portions of the multiple-purpose project. Such a 
contract was reaffirmed in September, 1968 when the 
DRBC requested that additional water supply storage 
features be included in the project. 

Even with these cooperative commission actions, 
there soon proved to be areas of disagreement over the 
project's objectives and proposed operations, most of 
which centered around environmental facets. As early 
as 1964, the Pennsylvania Fish Commission urged 
DRBC to modify the Tocks Island Reservoir plan to 
include fishways that would allow migration of fish 
around the dam during their spawning period. Such 
facilities are now incorporated in plans for the project. 
By May, 1966, concern over other environmental 
aspects of the project had increased and the 
commission accepted a three-year Federal grant of 

$250,000 to study the regional water supply and waste 
treatment features of the Tocks Island dam and res- 
ervoir. The study was released in May, 1970 and 
contained six alternative proposals for the devel- 
opment of sewer systems in the area. It included rec- 
ommendations which placed the DRBC in the role of 
administering, managing, and even constructing the 
regional portions of the sewer systems. These, in turn, 
caused some questions among commission members 
about DRBC's proper role in the project. Final action 
on the sewage treatment features of the Tocks Island 
project has not been taken as of this date. 

In addition to the conservation and pollution 
control problems surrounding the project, others were 
concerned with the proposed use of the dam and res- 
ervoir facility for the generation of hydroelectric 
power. Having first applied for a power generation in 
the 'Tocks Island project in 1966, a combine of New 
Jersey power companies wished to alter their proposed 
power capacity from 342,000 kilowatt hours to over 
1.3 million kilowatt hours. 

This proposal caused great alarm among the 
conservationists in the area, because of the effects it 
would have on the area's ecological character. In par- 
ticular, attention focused on the preservation of 
Sunfish Pond on the Kittatinny Ridge, one of the 
foremost natural preserves in the Tocks Island Re- 
gion. 

The DRBC modified the power companies' pro- 
posals on October 22, 1968, with the four State repre- 
sentatives voting to protect Sunfish Pond from use for 
power development. DRBC action also provided that 
construction of additional power facilities be with 
minimum detriment to the area's environmental 
characteristics, mandated underground construction 
of several power facilities, and required provision of 
special facilities for the protection of fish life. An addi- 
tional element to the resolution was that the DRBC 
urged the Corps of Engineers to cooperate with the 
commission in preparing joint pumping and generat- 
ing schedules for the hydroelectric project ". . . relat- 
ing to the requirements of river management for the 
purposes of the Comprehensive Plan.""* 

Reference to the Secretary of the Interior's power 
over determining the exact location of a reservoir in 
the hydroelectric project proposal, as stated in the 
DRBC resolution, occasioned Federal abstention 
from the vote so that various clearances among the 
Federal agencies concerned with the reservoir could be 
obtained. 

To resolve this issue and, at the same time, revise 
the initial Congressional authorization of the Tocks 
Island project to allow for a large, privately operated, 
pumped storage hydroelectric facility at the dam site, 



Year 
1964 
1965 
I966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
a $1 8 rnilhon In 

TABLE 37 
TOCKS ISLAND BUDGET REQUEST A N D  APPROPRIATIONS 

1964-1971 
Reservoir Funding Land Acquisition Funding 

Corps Regional Corps Central Congressional Corps Regional Corps Central Congressional 
Off ice Off ice Grant Office Off ice Grant 

Budget Request Budget Request ($000) Budget Request Budget Request ($000) 
($000) 

240 
450 
700 
975 

5,650 
9,200 
5,700 

1 2,000 
obligations for FY 1969 

($000) 
2 50 2 50 
450 450 
600 1.000 
975 975 

3,000 4,000 
5,000 3.88Oa 
4.000 4,000 
8.300 1 1 ,850b 

'frozen", deferred to later years for obl~gatlon 
$3 6 rn~l l~on placed In budgetary reserve for allotment In fiscal year 1972 

Source Congress~onal Record May 20. 197 1. pp H-4182. H-4183 

Federal legislation was proposed in 1969 to amend the 
original authorization for the project.''' Such legisla- 
tion did not pass in the 1969 session, but was enacted 
as P L  9 1-282, passed on June 19, 197 1. 

By the terms of the proposed legislation, Congress 
authorized an expansion of the hydroelectric features 
of the Tocks Island project, granted the DRBC status 
as a "preference" customer for power sold from the 
expanded hydroelectric facilities, and mandated the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Federal Power 
Commission (FPC) to set conditions for the planning 
and construction of the expanded project that would 
conform to the environmental protections included in 
t h e  D R B C  October ,  1968 resolution.  T o  date ,  
however, the private utilities applying for the expand- 
ed hydroelectric plant have not formally applied for 
an FPC license. 

In addition to the difficulties arising out of adding 
new features to the Tocks Island project, the DRBC 
has had to contend with some "slippages" in Federal 
appropriations for construction of the reservoir and 
with substantial cuts in budget requests for land ac- 
quisition for the reservoir project. These facts have 
added delay to the project which the commission has 
found troublesome in light of the fact that it is the 
single largest multi-purpose project in the basin. (See 
Table 37). 

DRBC action in this project highlights the co~~fl ic t -  
ing pressures that arise when a multi-purpose river 
management project is endorsed. On the one hand, it 
must attempt to coordinate State activiiies with those 
of the Federal Government as they relate to the 
project. On the other hand, it must manage the inter- 
functional conflicts of those who would emphasize one 

phase of the project over another. Thus, DRBC sided 
with the conservationists and focused on certain ele- 
ments of the proposed project that were detrimental to 
the area's ecology. It proposed joint expansion of the 
hydroelectric features of the project which, in turn, 
produced the need for additional Federal legislation 
voicing Congress ional  assent  t o  var ious  envi- 
ronmental restrictions on power development. In 
other areas, issues still remain unresolved. The 
commission, for example, has not yet decided on 
several alternatives to the regional development of 
sewage treatment systems in the Tocks Island area. 

The commission has attempted, in a n u m b c ~  of 
ways, to move the Tocks Island project toward 
implementation. It has aided the Corps in land ac- 
quisi t ion activit ies,  a n d  it has  sponsored envi- 
ronmental regulations for the project, as well as opt- 
ing for the expansion of hydroelectric features of the 
project. Yet, it still is undecided on the exact mode of 
operation for a regional sewer project in the area, and 
it has not been able to prompt Congress into any 
faster funding of the Tocks Island project. As a re- 
sult, many aspects of the Tocks Island project have 
yet to be completed, some nine years after initial 
Congressional authorization. 

Summary. The DRBC is a highly unique intergov- 
ernmental mechanism fashioned out of necessity to 
plan and regulate water resource programs in a major 
multistate river basin. These three case studies provide 
the basis for a limited assessment of its performance 
in dealing with major issues and operational prob- 
lems. On balance, it can be concluded that the agency 
functioned adequately in meeting water resource 



needs and that the mechanism has demonstrated its 
effectiveness to a satisfactory degree. 

This is not to say that the record is clear and per- 
fect, nor that the mechanism cannot be refined and 
improved. Delays in the actions taken to meet the 
drought emergency and to implement water quality 
controls have been cited. The lack of a complete 
comprehensive plan at  this point in time has also been 
noted. I t  is also true that the DRBC, at  its inception, 
was able to build upon the significant accomplish- 
ments of other agencies. For example, DRBC started 
with a pre-existent comprehensive plan prepared for 
the Delaware River by the Corps of Engineers. It is 
impossible, of course, to demonstrate whether DRBC 
would have developed such a plan. In the area of water 
quality programs, a predecessor agency, Incodel, had 
achieved significant success in beginning an interstate 
cooperative program for pollution control. One can 
only speculate as to the success DRBC would have 
achieved at  this point in time without this earlier effort 
and the impetus of the Federal Water Quality Control 
Act of 1965. 

DRBC is not without its critics. Some say that it has 
not been willing or able to implement powers granted 
to  it; others contend strongly that it should assume a 
more direct operating and regulatory role and should 
be given additional powers. Few, if any, argue for a 
reduction in its powers. 

All that can be inferred from this limited analysis is 
that, given all the above factors and circumstances, 
the DRBC mechanism functioned adequately. After 
considerable study and some changes, the model has 
now been applied in the Susquehanna River Basin. 

RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS 

Under the mandate of the Water Resources 
Planning Act, the five operative river basin com- 
missions are to prepare for State and Federal 
members, ". . . a comprehensive, coordinated joint 
plan . . . for water and related land resources devel- 
opment""" in their particular jurisdiction. Upon 
transmission of such a plan to the Water Resources 
Council and its State and Federal members, a 
commission is mandated to submit to the Water Re- 
sources Council, ". . . recommendations it may have 
for continuing the functions of the commissions arid 
for implementing the plan, including means of keep- 
ing the plan up to date."Ih' Under the council's inter- 
pretation, the comprehensive, coordinated joint plan 
(CCJP)  encompasses the totality of plans or plan 
segments developed within a river basin jurisdiction. 
What, then, ic the nature of river basin planning ac- 

tivities and how do they affect State and Federal water 
resource operations in a particular jurisdiction? 

River basin commissions conduct two types of 
planning operations. The first concerns the prepara- 
tion of a framework study which basically represents 
the broadest level of planning. "They are the evalua- 
tion or appraisal on a broad basis of the needs and 
desires of people for the conservation, development 
and utilization of water and related land resources, 
and will identify regions (hydrologic, political, eco- 
nomic, etc.) with complex problems which require 
more detailed investigations and analyses, and may 
recommend specific implementation plans and pro- 
grams in areas not requiring further study. They will 
consider Federal, State and local means and will be 
multi-objective in nature. These studies will not 
involve basic data collection, cost estimating, or  de- 
tailed plan formulation."lh3 

The definition of the second type of study, referred 
to as Type I1 or Level B, has changed over the past 
several years. According to a 1968 statement of the 
Water Resources Courlcil, this second phase study was 
to ". . . define and evaluate projects in sufficient de- 
tail, including project formulation, to comprise a basis 
for authorization of those Federal and federally-as- 
sisted projects to be initiated in the next 10 to 15 
years."lh' WRC reports that this policy was never 
fully implemented and that the commissions have 
never completed studies in such detail as to comprise a 
basis for fund authorization. A later definition of these 
planning studies, as described in the 1970 W R C  policy 
statement is more general. It states that these second 
phase studies will contain an interpretation of na- 
tional and regional projections, include alternative 
methods and programs, describe alternative uses of 
water and land resources including multipurpose 
considerations and assess the impact of projects and 
land uses on the environment. The focus of the plan is 
middle term-I5 to 25 years.'" Presently, most 
Federal and federally-assisted or licensed water re- 
source plans and projects must be accompanied by 
cost and benefit formulations justifying their eventual 
implementation before there can be Congressional 
authorization for financing the project.'"" Cost-benefit 
standards and guidelines developed by the Water Re- 
sources Council and presently in the process of revi- 
sion would be used by river basin commissions in their 
preparation of a basin-wide water resource plan. 

While performing and after completing these two 
ma jo r  p lanning responsibil i t ies,  t h e  river basin 
commissions have four related quasi-managerial re- 
sponsibilities. First, they are to monitor and, where 
possible, act as the lead agency in coordinating 
interagency planning studies that take place in the 
sub-basins within the region. Related to this duty, the 



commissions, upon completion of their framework 
and regional planning studies are to 1) recommend a 
long-range schedule for water-resource project and 
policy priorities in the basin, and 2) prepare rec- 
ommendations for actual implementation of the re- 
gional plan.167 At least one commission reports that it 
has prepared priorities annually although its frame- 
work study and regional plan are not yet completed. 
How do these responsibilities affect Federal and State 
water resource operations in the basin? 

I t  is anticipated the river basin commission 
framework studies and regional plans will condition 
State and Federal water resource operations in the 
following ways: 

They will provide initial budgetary estimates of total water re- 
source development costs required in a given basin over a 15-25 
year period. This will give States and the Federal government a 
basis by which to judge priorities within the region and among 
water resource regions. 

They will provide a preliminary indication of the major poli- 
cies and facilities that need to be effected within an entire basin. 
Any water resource policies or facilities that are grossly contrary 
to such framework studies or plans will thus require agency justi- 
fication to respective State and Federal executive branches and 
legislatures. 

Procedurally, the river basin commission, if given the authori- 
ty, would be in a position to review and comment on any water 
resource policy or facility effected in the basin as to whether it is 
in accordance with the basin-wide comprehensive plan. 

Upon approval of the commission's comprehensive coordi- 
nated joint plan, recommendations would be forthcoming from 
the commission as to needed institutional mechanisms for 
implementing the commission's basin-wide plan. Such insti- 
tutional recommendations could conceivably change the pattern 
of governmental responsibility for water resource development 
within the region. 

Presently, river basin commissions are formal 
coordinating mechanisms for State and Federal water 
resource planning which differ in several ways from 
interagency and ad hoc coordinating committees in 
other basins. They have a statutory mandate for their 
responsibilities, regularized procedures and an ongo- 
ing staff to carry out their operations, separate source 
of Federal and State funding, and an institutional vis- 

ibility that gives greater prominence to basin-wide 
planning. 

As one Water Resources Council official stated: 

The strength of a river basin commission over some of the 
other coordinating mechanisms lies in the fact that it has a 
chairman appointed by the President who, although he is not in 
any specific Federal department, in his position as a Presidential 
appointee, he has access to the attention of the heads of Federal 
departments concerned with water resources development. 
Furthermore, he is supported by a staff that is neither Federal nor 
State employed, but consists of people whose loyalties are to the 
commission. I b s  

These institutions, then, permit a more centralized 
management of Federal and State basin-wide water 
resource planning. 

Jurisdiction 

Presently there are five river basin commissions: 
The Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission 
(PNRBC) 16', the Great Lakes Basins Commission, 
(GLBC)170, the Souris-Red-Rainy River Basins 
Commission (SRRRBC) I7l, the New England River 
Basins Commission (NERBC) and the Ohio River 
Basin Commission (ORBC).I7' The first four com- 
missions were created in 1967; the ORBC was created 
in 1971. Additionally, consideration is now being 
given to the creation of commissions in the Upper 
Mississippi River and Missouri River Basins.'74 All of 
the present commissions have an indefinite life span 
except the SRRRBC, which is scheduled to terminate 
on June 30, 1972 or be consolidated with the Missouri 
River Basin Commission if it is created.I7' 

The five commissions have jurisdiction over rela- 
tively large areas. (See Table 38) The smallest com- 
mission is the SRRRBC covering 59,300 square miles 
and encompassing parts of three States. The largest is 
the PNRBC, covering 274,000 square miles and in- 
cluding five States. The commissions have an aggre- 
gate membership of 27 States. Yet, more States do 
not lie wholly or predominantly within the jurisdiction 
of a single commission. The most compact commis- 

TABLE 38 
JURISDICTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS O F  RIVER BASIN PLANNING C O M M I S S I O N S  

Character is t ic  Sour is-Red-Rainy Pacific N o r t h w e s t  N e w  England G r e a t  Lakes O h i o  
Area (sq.  mil.) 59.300 274,000 66.608" 179.000 203.9 10 
Total S t a t e s  3 5 7 8 11 
S t a t e s  Wholly 
or Predominantly 
in Commission 
Jurisdiction 1 3 6 1 
S t a t e s  Only Partly 
in Commission 
Jurisdiction 2 2 1 7 
Source: Annual Reports. Souris-Red-Rainy. Pacific Northwest. New England. Great Lakes. and Ohio River Basin Commissions. 



sion is the NE,BRC with a membership of seven 
States, six of which lie wholly or predominantly with- 
in the jurisdiction of the commission. The most geo- 
graphically fragmented commission is the GLBC 
where only one State, Michigan, lies wholly in its ju- 
risdiction. Table 38 reflects the breakdown of the 
States as they are located predominantly or partly in 
the jurisdiction of their respective commissions. Pres- 
ently, Minnesota is represented on both the SRRRBC 
and the GLBC, while Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and 
Pennsylvania are represented on both the GLBC and 
the ORBC. New York is represented on three com- 
missions, the GLBC, ORBC, and the NERBC. 

All of the commissions cover a large number of sub- 
basins. For example, the NEBRC has jurisdiction over 
11  major sub-basins, the PNRBC over 12 sub-basins, 
and the ORBC over 19 sub-basins. 

Two commissions have associate membership for 
States that have only minor territory in their particu- 
lar basin. Thus, the SRRRBC consults with Montana 
on commission action affecting the headwaters of the 
Souris River. In the PNRBC, the headwaters of cer- 
tain Snake River tributaries arise in Nevada and 
Utah, the headwaters of some streams tributary to the 
Rogue River are in California, and the Closed Basin is 
contiguous to both California and Nevada. Associate 
memberships have been established for these four 
States. 

The lack of any coincidence between river basin and 
State boundaries unavoidably poses some potential 
problems. For example, at least three of the five 
commissions contain States which have small areas in 
their particular basin: South Dakota in the SRRRBC; 
Wyoming and Montana in the PNRBC; Minnesota, 
Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Pennsylvania and New 
York in the GLBC; and New York, North Carolina, 
Virginia and Tennessee in the ORBC. Such States 
might well have limited interest in commission 
operations since the bulk of their water resources 
come from other basins. Also, the basis for and degree 
of representation of the commissions poses potential 
problems for commission decision-making and 
operations. No serious problems have arisen to date, 
but the potential impact is there. 

,4 related potential jurisdictional problem arises 
from the fact that the basin commissions cover 110 
sub-basins which are, according to WRC estimates, 
the management units for water resource develsp- 
ment. Presently, State and Federal agencies concen- 
trate their planning and operational efforts in such 
basins. This means that, because of their present ju- 
risdiction, the basin commissions will have to find 
ways of mon~toring and coordinating the numerous 
sub-basin planning operations. Given their legal 

mandate to prepare framework studies, regional 
plans, and implementation studies for the entire basin, 
their large areal jurisdictions could present problems 
in organizing their work on both basin and sub-basin 
levels. 

Membership and Voting Procedures 

Membership. Title 11 commissions have a varying 
mix of Federal and State members. All have as Fed- 
eral members representatives from the Departments 
of Army, Commerce, HEW, HUD, Interior and 
Transportation, and the Federal Power Commission. 
By recent Executive Order a representative of EPA 
has been added to each commission's membership. 
And three of the five commissions have additional 
members. The Great Lakes Basin Commission has a 
representative from the Justice Department; the New 
England and Ohio Commissions have members from 
the Atomic Energy Commission; and the Souris-Red- 
Rainy has a member from the Department of Agri- 
culture. Three of the five commissions report to the 
Water Resources Council on matters involving inter- 
national jurisdiction. 

The commissions range in size from the 12 member 
Souris-Red-Rainy Commission to the 24 member 
Ohio and New England River Basins Commissions 
(See Table 39). All of the commissions have at least 
nine Federal members, some of whom are repre- 
sentatives of agencies (HUD, Commerce, Justice, 
AEC, and EPA) that are not full members of the Wa- 
ter Resources Council. 

TABLE 39 
FEDERAL AND STATE MEMBERSHIP ON 

TITLE II COMMISSIONS 

Number Number Number Percent 

Federal State Interstate Federal 

Commission Members Members Members Members 

Souris-Red-Rainy 10' 3 - 7 7 

Pacific Northwest 11 5 - 69 

N e w  England 11 7 6 46 

Great Lakes 11 8 1 5 5 

Ohio 11 11 2 46 
'Includes EPA members authorized by Execut&e Order 11613. 
Source: River Basin Commission Annual Reports. 

Three of the five commissions have a Federal ma- 
jority with the Souris-Red-Rainy Commission sur- 
passing the rest with its 75 percent Federal member- 
ship. The New England and Ohio Commissions have a 
greater proportion of State members, due to their in- 
terstate compact agency representatives. 

The membership structtire of Title 11  commissions 
does not readily lend itself to approaching water re- 
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source planning from a basin-wide perspective. On the 
Federal side, departmental representatives from 
Commerce and HUD quite naturally do not have the 
kind of involvement in water resource planning that 
those from the Corps of Engineers and Departments 
of Interior and Agriculture have. Similarly, repre- 
sentatives from States, especially those with a small 
portion of their territory within the Title I1 commis- 
sion area, may not have a basin-wide perspective. 

Voting Procedures. All of the commissions con- 
duct their voting on a consensus basis. This procedure 
is designed to minimize conflict among State and 
Federal members on the commission and provide 
adequate protection for minority interests on the 
commissions. However, several of the commissions 
have different definitions of a consensus vote. The 
Souris-Red-Rainy Commission has the more flexible 
interpretation stating that "Consensus shall be 
deemed to mean the judgment arrived at by most of 
those concerned . . . ." the Pacific Northwest 
Commission defines it as the ". . . absence of objec- 
tion from members of the commission participating 
in a decision." I"; and the New England Com- 
mission defines it similarly.'78 Thus, a consensus 
vote might be more easily arrived at in the Souris 
than in the New England or Pacific Northwest 
Commissions. 

All commissions make provision for the recording 
of objections when a consensus vote is not achieved on 
a particular issue. The New England and Pacific 
Northwest Commissions permit a member to abstain 
as long as he records that fact. Moreover, Federal law 
setting up the commissions provides that when there is 
absence of consensus on a commission, the chairman 
will set forth the views of the Federal members and 

the vice chairman, as a State representative, shall set 
forth the views of the State members. 7y  

The unusual voting procedures stipulated by the 
Act attempt to produce virtually unanimous approval 
for commission basin-wide planning activities. As 
such, they continue the tradition of earlier, less formal 
basin-wide institutions which placed a premium on the 
exchange of information among Federal and State 
agencies in an attempt to reach agreement on a plan 
that might be utilized as a further justification for 
Federal and federally assisted water resource projects. 
These extraordinary voting procedures are perhaps 
appropriate for this kind of forum-type mechanism. 
Such procedures would not be appropriate if the Title 
I1 commissions were to be given management re- 
sponsibilities. 

Organization 

The Title 11 commissions function with a small 
central staff having oversight over a relatively far- 
reaching water resource planning structure. The 
largest staff is that of the Great Lakes Basin Com- 
mission with 15 personnel; the smallest is the Souris- 
Red-Rainy Commission with nine staff members. 
Despite these relatively small staffs, the commissions 
seek to coordinate a large array of Federal and State 
agency work groups that ultimately bear the respon- 
sibility for preparing the framework plan. Thus, the 
Souris Commission staff coordinates 13 work groups 
preparing its comprehensive plan; the Pacific North- 
west oversees ten technical committees, one special 
committee, and two task forces (See Figure 6); and the 
Great Lakes Commission supervises six work groups 

TABLE 4 0  
MEMBERSHIP CHANGES I N  TITLE II COMMISSIONS 

(1 968-1 970) 
Number of Membership Positions and Number of Different Members Holding Position 

Type of Member Souris-Red-Rainy Pacific N.W, New England Great Lakes' 
Chairman 1 /1 1 /1 - 1/1 
Vice-chairman 1 /1 1 /1 1/1 
State Members 2/3 2/5 

- 
3/7 

- 
3/8 

Interstate Members 2/6 1/1 
Federal Members 4/9 4/10 2/10 4/10 

Agriculture - - 1/1 
- 

1 /1 
Army 1/1 1/1 1/1 
Commerce 1/1 - - - 

HEW 1/1 1 / I  - - 

HUD 1/1 1 /1 1/1 -- 
Interior - 1/1 - 

-- - - 
1/1 

Transportation 
-- - - 

1 /1 
FPC -- 

'Data for 1969-1 970 only 
Sources Title II Comm~sscons. Annual Reports. 
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that are divided into 27 technical committees (See 
Figure 7). 

These work groups provide the planning inputs into 
Title I1 framework studies and regional plans. They 
are staffed predominantly by Federal and State 
agencies which contribute budgeted personnel for 
these studies. Title I1 commissions may supervise but 
do not fully control these work groups. Commenting 
on the advisability of this practice, the vice chairman 
of the Souris-Red-Rainy Commission recently stated, 

Under present arrangements, the individual member agencies, 

Federal and State, contribute nearly all the services required by 

the work program of the commission. This is a procedure which 

so fractionalizes responsibility that no one can be held responsi- 

ble for failure to maintain the commission's work production 

 schedule^.'^^ 

In addition to the fragmentation of commission 
planning responsibilities, Title I1 commissions must 
depend on their Federal representatives to coordinate 
the views of affected units in their respective de- 
partments or agencies and on State members to elicit 
and reconcile the views of various State water resource 
agencies. This latter effort is especially important in 
those States that do not have either a central water 
resources planning agency or a central State agency 
with operating responsibility for a variety of water re- 
source programs. 1 8 '  

Each of the Title 11 commissions has a Presi- 
dentially appointed chairman and a vice-chairman 
elected by the State representatives. Since 1967 three 
of the four commissions have had a change in chair- 
man and three have had more than one vice chair- 
man. Indeed, most of the commissions have had 
rather frequent changes in membership between 1968 
and 1970 (See Table 40). 

Funding 

Budgetmaking responsibility for the Title I1 river 
basin program is shared between the commissions, the 
Water Resources Council, the States and the Federal 
agencies participating in the program. Section 207 of 
the Water Resources Planning Act states that each 
commission shall prepare a budget and transmit it to 
the council and the States. Further, the Act states that 
each commission shall recommend, subject to the 
approval of the council, what share of its budget 
should be supported by the Federal government. It 
also determines the apportionment of the remainder 
of its budget, including the portion to be borne by each 
State. It is a matter of uniform policy among all 
commissions that the States should pay 50 percent of 
all operating expenditures, excluding the salary of the 
chairman which i s  paid wholly from Federal funds. 

There is a large authorization-appropriations gap in 
the Title I1  program. The Act authorized spending for 

all Title 11's at a level of $750,000 annually for each 
commission. That amounts to a total of $3.75 million 
for the existing five commissions, not counting addi- 
tional funds authorized for new commissions that 
have been proposed. Actual budget requests and obli- 
gations represent, year-by-year, only a fraction of this 
figure. 

Table 41 shows that for the five year period 1968- 
1972, the total appropriations made by Congress were 
short by $943,000, about 19 percent, of the total of 
budget requests for the period. This difference is 
explained by two factors: Congress did not provide, in 
successive years, requests for funds to create antici- 
pated new basin commissions and in some cases 
money which had been appropriated was not expended 
and therefore deducted from the next year's budget 
request. 

The total amount of funds actually obligated by the 
commissions during this period was about $370,000, 
or nine percent, under the figure actually appropriated 
by Congress. Compared to the amount requested by 
the commissions, the amount actually spent was 
about 28 percent less. 

TABLE 41 
FEDERAL FUNDING OF TITLE I I  

RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS 
1968-1 973 

(in thousands) 
Funding Requests(1) Actual Funding(') 

Total Approved 
Fiscal Commis- WRC Appropri- Obliga- 
Year sions Budget ation tions 
1968 $1,050 $1,050 $ 780(2)  $ 448 
1969 970 970 587(3)  573 
1970 840 840 755 648 
1971 930 930 825 (4 )  71 3(5) 

1 ,174  1,079 979(6)  1 , 1 7 5  1972 -- - 
Totals $4,964 $4,869 $3,926 $3,557 

Includes salaries and expenses of chairmen. 

Congress did not appropriate some $210.000 which was in- 

cluded in the budget request for the establishment of two new 

commissions. 

Congress reduced the budget request by eliminating some 

$375.000 for the establishment of four new commissions. 

Amount requested was reduced by $1 05.000 to take into account 

that amount of unobligated funds held by WRC for the establish- 
ment in 1970 of two new commissions. 
Does not include an additional $27.000 of Federal funds for the 
management of the Southeastern New England-Long Island 

Sound Study. 
Reduction in appropriations as compared to budget request was 
to take into account $196.000 in unobligated funds from 1970 
held by WRC for establishment of two new commiss~ons. The 
surplus was due to the fact that one proposed commission (The 
Upper Mississippi) was not created. The other (The Ohio River 
Basin Commission) was created qulte late in the budget year and 
did not use all funds provided. 



TABLE 42 
TOTAL FRAMEWORK STUDY BUDGETS 
SELECTED RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS 

Pacific Souris- 
Great Lakes Northwest Red-Rainy 

Department 
or 

Agency 
Agriculture 
Army 
Commerce 
E PA 
FPC 
HEW 
HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Transportation 
Title I I  

Commission 
TOTAL 
Title I I  as  a 

percent of 
TOTAL 

Basins 
Study 

($000) 
746 

2126 
- 

216 
37 
- 

3 2 
12 
3 3 
10 

41 6 
3628 

8.7% 

Basins 
Study 

($000) 
1401 
1735 

7 
- 

80 
289 
25 

2106 
N A 
- 

44 
5687 

.7% 

Basins 
Study 

($000) 
582 
575 

58 
- 

5 
3 5 
- 

89 1 
N A 
- 

156 
2302 

6.8% 
Source. Water Resources Council 

All of this suggests some difficulty with the 
budgeting and/or financing processes. The amounts 
requested are far below authorization figwes, yet 
there appears to be some difficulty or delay in fund 
expenditure after appropriations have been made. 
This is especially true in the beginning years of 
commission operations when staff is being recruited 
and programs formulated. On the other hand, at  least 
one of the commissions, the Pacific Northwest River 
Basin Commission, has pressed for funds for detailed 
subregional studies to be incorporated into their 
comprehensive joint plan only to have the request 
excluded from the budget. In this instance, the request 
involved the expenditure of funds of other Federal 
agencies active in the basin. The priority assignment 
by the commission for the study was not in accord 
with the priority assigned by the Federal agencies and 
for that reason the request was denied. 

The Water Resources Council has proposed central 
management and funding of all basin-planning ac- 
tivities by the Title I 1  cornmi~sions. '~ '  But to date, 
O M B  has not recommended a change in funding wa- 
ter resource planning. Of course, the Presidential 
proposal for an integrated Natural Resources De- 
partment, if implemented, might change this situa- 
tion.Ix3 

Not to be overlooked here is the fact that most of 
the Federal water resource planning money has been 

and is currently spent by Federal operating agencies 
or federally-assisted State water resource planning 
agencies. As Table 42 indicates, Title I1 budgets are 
only relatively small portions of framework study 
planning budgets presently spent in several of the river 
basins under study. 

Operations 

Title 11 commissions can affect regional water re- 
source planning in several ways. They have been ac- 
corded primary responsibility for the preparation of a 
comprehensive basin-wide water resource plan. They 
may monitor and encourage sub-basin planning ef- 
forts that are to be in conformance with the basin-wide 
plan; and they can attempt to encourage sounder wa- 
ter resource management among the State and 
Federal agencies within a region. 

As might be expected, the various commissions 
have performed these operations with varying degrees 
of success. At the one extreme, a commission has been 
plagued with budget shortages, staff turnover, and 
conflicting pressures in performing its framework 
study. At the other extreme, a commission has 
extensively involved itself with the promotion of poli- 
cy recommendations for better water resource man- 
agement in its jurisdiction, served as a forum for the 
management of intrabasin conflicts, and coordinated 
its activities successfully with other niultistate agen- 
cies. The performance record of Title I 1  commissions, 
then, is a mixed one though all face a difficult task in 
coordinating basin-wide planning and, at  the same 
time, monitoring water resource operations in the re- 
gion. 

Preparation of a Framework Study. Three of the five 
Title I1 commissions have primary responsibility for 
the preparation of a Type I, or framework study for 
the i r  respective jurisdictions.  T h e  New England 
Commission does not have this assignment since its 
seven States are included in a framework study for the 
N o r t h  At lant ic  Region.  T h e  O h i o  River  Basin 
Commission's framework study was completed before 
its creation. 

Two of the three commissions having framework 
study responsibilities have had difficulty in meeting 
these assignments on schedule. The Pacific-Northwest 
Commission has asked for an extention of its June 30, 
1971 deadline. The Great Lakes Commission study, in 
its plan formulation stage, was just over half complete 
by October. 1970. (See Table 43). The deadline for 
that commission's framework study is June 30. 1972. 

Several factors explain these difficulties in mectinp 
framework study deadlines. The question of available 
funds for Federal and State agencies having re- 



TABLE 43 
STATUS OF FRAMEWORK STUDY AS REPORTED TO 

GREAT LAKES BASIN COMMISSION MEETING, 
OCTOBER 20, 1970 

Percent Completion of Work Due to Date 
Work Group Data Plan 

Number Name Processing Appendix Formulation 

Climate and Meteorology 
Surface Water Hydrology 
Geology and Ground Water 
Limnology of Lakes and Embayments 

Mineral Resources 
Water Supply 
Water Quality and Pollution Control 
Fish 
Navigation-Commercial and Recreational Boating 
Power 
Levels and Flows 
Shore Use and Erosion 

Land Use 
Flood Plains 
Irrigation 
Drainage 
Wildlife 
Sediment and Erosion 
Economic and Demographic 
Federal and State: Law, Policies, and Institutional 
Arrangements 
Recreation 
Aesthetic and Cultural 
Health Aspects 

Source: Great Lakes Basins Commission, Minutes of Meeting, October 20-21. 1970 

sponsibility for a plan's preparation is a basic one. 
Both Minnesota and the U. S.  Department of Interior 
have cited inadequate funds as a reason for not 
meeting their assigned planning responsibilities for the 
Souris-Red-Rainy plan.'" The same argument was 
expressed by State representatives on the Great Lakes 
Commission in explaining why they were behind 
schedule on their inventory of the water supply capa- 
bilities of the region.I8' 

Some State representatives on Title I1 commissions 
have s t a t ed  tha t  more  S t a t e  par t ic ipat ion in 
commission work will be forthcoming only if sub- 
stantially more Federal funds are allotted to States to 
meet this responsibility. As the Minnesota represen- 
tative on the Souris Commission stated: 

The plain fact of the matter, from Minnesota's point of view, is 
that the basin planning approach is much more beneficial to the 
Federal interests than the State>. The "Feds" have a national and 
regional focus for their w o r k .  They must have a baain appronch, 
~tticonstrained by State huund:#r~es. when they cunsider how hest 
to manage water in meeting the Natron's development needs. If 
that is true, then a State. whose primary focus must be local, will 

only rarely match the Federal government planning agency.. . If 
regional water planning is to be pushed as a national objective 
and if the States are to play a large role in that work, then more 
Federal funds will have to be allotted to assist the States in 
meeting this national objective.. . It should be recognized that 
basin planning is a Federal objective which requires State 
cooperation, and it will not be achieved unless Federal budgets 
for this work are sufficient to compensate all the participants, not 
only the Federal ones.'xh 

A second difficulty in preparing framework plans is 
the pressure from comnlission members to embark on 
subregional Type 11 studies before the initial plan is 
adopted. Thus, the Pacific-Northwest Commission 
was advocating Type I1 studies for eastern Washing- 
ton and the Snake River prior to finishing its frame- 
work study; similarly, the Souris Commission went on 
record favoring the start of the Red River Type I 1  
study; and the Great Lakes Commission recommend- 
ed authorization of a Type I1 survey of' the Maumee 
River before i t  finished its Type I study. 

Since Type I1 studies are more concretely related to 



Federal water resource project authorizations than 
framework studies, it is natural to find mounting 
pressures to undertake these planning studies as soon 
as possible. This desire to focus early on more specific 
subregional studies, however, occasionally has pro- 
duced conflict among State and Federal members, 
and between State representatives on these commis- 
sions. 

In other cases, disagreement among State repre- 
sentatives emerged. Thus, in action recommending a 
Maumee River Basin study, State representatives 
from Minnesota and Wisconsin objected since their 
State  contributions to  the commission, in that 
instance, would have been used to help finance a study 
of a water resource problem that affected only Mich- 
igan, Ohio, and Indiana. Similarly, the Ohio repre- 
sentative indicated some initial hesitancy about 
funding the study since a State water resource plan 
already covered the Ohio portion of the River.I8' 

Another problem facing co~missions in the devel- 
opment of their framework study is the melding of 
technical background studies into a final plan that re- 
flects basin-wide and subregional planning priorities. 
Since this difficult assignment generally is a function 
of central staff, some of the problem may be 
attributable to the difficulty of hiring sufficient 
experienced staff. This problem was noted in the case 
of the Souris, and the reason given for the difficulty 
was the lack of Federal civil service status available 
for staff, as well as the limited tenure of the 
commission. 18" 

A related difficulty arises from the fact, as previ- 
ously noted, that the framework plan, as conceived by 
the Water Resources Council, is ". . . the first and 
broadest level of planning . . . these studies will not 
involve basic data collection, cost estimating, or de- 
tailed plan formula t i~n ." '~~  Some commissions have 
found it difficult to achieve a proper blend of broad 
planning goals and related project priorities. As the 
Ohio Basin framework plan noted, "The principal 
drawback of Type I studles is that the data generated 
is quite often developed on a geographic basis that is 
not always readily adapted to S ta te  planning 
needs."Iy0 Finally, the extreme dependence of the 
con~missions on Federal and State agencies and their 
numerous joint work groups for plan preparation 
makes it difficult to meet study deadlines when partic- 
ipating agencies are late or uncooperarlve In fulfnllrng 
these responsibilities. 

Coordination with Ongoing Studies 

All of the Title I1 commissions have the responsi- 
bility for maintaining liaison with subregional water 
resource planning studies that are occurring within 

their jurisdiction. Thus, the Pacific-Northwest 
Commission supplied a central staff liaison for the 
Type I1 Williamette Basin and Puget Sound studies. 
The Great Lakes Commission maintained a similar 
connection with Type I1 studies in the Grand River 
Basin, Genesee River Basin, and Southeastern Mich- 
igan, as did the New England Commission with 
studies in the Connecticut River Basin. 

Some commissions have found such liaison central 
to their framework studies. The Pacific-Northwest 
Commission in 1968 adopted the ". . . objective of 
developing its comprehensive joint plan for the region 
by developing detail beyond the Type 1 (Columbia- 
North Pacific) through a series of subregional Type I1 
studies staged over several  year^."'^' In a somewhat 
similar vein, the Great Lakes Commission proposed 
that when the Grand River and Genesee River studies 
were concluded they should be considered for 
inclusion in the commission's comprehensive plan.lv' 
While such proposals are eminently practical in re- 
ducing the work of the commissions, it seems doubtful 
that this is how WRC initially felt Type I framework 
studies should be conducted. On the other hand, the 
use of Type I1 studies in this context might reflect a 
realization that Type I studies are best formulated 
through the aggregation of Type I1 subregional 
studies. 

Title I 1  commission liaison with related regional 
and subregional studies has sometimes encountered 
jurisdictional struggles over water resources planning. 
Thus. in a recent New England Basins Commission 
meeting the chairman of the commission criticized the 
authorization and limited scope of the Northeastern 
United States Water Supply Study (NEWS) being 
conducted by the Corps of Engineers. The minutes of 
that meeting report the following exchange. 

The chairman added that he regretted that NEWS had been 
authorized in the way it was, prov~ding for a single-purpose study 
of rnetropolitan water supply projects without funding for eval- 
uating impacts on other water uses. He said the study was an 
anachronism in terms of balanced multiple-purpose planning, 
and that he hoped a way could be found both to study alternative 
methods of meeting the metropolitan area water supply needs. 
and to study effects of major water supply projects on other re- 
sources and uses before the people are asked to make decisions on 
NEWS projects. 

Mr. 1,eslie (of the Corps) asserted that NEWS is a special 
study assigned by law to the Corps of Engineers and is not under 
the jurisdiction o.r NEKBC. The study is directed at major stor- 
age and transportation projects for meeting metropolitan area 
water supply needs; there has never been any yardstick for com- 
parison of this type of project. Mr. Leslie said NEWS is a tech- 
nical study and should go forward in that context without intcr- 
ference from the commission. Then if the commission wants to 
review its substance it may, but it should not han~string 
completion of the study. 

The chairman said that the NEWS authorization specifically 



stated the study was to be carried out in accordance with the Wa- 
ter Resources Planning Act, and that the commission had coor- 
dination authority relative to NEWS comparable to coordination 
authority for any other specifically authorized study in the 
NERBC region. 

The chairman said he had probably been unnecessarily sharp in 
his opening comments, and that he had no wish to upset 
completion of NEWS, but repeated he remained convinced that 
the people of the region should be informed of the nature and 
substance of the study before it is completed; and that alternative 
methods of meeting water supply needs, and effects on other wa- 
ter uses and values, should be clarified by the time NEWS is 
completed.'93 

Instances such as this indicate that while the 
commissions are ostensibly designed to be "lead" 
planning agencies within their basins, they can 
encounter resistance in their oversight of less 
comprehensive water resource planning operations. 

On the other hand, commission liaison with related 
subregional studies, on occasion, has advanced long- 
range basin-wide water resource objectives. Thus, a 
work group of the Connecticut River Basin Coordi- 
nating Committee recently recommended that the 
New England Basins Commission establish a 
Connecticut River Basin Program within NERBC. In 
the words of the work group's report: 

A Connecticut River Basin Program properly structured with- 
in the framework of the New England River Basins Commission 
could provide the vehicle for coordinating water and related land 
resource planning, development, and management through ex- 
isting programs, agencies, and authorities. . . The commission's 
Connecticut River Basin Program would ensure continued coor- 
dinated planning and overview of existing management pro- 
grams.. . The River Basins Commission itself could act as a 
catalyst in strengthening and expanding the roles of other re- 
gional institutions through identifying needed actions and urging 
the appropriate institutions to take these  action^.'^" 

Coordination with ongoing regional and subre- 
gional water resource studies poses a dilemma for 
Title I1 commissions. On the one hand, maintaining 
liaison with these studies may allow them to be pre- 
pared in accordance with the commission's frame- 
work study; and, on occasion, commissions may use 
subregional studies as the basis for final preparation 
of the framework plan. On the other hand, the coor- 
dination process stretches the already scarce staff re- 
sources of the commissions and central staff becomes 
ever more dependent on State and Federal agencies 
for preparation of the framework study. Coordination 
activities, then, can further reduce the ability of 
central staff to form independently a strategy for final 
preparation of the basin's comprehensive plan. 

Promotion of Regional Water Resource Policies. 
Title I1 commissions, in selected instances, have urged 
regional water resource practices within their jur- 
isdiction. For example, the New England Basins 
Commission in a recent publication on power plant 

siting suggested new legal and institutional arrange- 
ments to guide States in regulating power plant siting. 
The report also recommended that a regional energy 
policy staff be created to service the entire region in 
analyzing power p r ~ b l e m s . ' ~ T h i s  study was done by 
the New England Basins Commission at the urging of 
the New England Governor's Conference. In a similar 
action, the Great Lakes Commission encouraged the 
International Joint  Commission, a Canadian- 
American agency studying water resource problems in 
the Great Lakes, to broaden its managerial authority 
to ". . . coordinate the integrated management of all 
aspects of Great Lakes Resources." 

Some commissions occasionally have served as re- 
gional advisors to State and Federal governments in 
reviewing water resource projects of basin-wide im- 
portance. Thus, the NERBC conducted a technical 
review of several hydroelectric and atomic power 
projects for signatory States and also recommended 
that the FPC license two small dams on the Merri- 
mack River. The New England Commission also 
brought together Connecticut and Massachusetts 
interests in a case involving a diversion of the 
Connecticut River t o  the Metropolitan District 
Commission's (MDC) Quabbin Reservoir. Similarly, 
the Pacific Northwest Commission created a special 
technical committee to consider the feasibility of a 
large water storage project on the Patterson Ridge of 
Washington State. 

In a few cases, the Title I1 commissions have 
cooperated with other regional bodies. Thus, the New 
England River Basin Commission signed a memo- 
randum of agreement with the Title V New England 
Regional Commission in February, 1969, to insure 
that its plans and policies would fit within the over- 
all regional economic development objectives. Sub- 
sequently, the New England Basins commission 
agreed to serve as the coordinating agency for the 
Nashua River Basin Water Quality Demonstration 
Program funded through the Title V commission. It 
later cooperated again with the New England Re- 
gional commission in preparing a study of the de- 
velopment of a coastal zone management plan for the 
State of Maine. 

As Title 11 commissions have promoted regional 
water resource programs, they have begun to con- 
centrate on the State rather than the subregional ba- 
sin as the territorial unit for implementing regional 
policies. Thus, the New England Basins Commission 
in its 1970 Annual Report noted, 

A critical difficulty in developing joint federal-state manage- 
ment programs is in reconciling political and physiographic re- 
gions. . . . a planning process which does not recognize and capi- 
talize on the state as the primary political unit runs the risk of 



being out of joint with needs and desires as perceived from the 
viewpoint of the state, and of failing to attract the positive sup- 
port of the political apparatus of the state. 

The commission is interagency at the federal level. Aggressive 
and competent participation by the federal water development 
agencies is assured, and seems attainable from the full family of 
federal agencies. 

Comparable participation by state agencies will require 
interagency cooperation within each state. The joint planning 
approach is designed to make aggressive state participation 
worthwhile. 

By concentrating on States rather than subregional 
basins, some Title I1 commissions have attempted to 
stimulate greater State interest in the commissions 
and use them in the period before the framework 
study is completed to implement policies that would 
be in accord with the emphases in the framework 
study. 

The problem of dealing with political as well as 
physiographic units has brought some Title 11 
commissions to the realization that interim policy and 
program recommendations are needed if their re- 
gional planning responsibilities are to be effectively 
implemented. This is evident, for example, in the 
Minnesota representative's remarks about Type 1 
planning in the Souris-Red-Rainy Rivers Basin. 

A planning process which demands that time stand still until 
the planners are ready to act is not one which is likely to retain 
public support for long. At a minimum, we need a planning pro- 
gram which is capable of turning out interim guides to  action on 
urgent matters while it continues on to refine its judgments and 
extend the scope of its inquiries to more distant concerns. 

Recognition of this need has extended to the Water 
Resources Council which requires all Title I1  
commissions to submit annual project priority listings 
to it in accordance with Section 201(b) of the Act. 

From the foregoing, it is apparent that most Title 11 
commissions have not had maximum impact on State 
and Federal water resource operations or in the 
matter of recommending specific legislative ap- 
proaches to regional water resource programs and 
policies. The most successful commission in terms of 
impact on related State and regional policies is New 
England which enjoys considerable State support. 
This commission has been used to investigate regional 
approaches to the solution of various water resource 
problems. The New England States, of course, have a 
long history of working together on regional prob- 
lems. In the other areas, the Title I I  commissions have 
not enjoyed a comparable degree of State support and 
visibility. Moreover, these other commissions have 
had to spend considerable time managing their 
framework study responsibilities, something not re- 
quired of the New England commission. 
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Chapter 5 

INTERSTATE COMPACTS. 

Interstate compacts are formal agreements among the 
party jurisdictions. Almost always they are enacted as 
statutory law.' Their subject matter can be anything on 
which the participants are able and willing to agree. An 
increasing number of compacts are open for adoption by 
all fifty States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico 
and the several other American jurisdictions. It is also 
possible for compacts to be joined by foreign jurisdic- 
tions and there are several in which one or more of the 
Canadian Provinces participate. Since nationwide com- 
pacts are outside the scope of this study, only certain of 
their features will be considered, and then primarily for 
illustrative or comparative purposes. 

COMPACTS AND REGIONALISM 

Hardly any set of boundary lines is completely 
appropriate or useful. Even environmentalists, econo- 
mists and demographers have difficulty delineating areas 
that will be perfectly faithful to the needs of a single 
analytical or descriptive purpose. Seldom if ever can 
general purpose units of government pretend to any 
scrupulous meshing of territorial definition and func- 
tion. In large measure this is due to the accidents of 
history that determined most boundaries. But even if 
experts such as the academicians who have occasionally 
proposed dividing the United States into some limited 
number of governmental regions according to their own 
particular prescriptions had their way, gaps, distortions 
and inadequacies surely would result from differences 
among the needs of the several functions desired for 
performance by the unit of general purpose government. 

At the State level, the compact is a device intended to 
adjust the inflexibilities of political and administrative 
boundary lines to the performance of governmental 
tasks on a functional basis. Accordingly, the compact is 
used as a regional device. The region may comprise only 
defined parts of two or three States. For example, the 
Tri-State Compact prescribes the water pollution control 
jurisdiction of the Interstate Sanitation Commission as: 

(a) In Connecticut, Long Island Sound and estuaries and 
tidal waters thereof between the easterly side of New Haven 
Harbor at Morgan Point and the Connecticut-New York state 
boundary, and the Housatonic River up  to  the northerly 
boundary lines of the towns of Stratford and Milford. 

(b) In New York, all of the tidal waters of Greater New 
York City; including Kill Van Kull and Arthur Kill, Long 

AND COMPACT AGENCIES 

Island Sound and the estuaries and tidal waters thereof 
between the New York City line and the New YorkConnecti- 
cut state boundary and between the New York City line and 
the easterly side of Port Jefferson Harbor; the Atlantic Ocean 
and the Estuaries and tidal waters thereof between the New 
York City line and the easterly side of Fire Island inlet; and 
the New York and New Jersey state boundary and the 
northerly line of Rockland County on the westerly side and 
between the northerly line of New York City and the 
northerly line of Westchester County on the easterly side of 
the River. 

(c) In New Jersey, the Hudson River and New York 
upper bay and estuaries and tidal waters thereof between the 
New York-New Jersey boundary and Constable Point on 
Constable Hook, the Kill Van Kull and Arthur Kill to the 
mouths of the rivers entering into the Kills; Newark Bay and 
the estuaries thereof up to the mouth of the Passaic River; 
and up to the mouth of the Hackensack River, Raritan Bay 
together with the Raritan River up to the Victory Bridge on 
said River between Perth Amboy and South Amboy; together 
with the Cheesequake Creek up to the New York and Long 
Branch Railroad Bridge on said Creek at  Morgan; together 
with the Matawan Creek up to  the New York and Long 
Branch Railroad Bridge on said Creek at  Matawan; Sandy 
Hook Bay; together with the Shrewsbury River up to the 
passenger Railrozd Bridge between Navesink Llght and 
Highland Beach on said River? 

On the other hand, the region can be very large and 
can include all of the territory of the participating 
States. The Western Regional Education Compact is of 
this type. It provides the basis for several cooperative 
services and programs throughout the eleven most 
westerly of the contiguous States and the noncontiguous 
States of Alaska and Hawaii. 

In developing a regional compact, it is necessary to 
decide whether the contemplated activities should be 
undertaken on a regional basis. Whether or not the 
question is answered easily, it is virtually always possible 
to construct an argument against the need for a 
compact. Some existing agencies of the State or local 
governments in the area are bound to have jurisdiction 
over all or part of similar subject matter. Also, it is likely 
to be asked whether the Federal Government is not the 
most suitable mechanism for assuming responsibility for 
those aspects of a problem or activity that are for any 
reason beyond the capabilities of individual States. 
Actual experience has seen this question turned the 
other way around. From time to time people who have 
questioned the capabilities or the intentions of State 
governments have opposed or denegrated compacts 



because they might be advocated or regarded as an 
alternative to  Federal action. Some also have viewed 
compacts as devices for delay or inaction3 

There is a great temptation to argue choices among 
local, State, regional and Federal prerogatives and 
responsibilities on hypothetical or doctrinal grounds. 
Opinions concerning compacts sometimes become en- 
tangled in these predilections. The thesis offered here is 
that a pragmatic approach is likely to yield more 
trustworthy results. Accordingly, we shall now examine 
the experience with compacts as regional instruments. 

Defining the Region 

An initial problem is to define the region within 
which a cooperative undertaking should be mounted. If 
an existing unit of government is too large, too small, or 
otherwise unsuitable, who should be involved; for whose 
benefit; and who should be responsible? 

In many instances, the proposed project or program 
fairly well answers the question. The Great Lakes Basin 
Compact is obviously for the eight States within which 
the Lakes and their drainage area lie. But is it not also 
for the Canadian Provinces of Ontario and Quebec? The 
drafters of the compact thought so and included them 
among the eligible parties. However, in consenting to the 
compact, the Congress refused to allow membership for 
these Canadian jurisdictions. The reason was ~leither 
geographic nor functional; rather it was political. The 
State Department prevailed in its view that in this 
instance such dealings as there might be with Canada 
should be handled by that agency and not at the 
State-Provincial level. 

When the object is to construct or operate particular 
public works, the region almost defines itself. Thus the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Compact is for a 
region whose boundaries are determined by the physical 
facilities and practicable service area of the projected 
rapid rail system for the District of Columbia and its 
Virginia and Maryland environs. Such a region may have 
to be redefined from time to time if new facilities are 
added or the originally contemplated ones territorially 
extended, but it would continue to be true that the 
regional boundaries would follow the physical works and 
their service area. 

Regions for compacts not tied to particular natural or 
manmade assets or facilities are fixed by a variety of 
factors. Normally, the entire territory of the partici- 
pating States is included, but there is no absolute 
necessity for doing so. Perhaps most important is the 
existence of a sufficient sense of community to spark 
and maintain the cooperative effort. The South and the 

West both have regional compacts dealing with nuclear 
energy and higher education; the West and New England 
both have compacts providing for cooperative use of 
correctional facilities? New England has a Radiological 
Health Compact and an interstate water pollution 
control compact (the latter subsequently joined by New 
York); and the Midwest appears to be in the process of 
bringing a nuclear compact into operation. In none of 
these instances is there any reason inherent in the 
subject matter to include precisely the States which in 
fact participate nor to exclude the next adjoining tier of 
States. The region for each of these compacts grew out 
of a preexisting cultural or organizational climate. Ever 
since colonial times New England has regarded itself as a 
region, even though the three southern States of the area 
have long been markedly different from their three 
northern neighbors. The New England Governors' Con- 
ference is the oldest and probably the most closely knit 
of the regional Governors' Conferences, and other 
organizations of officials of the six New England States 
abound. These groups supplied the impetus for the 
several New England-wide compacts just mentioned. The 
Southern, Western and Midwestern compacts to  which 
reference has been made all make the member States of 
the respective regional Governors' Conferences and of 
the relevant Regional Conferences of the Council of 
State Governments eligible parties. 

Lying somewhere between the determinism of com- 
pact regions fured by identifiable natural objects such as 
water bodies or manmade physical works and those 
dependent on a general sense of community are the four 
Forest Fire Protection Compacts. These now stretch in a 
continuous block from Maine to Texas. But even though 
their terms are highly similar, these compacts are 
separate. The oldest of them is that for the Northeast 
(the six New England States and New York). It  was 
developed in response to the catastrophic Maine fire of 
1947. Foresters, conservationists and legislators con- 
sidered that the seven State area could have been an 
effective region for mutual aid, if an appropriate 
interstate agreement and mechanism had existed. The 
spread of the forest fire compact idea from the 
Northeast, to the Middle Atlantic, to the Southeastern, 
to the South Central Compact regions followed the 
gradual spread of interest kindled by dissemination of 
information concerning the achievements of the original 
protoptype. But this was coupled with a desire to keep 
each compact region small enough so that equipment 
and men would not normally travel too far. While a 
diligent forester probably could trace a continuous line 
of woodland all the way from Maine to Texas, or nearly 
so, few if any people in or out of the State governments 



concerned have ever perceived an urgent need or desire 
for close fire fighting relationships among the more 
distant States in these four contiguous groupings of 
states as a whole. 

Regional Compact Uses 

During the first 150 years compacts were stereotyped 
as boundary settlement devices. All but a few of them 
were single-mindedly concerned with that subject. Oc- 
casionally, a closely related matter would be included. 
For example, the Virginia-Maryland Compact of 1785 
(no longer in effect) pledged the two states to enact only 
concurrent fisheries statutes for the Potomac River and 
the Chesapeake Bay.' The New York-New Jersey 
Compact of 1834 allotted jurisdiction over crimes 
committed on boundary waters in a manner that did not 
precisely coincide with the physical location of the 
interstate line. But while these interstate agreements 
may be regarded as regional, their significance for the 
present study is extremely limited. They make very little 
substantive or procedural law; they establish no admin- 
istrative machinery or implementing joint or cooperative 
programs; and they produced no body of experience on 
which more complex or sophisticated inte jurisdictional 
cooperative undertakings could draw. Aside from the 
immediate situations that gave them meaning, the main 
contribution of these compacts was a gradual accretion 
of court decisions that built a few of the basic elements 
of compact law. The effects of some of these cases will 
be mentioned subsequently. 

USES AND ADMINISTRATION 

The normal expectation is that State statutes re- 
quiring administrative implementation will be the charge 
and responsibility of whatever agencies deal with the 
subject matter of the Act in question. Usually such a 
course is both natural and obvious because there is little 
if any alternative. But in the case of a compact, its 
interjurisdictional character makes further inquiry neces- 
sary. Is a regular agency of each participating State 
government to have the responsibility, or is an inter- 
jurisdictional administrative body to be created? For 
most of the compacts discussed in this study, the latter 
answer is the correct one. However, the aptness of the 
approach depends on the desired extent and character of 
the joint functions needed to make the compact 
effective. 

One of the foremost regional uses of compacts is the 
allocation of the waters of interstate streams. To date 
most of these agreements have not relied on separate 

administration. As initially conceived, the allocation 
compacts merely declared the extent of entitlement to 
waters as among the party States. Subdivision of each 
State's share was left to the laws and administrative 
procedures of the individual jurisdictions. Each State 
Engineer whose government was bound by a compact 
could simply observe its terms in the same manner as he 
administered internal statutes of his State dealing with 
entitlement to water. In the event of his failure so to do, 
another affected State or private person could bring suit. 
Only where a water allocation compact calls for the 
varying of allocations in response to changing circum- 
stances is it likely to be essential that a joint agency be 
established to administer the compact. The Upper 
Colorado River Basin Compact, Delaware River Basin 
Compact and Susquehanna River Basin Compact are the 
leading examples of this more complex type. In fact, the 
last two mentioned agreements provide for water alloca- 
tion only as a part of comprehensive river basin 
management arrangements for which extensive joint 
intergovernmental administrative machinery is required. 

Although not directly relevant to this study, it should 
be noted that a number of compacts participated in by 
most of the States on a nationwide rather than a regional 
basis are also administered by the pertinent internal 
agencies of the participating State governments, sup- 
ported in most instances by modest "administrators' 
associationsY'.6 In general, these compacts provide for 
procedures to handle interjurisdictional services in con- 
nection with correctional or social services programs that 
are largely intrastate in their orientation and clienteles. If 
separate interstate programs were called for, it probably 
would be necessary to establish interstate agencies. 

Forums 

One of the most elemental but nonetheless important 
forms of cooperation and coordination is consultation 
on matters of common concern. Some form of organiza- 
tion that provides a secretariat to carry on technical or 
professional work in the area involved and to arrange 
meetings can often make the difference between the 
achievement of cooperation and mere lip service to it. 
Also, this modest kind of cooperation can sometimes 
lead to a more ambitious intergovernmental program. 

Several agencies intended to function along the lines 
just suggested have been formed by interstate compact. 
In all instances the agencies are small with only a very 
few professional employees and with annual budgets 
generally well under $100,000. 

To date these forum type compacts have clustered in 
three fields: natural resources administration, nuclear 



energy, and regional planning. A brief discussion of these 
compacts and the activities under them may assist in 
determining the usefulness of the compact for this kind 
of regional purpose. 

The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Compact is the 
second oldest forum compact7 and the first to be 
regional in character. It came into existence in I942 and, 
for almost its entire life, has had participation from all 
of the States from Maine to Florida. Its staff consists of 
a part time Secretary-Treasurer and limited office 
personnel. It was never intended h a t  the Atlantic States 
Marine Fisheries Commission would perform major 
research or other technical services of its own. This is 
made clear from Article VII of the compact which 
provides in part: "The Fish and Wildlife Service of the 
Department of the Interior of the Government of the 
United States shall act as the primary research agency of 
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission cooper- 
ating with the research agencies in each state for that 
purpose." 

Article IV (the only part of the compact that can be 
said to confer power on the commission) begins: "The 
duty of the said commission shall be to make inquiry 
and ascertain from time to time such methods, practices, 
circumstances and conditions as may be disclosed for 
bringing about the conservation and the prevention of the 
depletion and physical waste of the fisheries, marine, 
shell and anadramous, of the Atlantic Seaboard." The 
commission is then authorized only to make recom- 
mendations. 

So-called "Amendment No. 1" provides that any of 
the party States that wish to use the commission as a 
regulatory vehicles may do so, but no implementing 
action has been taken nor have any resources ever been 
allocated for a regulatory program. 

Critics of this compact and of similar ones for the 
Gulf and Pacific Coasts have scored it for inaction and a 
lack of tangible accomplishments. In the light of their 
modest objectives it would seem that discontent might 
be occasioned more by the limited view of the problems 
represented by the marine fisheries compacts than by 
their failure to perform beyond the extent of their 
authority. 

On the positive side, it can be said that these 
compacts do furnish periodic forums in which State 
officials, fishing industry representatives and some 
Federal personnel can discuss problems of common 
concern on a regular basis. Discussions on conservation 
measures, the condition of the industry and the effects 
of urbanization on coastal wetlands have been facili- 
tated. The States have never shown any disposition to 
confer regulatory or operational powers on the marine 

fisheries commissions, unless one can so consider the 
unimplemented "Amendment No. 1 ." 

The Great Lakes Basin Compact is a broader expres- 
sion of a cooperative purpose. All water and water 
related problems of the Great Lakes and their environs 
are within the purview of the compact. Here too, 
however, the concept is neither operational nor regula- 
tory. The Great Lakes Comnlission is intended only to 
provide a mechanism for the consideration of common 
problems and for the performance of such research and 
information dissemination functions as a limited budget 
can afford. The holding of meetings, the publication of a 
newsletter and the making of occasional representations 
concerning regional views characterize the activities 
under the compact. 

The nature of the commission's activities makes it 
very difficult to measure its value objectively. Perhaps 
most tangible in the agency's accomplishments is the 
role it played as coordinator of the tenth anniversary 
celebration of the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway. 
On the other hand, matters such as shoreline develop- 
ment, navigation, pollution control, lake levels and 
fisheries management are undoubtedly regarded by most 
people as more significant. To a greater or lesser extent, 
the commission has concerned itself with all of these 
problems. But since it has no authority to undertake or 
prosecute programs that would themselves produce 
visible changes or provide measurable services, it is 
difficult to fault the compact as such for not having 
created a tangible and major impact on its region. The 
failure of the States to assign to the commission powers 
to deal with such matters can be and is faulted by some, 
however. 

Of the very small forum agencies without operational 
or regulatory capabilities, the most susceptible of ap- 
praisal in concrete terms is the Interstate Commission on 
the Potomac River Basin. It was established in 1940 
pursuant to a compact among Virginia, West Virginia, 
Maryland, Pennsylvania and the District of ~ o l u m b i a . ~  
The commission was given no regulatory power. 

Its purposes were to bring the party jurisdictions 
together for discussions and negotiations concerning 
water quality problems in a major interstate basin and to 
disseminate information on the condition of the Po- 
tomac and its tributaries. 

Until very recently, the compact placed a ceiling of 
$30,000 on the total amount of money that the 
commission could receive annually from the party 
jurisdictions. In fact, this level of appropriations was not 
reached until 1964. In addition, there has been an 
anr~ual appropriation of $5,000' from Congress given in 
recognition of the special Federal interest in the 



Potomac as the site of the Nation's Capital. A further 
source of funds since the late 1950's has been a program 
grant under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act in 
annual amounts which have varied between $25,000 and 
$46,000. This has been only enough to support a force 
of never more than three professional employees, secre- 
tarial help, an office and servicing for a few meetings. 
While the dollar amounts available to the commission 
have risen slowly over the years, the real financial 
strength of the agency has not grown appreciably 
because of the declining purchasing power of the dollar. 

Nevertheless, the commission has gathered much 
valuable data on water ciuality in the basin and makes it 
available to public agencies of all sorts in the region. 
Within the limits feasible for an agency with no 
enforcement capabilities of its own, the commission also 
has encouraged the party jurisdictions to consider the 
major water quality related problems of the area such as 
sediment control and waste treatment needs. 

After an incubation period of more than a decade, 
the commission has received authority to consider water 
related land uses. Originally, the movement to amend 
the compact for this purpose was not regarded as a 
transitional step looking toward comprehensive bash 
management and development activities. However, inter- 
vening events may prove to have made it so. In 1965 the 
Governors of the four States and the Board of Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia" established the 
Governors' Advisory Committee on the Potomac River 
Basin. This was done in response to growing pressures 
from both State and Federal sources. The objective was 
to consider the water and water related problems of the 
Potomac, and more particularly to recommend a suitable 
form of intergovernmental organization to deal with 
them. After several years of analysis and negotiation, the 
Governors' Advisory Committee produced a Federal- 
Interstate Compact in the pattern of the Delaware and 
Susquehanna Compacts. At the present writing it has 
been enacted by Virginia and Maryland. Should similar 
action by West Virginia, Pennsylvania and the Federal 
Government, acting for itself and the District of 
Columbia, be forthcoming, the compact establishing the 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin 
would be superseded. The new Potomac River Basin 
Compact would provide for planning, operational and 
regulatory activities basinwide. 

The New England Interstate Water Pollution Control 
Compact is much like the forum type compact for the 
Potomac. However, at most times since its establishment 
in the late 1940's this New England effort has suffered 
from even scantier financial resources than its Polorriac 
counterpart. These strictures combined with a 

jurisdictional area two and one-half times as large as the 
Potomac Basin have made the interstate body relatively 
weak. However, recent events may point the way to 
greater regional activity. In 1969 Maine, Connecticut 
and New York, and in 1970 Rhode Island, enacted 
supplemental statutes expanding the research and train- 
ing authority of the interstate agency. The last three 
named States also gave the compact agency enforcement 
jurisdiction in waters at or near state boundaries.' ' With 
this encouragement, the New England Interstate Water 
Pollution Control Commission has regularized a training 
program for waste treatment plant operators that it had 
previously instituted on a pilot basis. 

The Potomac developments may be regarded as 
evolutionary, and those in New England could turn out 
to be so. Accordingly, it becomes important to recall 
that the first regional Federal-Interstate compact was the 
product of a strikingly similar progression. 

Starting in the 1920's efforts were made periodically 
to secure an interstate compact on the Delaware. In its 
earliest phases, this movement was viewed largely as an 
attempt to forestall a brewing controversy over diversion 
of basin waters to serve the municipal needs of New 
York City. When the initial effort to obtain a compact 
failed, the four basin States established the Interstate 
Commission on the Delaware River Basin by a series of 
independent but parallel legislative actions. But through- 
out the 25 year life of that commission, its emphasis 
turned out to be on pollution rather than water supply. 
Indeed, "Incodel" functioned very much like the Inter- 
state Commission on the Potomac River Basin, even 
though its basic authorization was not technically in the 
form of a compact.' By the late 1950's it became 
evident that recomme~idatory body of limited scope was 
not sufficient to deal with regional water related 
problems. It was then that the movement for the more 
ambitious Delaware River Basin Compact made rapid 
headway. More detailed aspects of the Delaware Com- 
pact are treated in Chapter IV. 

State responsibilities in the field of nuclear energy 
provide the basis for regional cooperation via compact in 
the South, the West, New England, and perhaps soon in 
the Midwest. Emphasis is on consultative and informa- 
tional activities for somewhat the same reasons as in the 
cases of the compacts just discussed, but the course of 
developments also owes a great deal to the nature of 
governmental responsibility for the use of this new 
military, industrial and medical force. We shall discuss 
the compacts in this field within their problem context 
because their evolution and present status can provide 
the basis for analytical comments of broader application. 

The ability of the States to deal with aspects of 



nuclear energy has been a much vexed question. Even 
before the unveiling of the atomic bomb, it was clear 
that States could regulate X-ray equipment and certain 
other health connected facets of radiation exposure and 
this continues to be the case. But nuclear energy was 
first a Federal Government monopoly confined to 
military uses. Since 1954 it has been available in limited 
fashion for industrial uses and since 1959 those States 
entering into AEC-State Agreements under Section 274 
of the Atomic Energy Act have been able to exercise 
some regulatory jurisdiction but subject to a require- 
ment of compatibility with Federal statutes and regula- 
tions. 

Ever since the middle fifties, it has been clear that 
civilian uses of nuclear energy are laden with all kinds of 
implications for health, safety and industrial develop- 
ment - subjects of State and regional concern. However, 
uncertainties about the extent of State jurisdiction, 
combined with the usual pressures against additional 
regulatory programs, have tended to make the recom- 
mendatory and promotional k i d s  of cooperation most 
attractive. 

The South was the first region to become interested 
in a compact dealing with the State role in the nuclear 
field. The impetus for the action came from the desire of 
many public officials and influential private persons to 
seize upon nuclear energy and new uses of radiation as a 
force for accelerated economic development of the 
region. Accordingly, the States viewed the Southern 
Interstate Nuclear Board largely as an extension and 
specialized adjunct of their industrial development 
agencies. In more than a decade of existence, the 
compact has functioned primarily in this way. It 
encourages and sometimes itself undertakes studies of 
applied nuclear technology and problems related to 
industrial, agricultural and transportation uses of nuclear 
energy, products and materials. It organizes and sponsors 
conferences on various aspects of these subjects. Oc- 
casionally, the Board also acts as a regional voice in 
presenting views to Congress and Federal agencies. In 
this connection, it is worthy of note that the Federal 
Government, as specifically contemplated by the com- 
pact, has designated a liaison person to act as a contact 
point between the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board 
and the Federal establishment. Originally, it was hoped 
that the liaison could be at a fairly high level. However, 
this objective does not appear to have been achieved. 

Aside from a feature to be discussed shortly, the 
Western and proposed Midwestern Nuclear Compacts are 
very much in the pattern of the Southern prototype. 
Little if anything can be said about them on the basis of 
their records because the former is still too new and the 

latter is not yet in effect. One tendency may be worth 
mention. In drafting the Midwestern Compact, a con- 
scious effort was made to broaden its language some- 
what to make it clear that the undertaking is intended to 
encompass those scientific and technological matters 
which are related to nuclear developments, even though 
they may not be narrowly nuclear in character. To what 
extent this will produce actual differences among the 
activities under the several regional nuclear compacts 
only time will tell. Indeed, prediction is made especially 
difficult because the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board 
has itself considered a fairly wide range of subjects. As a 
practical matter, so long as the regional cooperation 
under the compact in question is limited to the forum 
variety, and if it continues on a relatively inexpensive 
scale, few people are likely to argue over fine points of 
jurisdictional definition. These become more important 
in operational and regulatory activities. 

Mutual Aid 

The New England Radiological Health Compact, the 
Western Interstate Nuclear Compact and the Midwest 
Nuclear Compact all contain mutual aid provisions 
virtually identical with those first developed for the 
forest fire protection compacts. The New England Police 
Compact applies the same concept to yet another field. 
Because the problem is similar in each instance and the 
approach to its solution the same, the subject can be 
treated generically. 

States maintain many kinds of protective forces. 
Constitutionally, they all function pursuant to the 
so-called "Police Power". In particular instances, one or 
another of these forces is responsible for preventing or 
removing dangers to health or coping with crime, 
violence and natural or manmade disasters. Personnel 
assigned to these tasks may be inspectors, medical units, 
policemen, firemen, paramilitary contingents or special- 
ized technicians with esoteric skills. As officers and 
employees of a State or political subdivision, their legal 
authority, rights and immunities are generally confined 
to the territorial limits of the jurisdiction which employs 
them. 

Locally available forces are sometimes inadequate to 
meet large or sudden emergencies. A forest fire or riot 
may call for reinforcements of men and equipment; a 
nuclear spill may require marshaling of experts and 
trained forces beyond the resources of a single State to 
furnish. 

Often a call for help will bring a response, regardless 
of the legal setting. But without a sufficient legal 
underpinning, the rescuers are frequently classed as 



volunteers who do good deeds at their own risk. In the 
absence of proper administrative procedures for trans- 
mitting the request for aid and for making a response, 
the help may not come at all or may be too late. 

The mutual aid provisions of the several compacts 
generally have the effect of extending the officer or 
employee status as members of the aidicg forces so they 
continue to be treated as though they were serving in 
their home jurisdictions for all purposes relating to pay, 
workmen's compensation, death benefits and immunity 
from suit on account of acts done in the line of duty. 
Any costs involved in connection with the aid and the 
disposition of or accounting f ~ r  expended, lost or 
damaged equipment is settled in accordance with the 
compact provisions. 

The amount of administrative activity that has taken 
place for the express and sole purpose of implementing 
the mutual aid arrangements has been small. The 
Northeastern Forest Fire Protection Commission is the 
only agency that exists entirely or even primarily for 
such a purpose. That commission has one regular 
part-time employee. It maintains a small office and 
affords a limited amount of secretarial help. From time 
to time the commission runs training sessions for forest 
fire fighting personnel and it has prepared a manual that 
is in wide use. 

In the case of many compacts, those dealing with 
mutual aid included, important parts of what may 
properly be counted as compact administration takes 
place in the relevant internal agencies of the party 
States. The compacts are laws in each State and 
customarily at least some persons who are in the regular 
employ of the participating States serve as members of 
the interstate agency or otherwide discharge responsibili- 
ties related to the compact's functioning in their own 
States. Indeed, aside from periodic meetings of the 
commissions, the other three forest fire compacts do not 
appear to engage in any independent administrative 
activity on a regular basis. The New England Radiologi- 
cal Health Compact is administered entirely by internal 
agencies of the party State governments. The Western 
Interstate Nuclear Compact and the New England Police 
Compact agencies undoubtedly will assist in mutual aid 
situations as need arises, but such activity will still be 
within the framework of their overall responsibilities 
which, in the former instance include developmental 
responsibilities and, in the latter, include other elements 
of regional police cooperation. 

In general, it may be said that none of the compacts 
so far discussed involved the employment of more than a 
few staff members nor much in the way of financing. 
The money necessary for their activities is supplied by 

appropriations of anywhere from $1 or $2 thousand to 
$25 thousand annually per state. 

Planning 

Lying somewhere between the regional compact 
forums and the operational or regulatory compact 
functions is planning. Only one or two compacts can be 
clearly identified as primarily planning instruments, but 
several of them provide for regional planning activities in 
connection with their overall responsibilities. In part, the 
problem of identifying the regional planning function in 
activities carried forward under compacts is one of 
categorization. Planning has close ties with transporta- 
tion, regional development, resources management, 
public works construction and the formulating or 
altering of programs for the provision of governmental 
services. In this sense, some instances of regional 
planning activities or of planning intended to have 
regional consequences are found in a number of com- 
pacts. No effort will be made to collect all such instances 
in the following paragraphs. However, to lay the 
groundwork for a consideration of compacts as a 
planning mechanism the clearest examples will now be 
described briefly. 

The Tri-State Transportation Compact came into 
effect in 1965. The agency which it established was 
intended as a vehicle for the study of the mass 
transportation needs of the Greater New York Metro- 
politan Area with a view toward developing proposals 
for meeting them. The task was considered to be a 
continuing one. Plans made by the compact agency 
come to the Governments of New York, New Jersey, 
Connecticut and the United States, as well as to private 
transportation interests and local governments as recom- 
mendations. Implementation is the responsibility of 
these other public and private entities to whatever 
degree and in whatever combination they have the legal 
authority and the means, and to whatever extent they 
may be persuaded of the soundness of the Tri-State 
Transportation Agency's proposals and supporting 
documentation. 

Transportation is important enough to any region so 
that an agency engaged in study and planning of this 
function can be regarded as a regional planning body of 
sorts. But in this case, there are other elements that 
justify the characterization. The compact allows the 
Tri-State Transportation Commission to consider mat- 
ters that have an effect on transportation. By invoking 
this provision more or less broadly, the commission has 
shown interest in many other subjects of regional 
significance. 



Particularly in recent years, this broadening of scope 
has been encouraged by the fact that the Bureau of 
Budget. pursuant to Section 204 of the Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966, designated the commission 
as the agency to make and coordinate comments on 
whether particular applications for Federal grant assist- 
ance in the New York Metropolitan Area are compatible 
with comprehensive metropolitan or regional plans for 
the Greater New York City area. 

In 1971, purusant to amendatory legislation enacted 
by the States, the name and the authority of the 
commission were changed to identify it more clearly as 
a regional planning body. Now the Tri-State Regional 
Planning Commission, it is to concern itself with plans 
"including but not limited to plans for development of 
land, housing, transportation and other public facili- 
ties."' 

New England has seen two attempts to set up regional 
planning bodies by compact: one of them in the field of 
water and related land resources, the other for overall 
planning. 

The movement for a Northeastern Water and Related 
Land Resources Compact had its genesis in efforts to 
implement the comprehensive New York-New England 
Interagency Committee Study of the immediate Post 
World War I1 period. That study produced a series of 
reports totaling more than forty volumes containing 
many recommendations. After several years during 
which New England officialdom became concerned that 
nothing seemed to be eventuating, other than the 
presence of the printed volumes on bookselves, the 
water resources officials in the area and their counter- 
parts in the regional offices of the Federal Government 
sewing New England began to meet informally to 
consider what might be done. They dubbed their 
organization the Northeastern Resources Committee. 

For several years the committee met on a fairly 
regular basis, but its activities were hampered by a lack 
of staff and by the inability of the members to devote 
consistent attention to the effort. To remedy these 
deficiencies it was decided to develop a compact to 
which all of the New England States and the Federal 
Government would be parties. 

While a number of compacts have had some kind of 
Federal participation14 there had been only one pre- 
vious suggestion of a compact that would have the 
United States as a full party. That was a proposal of the 
Missouri Basin Committee of the Council of State 
Governments made in 1953. A compact of this sort for 
the Missouri was actually drafted but was never formally 
considered by the legislature of any State or by the 
Congress. 

The Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources 
Compact by its terms required enactment by three State 
legislatures and the Congress in order to become initially 
effective. Three states did adopt it - Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire and Rhode lsland - and the Federal legisla- 
tion was passed in the House of Representatives on 
several occasions but it never secured passage in the 
Senate. The principal reason was that Federal agencies 
preferred the interagency committee approach which 
had come to be characteristic in a number of the 
country's major river basins to a formal legislatively 
based intergovernmental agency that would include both 
the States and the Federal Government. In the decade 
since the failure to obtain a Northeastern Water and 
Related Land Resources Compact the doctrinal objec- 
tions to mixed Federal-State agencies have largely 
disappeared. The precedents created by the Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, the Dela- 
ware River Basin Compact, the Regional Commissions 
for Appalachia and other areas, and the regional or river 
basin commissions under title I1 of the Water Resources 
Planning Act of 1965 have made the Federal-Interstate 
agencies a well established fact if not a widely familiar 
one. 

The Northeastern Compact would have estqblished a 
body with only planning and recommendatory author- 
ity. It may be regarded as an important fore-runner to 
the Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Compacts in 
terms of Federal participation but it did not have their 
scope. 

During the early and mid-sixties, there was some 
interest in the development of a New England Interstate 
Planning Compact. At the request of officials in the six 
States a draft was developed and enacted by four States, 
Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire and Rhode Island. 
However, the compact never came into operation. The 
reason was that at about the same time other develop- 
ments appeared to diminish the tasks available for 
performance by a New England-wide planning body. 
First, there was the con~mission for New England 
established under the Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965. Accordingly, it would have been duplicative to 
assign major planning responsibilities in water and 
related land resources to the proposed New England 
Interstate Planning Commission. At about the same 
time, the New England Regional Commission established 
under the Public Works and Economic Development 
Act, came into existence. This removed another major 
set of possible subjects from the purview of a regional 
planning body such as might have commenced opera- 
tions under the compact. 

The Delaware, Susquehanna, and proposed Potomac 



River Basin Compacts are comprehensive water manage- 
ment arrangements. They include operational and regula- 
tory functions along with planning activities. According- 
ly, they can be classified as planning compacts only in 
part. However, they are worthy of mention here because 
they provide actual instances of compact use of a 
traditional planning function as an integral part of a 
regulatory program, much in the manner of the planning 
board-zoning connection. 

All three of these compacts provide for the develop- 
ment, revision and maintenance by the Federal-Inter- 
state Commission of a comprehehsive plan for the use 
and management of basin water resources. They also 
provide that projects for the use of those waters 
(whether they are to be projects of the Federal 
Government, the State governments, local public bodies 
or private entities) must come before the Compact 
Commission for review and approval. The commission 
gives approval only if the project is in conformity with 
the comprehensive plan. I t  may also require modifica- 
tions or conditions with respect to a project in order to 
assure conformity. 

The Potomac Compact would go further by providing 
for a second plan. This would deal with amenities such 
as scenic, cultural and historical uses of the river and its 
environs. The amenities plan would be recommendatory 
in character, except that if by 1980 there were no local 
or State zoning or other land use control in an area 
designated as a river zone, the commission could 
institute zoning for amenities purposes. A river zone 
would extend alor,, the shore line such distance as the 
commission might determine but not more than a mile 
inland without the consent of the governing body of the 
community in which the zone were located. Since some 
of the rural counties in the Potomac Basin do not now 
have land use control programs, the minimum effect of 
this provision of the compact would be to exert pressure 
for such measures at a relatively early date and to serve 
notice that the regional compact agency might perform 
such a task after a time. 

An instrument unmistakably devoted to planning is 
the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. Entered into by 
the States of California and Nevada, it establishes the 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency "with power to adopt 
and enforce a regional plan of resource conservation and 
orderly development, to exercise effective environmental 
controls and to perform other essential functions, 
. . .. 7 3 1  5 

The Agency is required to adopt and keep up to date 
a regional plan containing as elements: a land use plan, a 
transportation plan, a conservation plan, a recreation 
plan and a public services and facilities plan. The plan is 

enforced by the Agency, the States, counties and cities 
in the region. For its part, the Agency may adopt 
appropriate ordinances, rules, regulations and policies to 
effectuate the plan. Their purpose is to establish 
minimum standards applicable throughout the region. 
Political subdivisions may adopt and enforce equal or 
higher standards. 

Some idea of the scope of the regional plan may be 
gained from the list of subjects to which it shall be 
addressed. They include, but are not limited to: "water 
purity and clarity ; subdivision; zoning; tree removal; 
solid waste disposal; sewage disposal; land fills, excava- 
tion, cuts and grading; piers; harbors; breakwaters; or 
channels and other shoreline developments; waste dis- 
posal in shoreline areas; waste disposal from boats; 
mobilehome parks; house relocation; outdoor adver- 
tising; flood plain protection; soil and sedimentation 
control; air pollution; and watershed protection."' 

Since this compact was adopted very recently, no real 
evaluation of performance under it can be made. 

INTERSTATE SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

The quest for an optimum population, revenue and 
areal base for the provision of domestic governmental 
services is a never ending one. The trouble begins with 
the fact that these three key elements of people, money 
and geography seldom if ever fit together very well. But 
even if they did, it would still be necessary to recognize 
that decentralization and consolidation each has advan- 
tages and disadvantages among which viable com- 
promises rather than perfect solutions must be made. 
Every level of government attempts organizational ad- 
justments in order to bring service areas into reasonable 
conformity with the needs they are supposed to satisfy. 
At the Federal level this is generally accomplished 
through regionalization of agencies for purposes of field 
administration. On the local scene, reordering of jurisdic- 
tional boundaries through annexations, creation of 
metropolitan area governments or the establishment of 
special districts are familiar approaches. The State also 
decentralizes some of its activities but, more than any 
other unit in the American governmental structure, it is 
a regional unit. Its boundaries owe much more to the 
accidents of history than to service area concepts. 
Nevertheless, the States are intermediate units both from 
the areal and population points of view. Moreover, the 
States provide many of our domestic services and 
operate many of the implementing facilities. But since 
State boundaries like other governmental lines are in 
some measure uncoordinated with optimum service 
areas, cooperation among them in the performance of 



some operational functions is desirable. A number of 
compacts have this purpose. 

Education 

Certain kinds of educational services have become the 
subjects of interstate compacts. The most notable 
developments have been at the college and university 
level. 

Each State has one or more publicly supported 
systems of higher education. While these admit out-of- 
State students, they are primarily intended to meet the 
needs of the residents for relatively low cost higher 
education. In general, the population base of even the 
smaller States is sufficient to justify the expenditure of 
resources required to provide the usual undergraduate 
college programs. However, a full battery of graduate 
and professional studies, and perhaps some highly 
specialized undergraduate ones may not be warranted 
for the institutions of each State. This has been the 
principal reason for the development of three regional 
education compacts and for a fourth effort now in the 
planning stages. 

The Southern Regional Education Compact is the 
oldest of these undertakings. It came into existence in 
the late 1940s and rapidly secured adherence of 16 
States from Delaware and Maryland on the northeast 
through Texas and Oklahoma on the southwest." Two 
immediate objectives sparked the movement for the 
compact. 

The more specific of them was the plight of Maharry 
Medical College - A Negro institution which supplied a 
very large percentage of the Black doctors in the South 
and indeed in the country as a whole. While the 
developers of the compact took the position that they 
were not interested in interstate cooperation in higher 
education as a means of preserving segregation,18 they 
did feel a sense of urgency about preserving the medical 
school as a regional asset. It was thought that the 
Southern Regional Education Board might operate this 
facility and any other regional institutions of higher 
learning that proved feasible and appropriate to estab- 
lish. 

More generally it was recognized that the southern 
State universities were hardpressed to maintain programs 
in all of the desirable graduate and professional fields 
such as medicine, veterinary medicine, forestry and 
mining. Accordingly, the compact authorized the South- 
ern Regional Education Board to enter into contracts 
with institutions and party States. These agreements 
were to cover the securing of places on a resident basis 
for students from the region at institutions in a party 

State other than their own. In the usual case the State of 
residence would make payments to the institution 
having the desired program to compensate for the 
difference between resident and non resident tuition 
rates and to reflect some contribution toward capital 
costs. 

As matters turned out, Maharry Medical College never 
came under the administration of the compact. How- 
ever, the student placement program outlined above has 
formed an important part of the accomplishments of 
this cooperative endeavor. 

These activities have led the Southern Regional 
Education Board on behalf of the compact States to 
study the higher education needs of the region and to 
make recommendations concerning the most efficient 
use and distribution of specialized programs - particu- 
larly at the graduate and professional level. In addition 
the Board has engaged in research and dissemination of 
information on a number of educational subjects related 
to its basic purposes. 

Only a few years after the Southern Regional 
Education Compact was launched the Western States 
became interested in a similar undertaking. The problem 
in the West was much the same - the need to make 
efficient and economical use of limited higher educa- 
tional resources, especially in graduate and professional 
fields. Like its southern counterpart the Western Inter- 
state Commission for Hlgher Education has developed 
arrangements for the placing of students from anywhere 
in the region on a resident basis. Also the commission 
has engaged actively in research and training programs 
related to various aspects of higher education in the 
West. The eleven most westerly States in the continental 
United States plus Alaska and Hawaii are members of 
the compact. 

A similar compact in New England dates from the 
mid-fifties and includes all six of the States in that 
region. Its genesis was somewhat different in detail. 
Massachusetts took the lead because at the time it was 
considering the establishment of a State supported 
medical and dental school and was led to examine the 
regional implications that such an undertaking might 
have. Except for this detail, however, the New England 
Compact is essentially similar to the others although it 
functions on a smaller scale. 

Much more recent are the current efforts to secure 
regional cooperation among Minnesota, North Dakota, 
South Dakota and Iowa in the field of medical and 
related health education. The Northern Association for 
Medical Education (a private nonprofit organization) has 
been attempting to develop such a program for a number 
of years. The idea is to provide medical education on a 



regional basis and clinical facilities in sparsely populated 
areas. In 1969 the Association received an appropriation 
of $200,000 from the Minnesota legislature to be used as 
a planning grant in furthering the idea. A compact is 
under consideration as an eventual means of establishing 
and maintaining the program, but the ultimate course of 
events is not yet clear. 

Scattered attention also has been given to the 
establishment of interstate school districts to provide 
consolidated schools for communities on either side of a 
State line. The leading example of this compact use is an 
agreement between Vermont and New Hampshire under 
which one such school district operates. 

Corrections, Law Enforcement and Delinquency 

Another field in which States have made some 
arrangements for devoting their institutions to regional 
use is that of crime control and delinquency. There are 
two ways in which such regionalization can come about. 
One of them involves an approach similar to that taken 
in the education compacts. The institution or facility is 
constructed, operated and maintained by a single State, 
but it is open for use by other jurisdictions in the region 
under arrangements which give them at least some of the 
advantages that would accrue if the institution or facility 
were really their own. Another approach would be to 
acquire and operate a jointly owned or managed 
institution on a regional basis. 

The thought that either or both of these approaches 
might be desirable :ems first to have been considered in 
connection with the problem of incarcerating women 
prisoners. Almost everywhere there are many fewer 
female inmates than male prisonen. Especially in States 
with small populations, it is frequently considered 
unduly expensive and inefficient to maintain penal 
institutions for the sole use of women convicted in a 
single jurisdiction. 

There are at least two relatively early examples of 
interstate arrangements for the incarceration of women 
from one State in a correctional facility of an adjoining 
State. A Vermont-New Hampshire administrative agree- 
ment dates from 1941. It contained practically no 
procedural provisions and was little more than an 
arrangement whereby one State could bill the other for 
the costs involved in keeping inmates. A somewhat 
similar arrangement between Colorado and Utah was in 
the form of a compact but it too lacked detail. 

The Vermont-New Hampshire arrangement appears 
never to have encountered difficulty. On the other 
hand, the Utah-Colorado compact became of dubious 
utility when a would-be prisoner gave serious evidence of 

intent to challenge the legality of her impending 
incarceration in a Colorado institution. At that point the 
Utah authorities retreated and did not send the woman 
convict to Colorado. These circumstances outlined the 
weakness of any arrangement that was not fully worked 
out as to its interstate legal detail. 

The Western Interstate Corrections Compact owed 
something in its genesis to the events just described. But 
the movement for regional use of prisons in the West was 
somewhat older. In the early 1950's a number of the 
States in that part of the country had been on the verge 
of developing a true regional institution. The opportuni- 
ty was presented by the impending disuse of the 
California Women's Prison at Tehachapi. The State had 
built a new facility and the older one was about to 
become surplus. The thought was that a number of 
nearby States might join California in using the prison 
for the incarceration of women felons. However, the 
scheme came to a sudden end when an earthquake 
destroyed the Tehachapi Institution. 

Although both the Western and New England Correc- 
tions Compacts are now in operation and are serving 
useful purposes the Tehachapi episode identifies a 
problem which is so far common to all of these 
efforts.19 Prisons and many other kinds of State 
facilities suffer from chronic overcrowding much more 
often than from underutilization. Accordingly, only 
limited numbers of people can be served by pooling 
existing facilities on a regional basis. 

Both the Western and New England Compacts con- 
tain provisions authorizing the joint construction and 
operation of correctional facilities. If these provisions 
come to be used, a truly significant improvement in 
State and regional services m a t  result. 

Public Works and Regional Development 

The construction and maintenance of certain kinds of 
facilities do not present a problem in the sense just 
discussed. Physical work (generally in the field of 
transportation) are a natural subject for interstate 
compacts when the facilities involved straddle a State 
line or are obviously designed for regional use. A number 
of bridges, tunnels and ferries have been built or 
operated under compacts. Most of these undertakings 
have been relatively small involving only one or at most 
a few structures. Characteristically the compact has been 
used to provide a separate legal entity that could issue 
revenue bonds to secure the capital necessary to initiate 
the enterprise and could then operate the completed 
facilities on a joint interstate basis. For the most part 
these compacts have not been directly addressed to the 



planning, development or regulation of regional under- 
takings. They have been modest financial and operating 
devices. However, there y e  notable exceptions. Some of 
these deserve close study both for their own sakes and 
because they can point the way to more extensive use of 
compacts to promote major regional objectives. 

Much the largest agency in this field is the Port of 
New York Authority. Established in 1921, the Port 
Authority employs more than 8,000 people. In 1970, its 
gross operating revenues exceeded $250 million. At the 
end of that year, its assets totaled just under $3 billion. 
The Port Authority owns and/or operates six bridges and 
tunnels linking New York and New Jersey, one rail and 
two bus commuter facilities, Kennedy, La Guardia and 
Newark Airports, Teterboro Airport (a general aviation 
facility), two heliports, two motor truck terminals, a 
rapid rail transit system, six marine terminals, the Port 
Authority Building and the World Trade Center. When 
completed, the last will include two 110 story buildings, 
a hotel, and three other buildings, one of which will 
serve as the Customs House for the Port of New York. 

Many of the facilities listed above are related directly 
to port development. Others are part and parcel of 
metropolitan area development. The bridge and tunnel 
crossings are integral parts of the region's highway 
network. The rapid rail system and the bus terminals 
serve some of the mass commuter transportation needs 
of the urban complex. The World Trade Center. while 
designed to serve port needs by bringing together 
organizations concerned with trade and commerce, 
represents the kind of development that would have a 
great impact upon any major metropolitan area. 

The precedent for the Delaware River Port Authority 
Compact, serving the Philadelphia Metropolitan Area 
was the Port of New York Authority Compact. Its 
activities, although similar to those of its model in 
embracing both port development and general urban 
area concerns, do not begin to match in size and scope 
those of the older agency. Other later examples of 
combining transportation and other metropolitan area 
developmental functions are to be found in the bi-State 
compacts for the St. Louis and Kansas City Metropolitan 
Areas. 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Mass Transit 
Authority Compact includes as parties the States of 
Maryland and Virginia and the District of Columbia. 
Currently, the Authority has under construction a 
subway. parts of which are scheduled to be in operation 
in the next few years. The entire system is intended to 
be completed by the end of the decade. Also contem- 
plated is acquisition of some or all of the privately 
owned bus companies serving the area and the 

coordination of their operations with those of the rapid 
rail system. Financing for the Authority is unusual. 
Initially it is dependent on cash grants made by the 
Federal Government, the signatory parties and the local 
jurisdictions in the service area. Later it is anticipated 
that the Authority will issue revenue bonds. 

The mass transit compact is an amendment to an 
earlier instrument, the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Regulation Compact. It set up a commission to 
regulate fares and routes of motor transit, including 
taxicabs, in the region. The Transit Authority and the 
regulatory commission are separate bodies. 

Another document concerned with regional develop- 
ment - but not in this case a mctropolitan region - is 
the Wheeling Creek Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention District Compact. Its commission was set up 
to act as the local sponsoring agency for projects 
constructed pursuant to the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act. For this purpose, it may acquire 
land or interests in land or other property and operate or 
secure the operation of works of improvement. It has no 
authority to issue obligations, but must depend on the 
governing bodies of the four counties - two in each 
State - through which Wheeling Creek flows for its 
operating funds and the sums of money it may need 
from time to time to assume the local share of watershed 
and flood prevention projects. An unusual feature of the 
compact is that virtually all the flood prevention 
benefits will accrue to the West Virginia counties, but 
the fish and wildlife and recreational benefits will be of 
value to both States. 

There are a few examples of compacts that deal 
primarily or exclusively with recreational matters. The 
location of parks is frequently dependent on suitable 
terrain and upon the existence of a scenic attraction. 
Especially favorable locations may be found at or near 
State lines. Where this is the case, joint development and 
management of the park area has sometimes been found 
advantageous. 

In terms of financial investment the largest of the 
interstate park ventures is that operated by the Inter- 
state Palisades Park Commission. Its origins are unique 
but may be instructive. During the 1930's the Rockefel- 
ler family wished to donate certain lands on the fringes 
of the New York City Metropolitan Area for public 
recreational purposes. The parcels involved in some cases 
straddled the New York-New Jersey State line and in 
other instances were very close to it. The Rockefellers 
intended that the land should be used for the benefit of 
populations in both States. They also desired assurance 
that once the gifts were made, they would not be 
alienated from their park purpose. Accordingly, they 



urged that a compact be enacted for the purpose of 
committing both States to  the administration of the 
lands as recreational assets. This was done and only after 
the compact was enacted were the gifts made. The 
Interstate Palisades Park Commission then undertook 
extensive developmental work and embarked upon the 
actual operation of facilities. The commission now 
operates a large amusement park as well as scenic areas, 
camping grounds and other recreational facilities. 

The development of a large artificial lake on the 
Ohio-Pennsylvania border provided the occasion for 
another interstate compact at about the same time as the 
inauguration of the Interstate Palisades Park. In the 
Pymatuning Lake instance, however, the emphasis is on 
fishing rights and lake related recreational opportunities. 
Because of its location the compact serves not only the 
immediate rural surroundings but also a large number of 
metropolitan areas in Eastern Ohio and Western 
Pennsylvania. 

A third compact has Virginia ,and Kentucky as 
parties. Its objective is to preserve and utilize the 
unusual scenic attractions of the Russell Fork River and 
Gorge. It  lies in a wilderness area on the Virginia- 
Kentucky border and because of its location could not 
be properly developed or protected by the action of 
either State alone. The Breaks Interstate Park began in a 
very modest way in the middle 1950s with the condem- 
nation of a small tract and the construction of motel 
facilities to be operated on a private concession basis. 
Later more land was acquired and the facilities enlarged. 

REPRESENTATION AND RESPONSIBILITY 

We are accustomed under our form of government to 
look to our elected officials - the President and 
Congress, the Governor and legislature, the Mayor and 
council - to  oversee and direct the management of 
public affairs. Administrative agencies are responsible to 
them and they, in turn, to the electorate. Lines are clear 
and both responsibility and responsiveness can be 
enforced, at least in theory. 

Agencies established by interstate compacts similarly 
are instrumentalities of the signatory parties. They must 
make reports to the Governors and legislatures, f i e  
budget requests in compliance with the laws and 
procedures of the parties, afford their parties an oppor- 
tunity to audit their records, submit to investigation by 
them and, except as their compacts mrght prescribe 
otherwise, function in much the same way as other State 
agencies. 

Although they are agencies or instrumentalities of 
their signatory parties, they differ in significant ways 

from the ordinary State administrative agency. In the 
first place, they are agencies not of one jurisdiction but 
of two or more. Their governing bodies are made up of 
representatives selected in one way or another by the 
parties. 

Because they are different, various means have been 
devised for the purpose of assuring that compact 
agencies meet the standards of responsibility and respon- 
siveness that other administrative agencies must meet. 

Most interstate compacts provide simply that the 
members of the commission or board created by the 
compact be appointed in accordance with the laws of 
the party States. In most instances, this has meant 
appointment by the Governor. There are exceptions to 
this general rule, however. In the cases of a few 
compacts their agency members must be chosen from 
specified areas of the States. For example, four com- 
pacts, whose sole or major function is water allocation, 
require that some and, in one case, all the State members 
be residents of the river basin whose water is allo- 
~ a t e d . ~ '  One of the Massachusetts members of the 
Merrimack River Valley Flood Control Commission 
must be a resident of that valley. Another example of a 
real :esponsibility is to be found in the compact 
establishing the Port of New York Authority. That 
instrument provides that four of the six New York 
Commissioners must reside in New York City, and four 
of the six from New Jersey must be residents of the New 
Jersey portion of the district established by the com- 
pact. 

The composition of the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Compact's governing body is quite unusual. This ten- 
member group consists of. a majority chosen by local 
governments of the area. Only four of the ten, two from 
each State, are appointed by State authorities. Whenever 
a new city is formed within the region, the governing 
body is to be increased by two - one to represent the 
new city and one the State in which the city is not 
located. 

That the governing body of the Tahoe Regional 
Planning agency has a majority of local government 
representative is especially noteworthy because of the 
powers assigned to it to enforce its own ordinances, 
rules, regulations and policies. The only exception to 
such enforcement are plans, programs and proposals of 
the States. These, however, must be referred to the 
Agency for review concerning their conformity with the 
regional plan, but a State public works project may be 
constructed even though it fails to conform. 

The Board of the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority is composed of six persons. Two of 
them are chosen by and represent the Government of 



the District of Columbia, two the Northern Virginia 
Transportation Commission and two the Washington 
Suburban Transit Commission. The last two were set up 
by Virginia and Maryland laws respectively. Their 
membership is chosen by the local governments of the 
suburban communities in the two States. 

A variation on this theme is provided by the Atlantic 
States Marine Fisheries Compact. All the States of the 
Atlantic Seaboard are parties to the compact, but the 
compact permits and the States have organized "sec- 
tions" to deal with fisheries of particular geographic 
regions. Only those States that are in a given region are 
represented on its section. 

In some compacts, representation of a different sort 
is mandated - by interest or subject matter. In a number 
of other cases, State members of the compact com- 
mission are legislators. The former is illustrated by the 
New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Com- 
pact. It provides that the commissioners from each State 
include ". . .a member representing the State health 
department, a member representing the State water 
pollution control board (if such exists), and, except 
where a State in its enabling legislation decides that the 
best interests of the State will be otherwise served, a 
member representing municipal interests, a member 
representing industrial interests, and a member repre- 
senting an agency acting for fisheries or 
conservation ."2 

Both the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
and the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission include 
among their members a private citizen knowledgeable of 
marine fisheries and a legislator from each party State. 
Among the five members from each State on the South 
Central Interstate Forest Fire Protection Compact Com- 
mission are one State Senator, one Representative and a 
citizen member associated with forestry or a forest 
products industry. One of the three members from each 
State on the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 
Education must be "an educator engaged in the field of 
higher ed~ca t ion . "~  

From the descriptions above, it may be observed that 
a variety of arrangements have been devised to afford 
representation of presumed areal, subject matter, juris- 
dictional or other interests. The specific reasons for 
providing such representation are at least as many as the 
number of arrangements. In some instances, for example 
the water allocation compacts, the Port of New York 
Authority Compact, the Tahoe Regional Planning Com- 
pact, and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority Compact, the interests of given areas in the 
activities of the compact agencies wece conceded to be 
so great that residents of such areas were included 

among the members of the policy making body. In other 
cases, it was felt that the work of study and iecommend- 
atory bodies, or forum type commissions, would benefit 
from having among their members persons from the 
private sector who would be acquainted with the subject 
matter dealt with by the document. For liaison purposes 
or other reasons that would aid in effectuating the work 
of the compact agency, members of the legislature serve 
on certain commissions. 

As time goes on and more interstate compacts are 
wtitten, there appears to be a trend to broaden and 
sharpen their responsibilities. Questions concerning 
representation are sharpened similarly. Examples of this 
trend in more recent agreements are the Delaware and 
Susquehanna River Basin Compacts. Proposed docu- 
ments include the Potomac River Basin Compact and an 
interstate agreement to provide a water supply and waste 
management program for the Washington, D. C. Metro- 
politan Area. Each of these actual and proposed instru- 
ments has or would have some combination of signifi- 
cant planning, management, regulatory and operational 
functions. In the first three cases, the interests of the 
United States are so great that the compacts provide it 
be a party to them. In addition with respect to the 
Potomac River Basin Commission, there has been sug- 
gested an arrangement that has not been used in any 
existing compact agency.' A somewhat similar method 
of representation has been suggested for the proposed 
water and waste management agency of the Washington 
Metropolitan Area.24 

Briefly stated, what has been urged is that basin 
residents be elected from districts of equal population to 
serve on the Potomac River Basin Commission. It is 
pointed out that the basin populations of the respective 
parties vary too widely (from 3.7 to 36.1 percent of 
total basin population) to warrant the usual oneState- 
one-vote formula. It is pointed out further that in none 
of the prospective parties (except the District of 
Columbia) does the population resident in the basin 
comprise a majority of that party State's population. 
The result, it is argued, is that decisions will be made by 
commission members on behalf of parties, the majority 
of the population of which lives outside the basin. Basin 
residents upon whom these decisions would have the 
greatest impact, therefore, would not be able to control 
their own destiny so far as such decisions were con- 
cerned. 

Public Law 91-650 directed the Environmental 
Protection Agency, in consultation with Secretary of the 
Interior, Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Commissioner of the District of Columbia to study and 
make recommendations concerning water supply and 



waste management in the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan 
Area, including the establishment of an appropriate areal 
or regional entity to control and resolve problems and 
provide necessary services at reasonable cost. 

The EPA report offered three alternative recommend- 
ations for a regional entity to be established by 
interstate compact among the States of Maryland and 
Virginia and the District of Columbia. In order of 
preference they are: (1) popular election of members of 
a Regional Council from constituent local jurisdictions 
(the District of Columbia, Charles, Montgomery and 
Prince George's Counties in Maryland, Arlington, Fair- 
fax, Loudon and Prince William Counties and the Cities 
of Alexandria, Fairfax and Falls Church in Virginia) with 
a system of weighted voting to reflect differences in 
population; (2) popular election of Regional Council 
members from single member districts, plus appointment 
of one member each by the eleven constituent jurisdic- 
tions with each Council member to have one vote; and 
(3) appointment by each of the constituent local 
jurisdictions of a locally-elected executive or legislative 
official as its member of the Regional Council with each 
member's vote weighted to reflect population dispari- 
ties.2 

Completed shortly before the EPA report and ap- 
pended to it was an independent study of the same 
subject. This analysis proposed that there be set up by 
interstate compact among the States of Maryland and 
Virginia and the District of Columbia a Washington 
Metro Council "to exercise all the functions (except 
regulatory) on a wholesale basis for water supply, sewage 
treatment, and solid waste services, and it would have 
the authority to do planning and some financing in the 
field of air pollution aba temer~t . "~~  

The councii would be composed of 15 representa- 
tives elected from single-member districts corresponding 
to the several cities and counties of the metropolitan 
area. To overcome the disparities in size of such districts, 
the proposal is that a system of weighted voting be 
employed. If the metropolitan area were to grow to 
embrace additional cities and counties, they would be 
alloted voting strength on the council in proportion to 
their respective populations. 

Each of these representation schemes would alter the 
traditional relationship among the parties to an inter- 
state compact whereby one is the equal of another. As 
equitable and reasonable as these proposals may appear, 
they suffer from a number of infirmities. For example, 
weighted voting has been proposed more or less seriously 
for a number of compacts and the argument is always 
along the same lines - State X has a greater amount of 
territory within the district to be served than does State 

Y, or the population of State Z in the compact district is 
larger than that of State L. But none of these suggestions 
has ever been embodied in compacts that have actually 
come into being. The reasons are basic to public 
administration and politics. No compact has ever been 
designed to set up a government. The bodies involved are 
administrative agencies and representation on them is 
not intended to achieve direct responsibility to the 
electorate. Equally important, the usages and protocol 
of politics do not make it easy for any State to accept a 
lesser status than equality. For example, neither of the 
other two potential parties was persuaded to take similar 
action by New York State's enactment of a compact for 
the Hudson River Basin that gives 9 votes to that State, 
3 to New Jersey and 3 to the United  state^.^' While any 
quantitative analysis of the Hudson Basin would show 
the New York interest to be even more disproportionate 
in percentage terms, it is generally acknowledged that 
neither of the other two potential parties would have 
any reason to assume responsibility for or be bound to 
an apparatus where the mechanics were so against its 
interests. 

Regardless of the merits, or lack of them, of these 
schemes for representation on the proposed Potomac 
River Basin Commission and the Washington Metro 
Council and their chances of adoption, what is signifi- 
cant here is that they have been advanced as serious 
proposals. They are symptomatic of the increasing 
significance of interstate compact agencies in terms of 
the responsibilities assigned to them and of the desire of 
local governments and their residents for a large "piece 
of the action." 

Other Means of Control 

Obviously representation on a compact body is not 
the only means by which control over its activities may 
be exercised. With relatively few exceptions, compact 
agencies are wholly or partially dependent on appropria- 
tions made by the signatory parties to finance their 
operations. This provides an opportunity for legislative 
oversight. They must make reports to the Governors and 
legislatures. Their activities are audited and, should a 
legislature see fit, they are subject to investigation. 
Under appropriate circumstances, they may qualify for 
Federal grants-in-aid. In such cases, they must conform 
to the relevant Federal laws and regulations. Other 
compact body operations or activities may be subject to 
Federal law. As is the case with other governmental 
agencies, they are subject to the usual requirements of 
notice and hearing and judicial review. Other means of 
exercising control have been devised to fit the operations 



of particular compact agencies. Two illustrations may 
suffice. 

As has been pointed out, the provisions of the 
Potomac River Basin Compact that have excited parti- 
cular attention are those dealing with land use arid the 
amenities. The compact authorizes the preparation of an 
amenities plan to develop and preserve the aesthetic, 
scenic and historic values along the Potomac. The plan is 
to provide for:" (a) river zones and their accessibility, 
(b) instituting land use plans and controls within river 
zones; (c) acquiring or otherwise preserving existing and 
potential parks and parkways, scenic areas, open spaces, 
recreation areas, historic areas, trail corridors, wetlands 
or natural areas within river  zone^."^ 

The compact permits the establishment of river zones 
on the main stem of the river, including its North 
Branch. Elsewhere establishment of river zones could be 
accomplished only pursuant to the laws of the appropri- 
ate State or States. In any case, prior to establishment, 
there would have to have been consultation with county 
and other interested local bodies and the affirmative 
vote of the commissioner from the signatory in which it 
is proposed there be a river zone. Only with the 
concurrence of the governing bodies of the communities 
in which a river zone is to  be delineated could such a 
zone extend inland for more than one mile. 

To effectuate its amenities plan, the commission is 
authorized to acquire property or a right or interest 
therein. It may do so, however, ". . .only with the 
concurrence of the commission member from the state 
in which the property is situated and with the consent of 
the local government within whose territory the prop- 
erty is s i t~a ted . "~ '  Also, acquisition of a particular 
piece of property by condemnation may not be under- 
taken so long as the laws or regulations of the State or 
local government are deemed adequate by the commis- 
sion to protect such property. 

The compact authorizes the commission to regulate 
land use in river zones. However, this authority would 
not apply if any jurisdiction had enacted and was 
enforcing zoning or other land use control laws, ordi- 
nances and regulations. In any case, lt could not be 
exercised before January 1 ,  1980. 

It may be seen from the above that, in addition to 
other means, the compact provides a number of oppor- 
tunities for local and State governments to influence or 
even to control the amenities and land use activities of 
the Potomac River Basin Commission. 

One of the oldest and by far the largest interstate 
compact agency is the Port of New York Authority. Its 
governing body consists of six Commissioners anpointed 
by the Governor of New York and a like number 

appointed by the Governor of New Jersey. As indicated 
above, four of the six from New York must be residents 
of New York City and four of the six from New Jersey 
must reside in the New Jersey portion of the port district 
(the area within approximately 25 miles of the Statue of 
Liberty). 

The 1921 document merely provided for establishing 
the Port Authority, describing the area in which it might 
operate, defining the scope of its jurisdiction and 
assigning to the Port Authority the responsibility to 
prepare a comprehensive plan for the development of 
the port. All of the activities and operations presently 
conducted by the' Port Authority have been undertaken 
pursuant to specific legislation enacted by the two States. 

The Port Authority basically is a planning, developing 
and operating agency. For the most part, its income is 
derived from fees and rents charged for the use of the 
facilities it operates. Virtually all of the funds necessary 
to construct or acquire such facilities are derived from 
the sale of its own bonds. This permits it a greater degree 
of operating flexibility than that afforded most compact 
bodies. Nevertheless, it must make an annual report to 
the two Governors and legislatures, make available its 
financial and other records for audit by the two States 
and submit to legislative investigation if either of the 
two States deem that to be necessary or desirable. In 
addition, minutes of its meetings are subject to veto by 
either Governor, the veto forestalling any action re- 
ported therein that the Port Authority proposed to take. 

The primary responsibility of the Port Authority is to 
the two signatory States. This is not to suggest, however, 
that local units of government within the port district 
are without influence or control over Port Authority 
activities. For example, although it may exercise the 
power of eminent domain with respect to motor bus 
terminals, ". . .no property now or hereafter vested in or 
held by the state or any county, city, borough, village, 
township or other municipality shall be taken by the 
port authority, without the authority or consent of the 
state or of such county, city, borough, village, township 
or other municipality. . . ."3 Identical legislation was 
enacted by New Jersey. Moreover, similar provisions 
govern acquisition by the Port Authority of property for 
other facilities. An early enactment in connection with 
construction of a bridge has been repeated in legislation 
authorizing other bridges to be built. It required that, 
"The plan of the approaches at either end of the tunnels 
and bridges, which shall include any highway extension 
or changes which the Port Authority shall deem con- 
venient or necessary, shall be subject to the approval of 
the respective municipdities in which they shall be 
10cated."~ ' 



The World Trade Center for various reasons has 
provoked considerable controversy. Among other things, 
it was charged that its construction on lower Manhattan 
Island, including the closing off of streets, would make 
an already difficult traffic situation intolerable and that 
the in-lieu-of-tax payments that the Port Authority 
would make to the city would be wholly inadequate. 
Regardless of the merits of these or other charges, both 
of these matters have been resolved. Their resolution was 
facilitated by the Port Authority's having to secure from 
the City permission to close streets and even to make 
cuts in curbing to gain access to the building site. The 
requirement to obtain such permission was mandated in 
the legislation enacted in 1962 by the two States to 
authorize the construction. 

Since so many of the activities of the Port of New 
York Authority relate to interstate and foreign com- 
merce, it is subject to regulation by the Federal 
Government at every turn. It sought and received 
Congressional authorization to construct its bridges. The 
Lincoln and Hudson Tunnel construction was under- 
taken pursuant to permits obtained from the Chief of 
Engineers. Work done on marine terminals requires 
Federal authorization. Because it is the recipient of 
Federal grants-in-aid of airports, the Port Authority 
must conform to the law and regulations in this area of 
its operations. Even the tolls it charges for the use of its 
bridges are subject to review by the Secretary of the 
Army and may be changed by him. 

I t  may be seen from the discussion above that the 
Port of New York Authority was not created to nor does 
it operate in isolation from political forces. It functions 
as an agency of the two States and conforms to  the 
legislative mandates they issue from time to time. It 
comes in contact with local and Federal authority and 
where and when it does it must meet the requirements 
that these governments impose upon it. 

Responsiveness 

To this point in this section, discussion has focused 
on responsibility. What about the other side of the coin? 
How responsive have interstate compact agencies been? 
How well have they responded to public needs, even as 
these needs change from time to time? 

These questions are more difficult to answer than 
those dealing with responsibility and means of enforcing 
it. They tend to elicit subjective answers if for no other 
reason than that there are no ready made standards by 
which to judge the performance of compact and other 
governmental agencies. The definition of "public needs", 
so far as a given agency is concerned, may differ from 

individual to individual, group to group, and even public 
opinion poll to poll. In any case, judgments are made 
concerning the performance of certain compact agencies 
and they merit notice. 

I t  would be unfair to subject most interstate compact 
bodies to the litmus test of responsiveness to public 
needs because they suffer from serious limitations in 
either jurisdictional scope or powers. As was stated 
above in connection with the marine fisheries compacts, 
that they have not accomplished more is a function of 
the limitations imposed upon them by their respective 
instruments. 

Once again the Port of New York Authority may be 
the best subject for examination, but, before turning to 
its record, it would be worthwhile to view the perform- 
ances in specific instances of certain other compact 
agencies. 

The Delaware River Basin Commission has included 
within its comprehensive plan an impoundment near 
Tocks Island and the Delaware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area. (The dam was authorized by Congress 
in 1962.) Two national and a number of local organiza- 
tions have charged that the impoundment and recreation 
area would do irreparable harm to the ecology, damage 
or destory many archaeological sites, impair the free 
flowing character of the stream and have other undesir- 
able consequences. Studies of some of these matters 
have already been completed. Others are in process. At 
this moment, however, all that can be said is that 
resolution of the controversy is very much up in the air. 

The Potomac River Basin Compact follows the 
Delaware model closely with the major exception of its 
inclusion of land use and amenities provisions. Mention 
has already been made 'of their being the occasion for 
controversy and raising the matter of local representa- 
tion on the commission. These provisions were inspired 
largely by the increasing popular interest in preserving 
and enhancing the quality of the environment and the 
widespread feeling that local government performance 
on this score had been generally poor. 

The point of these two illustrations is that there are 
many "publics" to serve, each of which may have a 
different view of its needs. The Tocks Island develop- 
ment, for example, is intended to serve water supply, 
recreation and hydroelectric generation purposes. Strong 
agruments can be made in support of them. It is not 
easy, therefore, to chart a course that will not result in 
certain groups feeling that their needs have been 
affronted. 

Because of its size, significance and success the Port 
of New York Authority has attracted more attention 
than all other compact agencies combined in the matter 



of sewing public needs. Beginning more than a decade 
ago, for example, the Port Authority has been seeking, 
so far unsuccessfully, a site for a fourth major airport to 
serve the New York metropolitan area. At one point, it 
settled on a site in Morris County, New Jersey, a part of 
the "Great Swamp." A combination of residents who 
did not want the noise and congestion attendant on a 
major airport in their area, conservationists and others 
proved strong enough to prevent the airport's being 
located there. Among other things, the effort helped to 
provoke an investigation of the Port Authority by the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of Represent- 
atives, described in more detail below. 

It is the mass transit situation, particularly the rapid 
rail system, that is of the greatest significance in 
assessing the manner and the degree to which the Port 
Authority has served and is serving public needs. Critics 
of the Port Authority have leveled a variety of charges 
against it on that score. They assert that it is much less 
interested in service than in profit; that it has ignored or 
even worsened the transportation problem by catering to 
private automobile travel in the construction of its 
facilities while at the same t iqe it refused to participate 
in developing or improving mass transit facilities; that, in 
improving passenger airport facilities, it has paid no heed 
to the need to move such passengers on the ground; that 
it has employed its resources unwisely in building the 
World Trade Center rather than using them to ameliorate 
the mass transit problem; and that it is more responsive 
to its bondholders and the frnancial community than to 
the needs of the public for better transportation service. 

Particularly irritating to the more persistent critics of 
the Port Authority is the manner in which it employs its 
operating surplus, its persevering in "ostentatious" pro- 
jects regardless of objections (i.e. the fourth New York 
airport and the World Trade Center) and the alleged foot 
dragging of the Port Authority when it does respond to 
popular and political pressure. 

As has been indicated, the Port Authority must rely 
on the sale of its own bonds to build or acquire facilities. 
It has no power to tax. Its facilities must yield sufficient 
operating revenues to amortize obligations and defray 
operating costs. This goal it has achieved consistently. 
Revenues from its various facilities are pooled. In other 
words, facilities with operating surpluses, generally 
older, support other facilities, generally newer, until the 
latter become self s~fficient.~ This practice which is 
sanctioned by law? assists in maintaining the excellent 
credit rating of the Port Authority. But it also provides 
additional ammunition for those who wish to fire 
criticism. Some argue that when the bonds issued to 
build or acquire a facility have been retired, toll charges 

for that facility should be reduced. Others take the 
position that surplus earnings should be used to improve 
mass transit. Neither group favors the World Trade 
Center investment? 

In 1962, the Port Authority assumed the operation of 
the bankrupt Hudson and Manhattan Railroad, the 
Hudson Tubes. Purchase of new cars, modernization of 
a l l  phases of operation and construction of new termi- 
nals in New York City and Jersey City are part of a 
capital expenditures program expected to total $200 
mi l l i~n .~  Also dating from 1962 is the operation of the 
New York Railroad Equipment Program. It provides for 
a guarantee by the State of up to $100 million of special 
Port Authority bonds to purchase passenger rail rolling 
stock. As of the end of 1970, 387 passenger cars and 
eight locomotives had been purchased and delivered to 
the Metropolitan Transit Agency for operation on the 
Long Island Railroad or to the Pennsylvania Central 
Railroad. An additional 80 cars were on order for use on 
the Hudson and Harlem Divisions of the Pem Central. 
As prescribed by statute, the Port Authority may neither 
derive revenues from nor incur liabilities which would in 
any way affect its obligations other than those issued in 
connection with this special pr~grarn.~ 

Currently under way is a 50 percent expansion of the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal. In 1970, it had a total of 
nearly 68 million passenger arrivals and departures. 
Completion of the $80 million project is expected in 
about two and one-half years. Under negotiation is sale 
of the air rights over the terminal for construction of a 
45 story office b~i ld ing .~  ' 

That these actions aid in the mass movement of 
people and that they are impressive in size is not open to 
doubt. But the Port Authority had to be pushed and 
tugged to undertake at least some of them, its critics 
maintain. To prove their point, they cite the linking of 
the Port Authority's agreeing to take over the Hudson 
and Manhattan Railroad with its securing approval to 
construct the World Trade Center and the legislative 
provision that it was not to assume any additional 
passenger rail facility unless such facility were self 
sustaining or, at worst, that combined deficits of the 
additional facility and the existing one would not exceed 
10 percent of the General Reserve Fund as of the end of 
the previous fiscal year.3 * 

To conclude this summary of the Port Authority's 
activities with respect to mass transit, it should be added 
that legislation enacted by the two States in 1971, 
authorized the Port Authority to provide access by rail 
rapid transit from various points in the port district to 
Kennedy and Newark ~ i r ~ o r t s . 3 ~  Also reported to be 
under consideration either by the Port Authority or by 



an intergovernmental task force made up of representa- 
tives of the Metropolitan Transit Agency, the New 
Jersey Department of Transportation and the Port 
Authority are other steps that mlght be taken including 
a new rail tunnel under the Hudson River and additional 
bus and rail facilities for northern New Jersey. It is 
generally conceded that the primary moving force to 
secure serious consideration of these matters is Governor 
Cahitl of New Jersey! O 

No doubt the debate will continue concerning ade- 
quacy of the Port Authority's response to popular needs. 
Some part of the lack of resolution of that debate stems 
from a basic disagreement over the nature and mission of 
the agency. Governor Cahill declares the Port Authority 
is ". . .not a business. It is an authortiy wisely conceived 
to do things for people of our two states that business 
cannot do for them and that the two states cannot do 
for themselves. It was not conceived for the sole purpose 
of making money, but for rendering service.'"' ' 

The more traditional view is expressed by Austin J. 
Tobin, Executive Director of the Port Authority, as 
". . .the development of vitally important public port 
projects of the two states without recourse to taxa- 
tion.. .a program of public works that must be self- 
supporting. . .'* 

A more revisionist view of the situation stresses that 
there are ". . .two themes central to urban develop- 
ment: how to devise sufficiently comprehensive 'master' 
plans for America's growing metropolitan areas; and the 
proper role of public authorities with their tax subsidy 
provisions, extraordinary rights of eminent domain, and 
freedom from any electoral control or really effective 
governmental review.'*3 

That these several expressions indicate differences 
concerning the mission of the Port Authority undeniably 
is true, but they are not irreconcilable. What must be 
decided is where the emphasis should lie. Should the 
Port Authority continue to function much as it has as a 
major public works agency? Should it stress social 
service much more ~trongly?~ 

If the political response is that the course of the Port 
Authority should be plotted so as to come appreciably 
closer to achieving the latter goal, the authority under 
which it operates would have to be substantially 
enlarged or amended. Specifically, should the decision 
be that its mass transit role must be increased greatly, 
means must be made available to it to accomplish the 
objective. Without a subsidy or a markedly different 
financing arrangement than has been authorized for it, 
the Port Authority would not be able to take over, as 
some have suggested, the New York City subway system 
or add to its rail commuter facilities beyond what has 

been authorized. If not everywhere, in almost all places 
mass transit operates at a deficit. For that matter, 
despite a passenger gain of 48 percent in five years (1965 
was the low point in the line's history), the operation of 
the Hudson and Manhattan Railroad resulted in a loss in 
1970 for the eighth straight year!' 

It appears reasonable to conclude that it is to the 
party States that one should look to provide the means 
for or to enforce responsiveness to public needs on the 
part of their compact instrumentalities. No compact 
agency can resist being responsive if the signatory States 
are determined that it be so. 

In setting up an agency by interstate compact or 
other statute, the States have the choice of making the 
agency dependent for its financing on tax funds and the 
appropriations process or authorizing it to issue revenue 
bonds. In the former instance, a closer control can be 
exercised by the Governor and legislature in that agency 
funds must be budgeted and voted in appropriations 
acts. In the latter instance, the agency will be more 
nearly independent. Arguments can be made pro and 
con with respect to the better way to secure the 
performance of the functions entrusted to the agency, 
but it is the State political apparatus that makes a 
conscious decision which way to proceed. If the latter 
way, i.e. through bond financing, then the State and the 
public must expect that there wdl be fewer opportuni- 
ties for the agency to undertake programs that are not of 
a self supporting nature. 

FEDERAL-INTERSTATE COMPACTS 

The fundamental reason for interstate compacts is 
that each of the States is limited in territorial jurisdic- 
tion. Yet State governmental functions cover most areas 
of domestic public activity. Accordingly, there are many 
opportunities to improve domestic government by per- 
mitting State services and operations to coincide with 
their clienteles. Joint action is a means of promoting this 
end. 

Obviously, Federal-Interstate cooperation is not 
spawned by any territorial inadequacy in the jurisdiction 
of the Federal partner. Rather the cleavage is in powers 
and practical ability to deal with particular subject 
matter areas. Partly for constitutional reasons, and 
partly because of the nature of distribution between the 
levels of government of administrative, financial and 
personnel resources, neither States nor the Federal 
Government can handle a major problem alone. The 
regional implications of this truth vary in essence and in 
detail from field to field. An analysis of the impacts and 
potentialities in the major subject matter areas of 



Federal and State responsibility could break fascinating 
new ground. However, at present there is only one 
regional Federal-Interstate compact with a sufficient 
history to make conclusions on the basis of its exper- 
ience possible. This is the Delaware River Basin Com- 
pact. A description of its activities may be found in 
chapter four of this study. Here it is appropriate to 
consider the legal characteristics of such compacts and 
any advantages or disadvantages attributable thereto that 
might result from wider use of the device. Everything 
that has been said about interstate compacts is applica- 
ble, so far as the States are concerned, to a Federal- 
Interstate compact. For the most part, similar state- 
ments relating to its legal character and effect can also 
be made with respect to the Federal Government. A 
Federal-Interstate compact is enacted as a statute in each 
participating jurisdiction. Whereas the consent statute to 
an interstate compact does not make that instrument 
Federal lawP6 the Acts by which Congress provided for 
joinder in the Delaware and Susquehanna Compacts 
made those two documents laws of the United States, 
enforceable as such and binding on Federal agencies as 
well as on State governments. Accordingly, the Federal- 
Interstate compact has the potential to produce a much 
closer coordination of Federal and State law and 
administration than any other formal legal device. 
Although what has just been said inheres in the 
Federal-Interstate compact, an auxihary application of 
the principle spelled out in the enabling portion of 
Public Law 91-575 by which the United States became a 
party to the Susquehanna River Basin Compact may be 
of explanatory value: 

(w) Nothing contained in this Act or in the compact shall 
supersede, impair, affect, compel, or prevent the exercise of 
any of the powers, rights, functions, or jurisdiction of the 
Federal Power Commission, Federal Communjcations Com- 
mission, Atomic Energy Commission, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, or other such Federal independent regulatory 
agency under existing or future legislation. Accordingly, no 
action of the Susquehanna River Basin Commission shall 
conflict with any of the terms or conditions of any license or 
permit granted or issued by the aforementioned Federal 
agencies. This reservation shall not be construed as a basis for 
noncompliance with the requirements of the compact or this 
Act; nor shali it be construed to permit use of waters of the 
Susquehanna River Basin or to endanger their quality 
without approval pursuant to the compact. (Emphasis sup- 
plied) 

On the other hand, the Federal Government is not a 
State. In the sense of traditional political philosophy, it 
is first among the sovereigns in the Union; in the 
practical sense, it is the most powerful sovereign. This 
observation finds direct application when we consider 
the contractual nature of a Fzderd-Interstate Compact. 

As with an ordinary interstate compact, it is binding on 
every branch of the State governments involved. The 
Contract Clause of the United States Constitution 
expressly provides that: "No State shall . . .pass any 
. . .Law impairing the Obligation of Contract. . . .'+' 
But the Federal Government is not the subject of any 
similar constitutional provision. Accordingly, moral and 
political imperatives bind the United States to a compact 
which Congress has enacted as Federal law, but the 
Constitution does not. Nevertheless, except for this 
difference in the degree of enforceability, a Federal- 
Interstate compact does have the status of a contract for 
the United States Government as well as for the States. 
The question is: Who on the Federal side may break it? 
The executive agencies of the Federal Government may 
not because they are bound by the statutory law which 
is the compact; the Federal courts may not because they 
are bound to enforce and give effect to the statutes of 
Congress. But the Congress itself, by taking subsequent 
conflicting action, could impair or negate the participa- 
tion of the United States in a Federal-Interstate com- 
pact. Both the Delaware and Susquehanna Compacts 
recognize this legal reality by affording the Congress 
rights of withdrawal and of modification of Federal 
participation more liberal than those accorded the party 
States. On the other hand, unless Congress takes specific 
action contrary to the Federal-Interstate compact, the 
entire Federal establishment is bound. No other legal 
device available within the Federal system comes this 
close to placing Federal activities within the same 
regimen as those of States, and no other instrument has 
ever defined a Federal-State relationship in an opera- 
tional field in terms so closely approaching parity. Of 
course, it is not the governments themselves that are so 
described. Rather it is the joint agency which is their 
common instrument and the compact which is their 
mutual obligation. 

Both the Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin 
Compacts are comprehensive basin management agree- 
ments. Discussion of their many features, even to the 
extent that they bear on Federal-State regional relations 
is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, one point 
may be made for illustrative purposes. 

A key element in both compacts is the "comp~e- 
hensive plan." This is somewhat analogous to the official 
plan used by many jurisdictions far zoning purposes and 
for the approval of projected uses of particular parcels of 
land. Both compacts provide that no project which will 
use substantial amounts of basin waters can be under- 
taken unless the Federal-Interstate Commission includes 
it in its comprehensive plan. Subject only to an 
extraordinary and limited right of suspension by the 



President, this requirement applies alike to Federal, 
State, local and private projects. The result is to place al l  
water resources development throughout the basin with- 
in a single coordinated framework. 

THE FEDERAL ROLE 

Federal-Interstate compacts aside, all of the agree- 
ments discussed in this chapter are State instruments. 
Until quite recently, this has meant either a nonexistent 
or a minimal role for the Federal Government. Original- 
ly, such function as the United States had came from the 
constitutional provision which reads: "No State shall, 
without the Consent of Congress, . . . enter into any 
Agreement or Compact with another State or a foreign 
Power, . . .'* Interpreted literally, this provision would 
require all compacts to come before Congress. However, 
beginning with the decision of the Supreme Court in 
Vii'nia v. ~ennessee~ it has become established that 
something less than all compacts require consent. In 
determining which do, the purpose for the constitutional 
requirement must be borne in mind. The Founding 
Fathers wished to guard against the formation crf 
combinations of States to the prejudice of other States. 
Their greatest fear was that some States might make 
alliances against others or take other actions that might 
weaken the Union. Accordingly, judicial construction 
has built the rule that compacts need Congressional 
consent: 

1. If they affect the political balance of the Federal 
system; or 

2. If they adversely affect a power given by the 
Constitution to the National Government. 

The first branch of this rule is of very narrow 
practical application. Scrutiny of the entire range of 
compacts which States have adopted or seriously con- 
sidered shows only one type of agreement that affects 
the political balance. In considering the boundary 
compact that formed the subject of the litigation in 
Vi?ghia v. Tennessee, the Court explained that the 
shifting of a State line placed more or less territory and 
population in one State or another, thus affecting the 
boundaries of Congressional districts and perhaps the 
size of a State's representation in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. Even so, the Court held that consent could be 
implied from the failure of Congress to  disapprove and 
from certain other actions which constituted Congres- 
sional reliance on or recognition of the line as embodied 
in the compact. 

Effects on powers delegated to the National Govern- 
ment raise many more and varied needs for Congression- 
al consent. However, in each instance it is necessary to 

make a specific determination as to whether the com- 
pact must or should be submitted to Congress. Neither 
criterion contained in the rule is susceptible of mechani- 
cal application. Judgments rather than arithmetic mea- 
surements are involved. 

Nevertheless, both before and after the decision in 
Virginia v. Tennessee it became established practice for 
States to submit compacts to Congress as a matter of 
course. It does not appear that any attempts were made 
to analyze them for the purpose of determining whether 
consent was legally necessary. The practice was encour- 
aged by the apparent ease with which Congressional 
consent could be obtained. Congress considered com- 
pacts very much as routine, noncontroversial legislation. 
It was enough that members representing the party 
States sponsored the bills. 

If one examines the Federal role only in the light of 
original concepts and purely from the legal point of 
view, it is submitted that Congress has a very narrowly 
circumscribed function. It is to determine whether a 
compact submitted to it for consent is harmful to the 
political balance of the Federal system or whether it 
would be detrimental to the exercise of a national 
power. If one may draw conclusions from the perfunc- 
tory and disinterested manner in which Congress was 
accustomed to handle compact consent legislation it is 
appropriate to say that until recent times Congress 
implicitly accepted this approach to its responsibilities. 
However, there has been a substantial change and this is 
due to a number of factors. 

Perhaps the most important consideration is that 
compacts have become more numerous and diverse in 
subject matter coverage. So long as they remained no 
more than instruments for settling boundary disputes 
and for handling occasional jurisdictional problems in 
boundary areas, the National Government had little 
reason to pay much heed. Anything that was satisfactory 
to the States entering into a compact was unlikely to 
raise problems at the National level. Indeed it is possible 
that even an expanded use of compacts would not have 
brought substantial Federal interest in them, if it had 
not been for a dramatic increase in Federal concern with 
a number of substantive problems previously left almost 
entirely to the States. For example, water pollution and 
other aspects of resources management have been major 
areas of compact activity. During the 1930's-1940's 
when there was no major Federal water pollution 
control statute and when Federal conservation activities 
were at a relatively low level, Congress paid little 
attention to compacts in these fields. 

The first evidences of quickening interest came in the 
form of isolated incidents. At the time there was no 



reason to suppose that they portended any trend. In 
1942, President Roosevelt vetoed a bill consenting to an 
interstate compact among Colorado, Kansas and 
Nebraska with respect to the use of the waters of the 
Republican River. In his veto message the President 
contended that 

. . .the compact also seeks to withdraw the jurisdiction of the 
United States over the waters of the Republican Basin for 
purposes of navigation and that it appears to restrict the 
authority of the United States to construct irrigation works 
and to appropriate water for irrigation purposes in the basin. 
The provisions having that effect, if approved without 
qualification, would impede the full development of the 
water resources of the basin and would unduly limit the 
exercise of the established national interest in such develop- 
ment. 

While I Fmd it necessary to withhold my approval of 
the legislation in its present form, I would be glad to approve 
a bill which, in assenting to the compact, specifically reserves 
to the United States all the rights and responsibilities which it 
now has in the use and control of the waters of the basin.' O 

Subsequently, the compact was redrafted to meet the 
objections set forth in the veto message. Congress passed 
a consent bill which was signed by the President.' ' 

Several years earlier the Congress attached an unusual 
condition to its consent to  the Interstate Compact to 
Conserve Oil and Gas. It consisted of limiting the 
consent to a period of four years. As a consequence this 
compact has been resubmitted to Congress periodically 
ever since. It has never failed to secure an extension of 
consent, but the procedure may be taken as evidence of 
continuing Federal surveillance. Indeed the Attorney 
General of the United States is also required to make 
periodic reports concerning the relationship of the 
activities under the compact to the antitrust laws. 

When the compact was first developed in the mid- 
1930's there was considerable suspicion that it might be 
a price fixing arrangement. The initial impetus certainly 
did come from the plight of the oil and natural gas 
industry during the great depression. Cutthroat competi- 
tion was leading to much more production than the 
depressed market could possibly absorb. Efforts were 
made to bring this situation under control at the Federal 
level no less than in the States.' In the instance of the 
compact however, the primary rationale advanced was 
that interstate cooperation would be useful in reducing 
physical waste of the natural resources involved. 

The long delay in securing consent to the Great Lakes 
Basin Compact brought another specialized problem into 
view. If this compact had not made the Canadian 
Provinces of Ontario and Quebec eligible for member- 
ship along with the eight Great Lakes States there would 
have been no opposition to consent. Indeed there was 
considerable question as to whether the compact needed 

consent at all since its activities are only of a research 
and recommendatory character. However, consent was 
sought and when finally obtained after a wait of 12 
years5 was accompanied by a condition withholding 
consent to Canadian participation. The difficulty was 
that in the view of the State Department the conduct of 
relations with a foreign country was involved and should 
be handled through that Department. Although there are 
other compacts between States and one or more 
Canadian Provinces in which there is no State Depart- 
ment involvement, this objection prevailed in the case of 
the Great Lakes Basin Compact. 

Congress also has become concerned with procedural 
and jurisdictional matters designed to assert its own 
authority or that of Federal administrative agencies over 
certain matters which it considers to be of particular 
importance. A complete catalog of the instances in 
which this has been done will not be attempted but a 
few illustrations will serve to demonstrate what is 
involved. 

The consent acts for a large number of compacts 
contain a provision which has become almost standard. 
With little or no variation this type of provision recites 
that "the power to alter, amend or repeal this Act is 
resewed". In a general way this is intended to indicate 
that the consent of Congress to the compact is not 
irrevocable. Such an assertion has never been directly 
challenged in litigation. Accordingly, it cannot be said 
for certain what the effect of such statutory language is. 

Another provision which has gained some currency 
since it was first used in the consent legislation for the 
Wabash Valley Interstate compacts4 proceeds along the 
following lines: "The right is hereby reserved by the 
Congress or any of its standing committees to require 
the disclosure and the furnishing of such information 
and data by the Wabash Valley Interstate Commission as 
is deemed appropriate by the Congress or such com- 
mittee." 

This kind of provision raises both policy and pro- 
cedural issues. The power involved (subject only to 
occasional claims of Executive privilege) is one which 
Congress exercises as a matter of course in performing its 
oversight function relative to Federal agencies. However, 
except in the case of a Federal-Interstate compact, the 
intergovernmental agencies under consideration are in no 
sense Federai agencies. 

The issues raised by this type of provision have been 
the subject of actual controversy only once, and then in 
a case which did not involve a statute containing a 
Congressional reservation or investigative jurisdiction. In 
1960 the House Committee on the Judiciary issued a 
subpoena to Austin J. Tobin, Executive Director of the 



Port of New York Authority, ordering him to appear 
and to bring with him records and accounts relating to 
the internal management of his agency. The committee 
contended that it wished to investigate the activities and 
operations of the Port Authority in order to find out 
whether and how it was performing its functions under 
the compact. Presumably what the committee would 
ascertain might have an effect on the attitude of 
Congress toward the compact and even on whether 
restrictive or remedial Federal legislation including 
amendments to or repeal of the consent act mlght be 
passed. 

Neither Tobin nor any other official or employee 
produced the records sought by the committee. The 
position of the Port Authority and of the parent States 
of New York and New Jersey was that the interstate 
agency was an arm of the two State governments. 
Consequently, it had immunity from Congressional 
inquiry just as a Federal agency would have immunity 
from investigation of its internal affairs by a State 
legislative committee. 

After losing in the U. S. District Court, Tobin was 
successful in the Court of Appeals. The litigation was 
carried no further. Accordingly, the Court of Appeals 
decision in In re Tobinss must be taken as the most 
authoritative pronouncement on the matters at issue. 
The actual decision in the case was on a narrow ground. 
The Court held that the resolution of the House of 
Representatives authorizing the investigation did not 
confer sufficient authority on the Committee to sustain 
the course of action taken. However, there was language 
in the opinion indicating sympathy for the position of 
the compact agency and initimating that there might be 
lengths to which Congress could not go in controlling 
compact agencies or in modifying the statutory and 
other conditions under which they operate. Of course, 
what these limits may be cannot be said for certain in 
the absence of further litigation. 

As with most kinds of legislation, the attitude of the 
Federal Government toward compacts cannot really be 
described as either supportive or unfriendly. In each 
instance the atmosphere and the outcome are deter- 
mined for the most part by the specifics of the proposal, 
the stakes of various agencies and interests in the 
particular undertaking and its subject matter area, and 
even the accidents of political circumstance and person- 
alities. Space does not allow examination of these 
matters in connection with each of the recent regional 
compact proposals. Accordingly, the fields of water and 
air pollution will be discussed on a case study basis. This 
selection is made because they show the issues and 
problems more clearly and fully than other subject areas 

that mght have been chosen for analysis. By way of 
preface, a few general observations may be helpful. 

Few are willing to argue against intergovernmental 
cooperation to handle regional problems. Similarly, few 
would deny that the States should act vigorously in 
shouldering their responsibilities, through regional co- 
operation where appropriate. Since the compact is one 
device through which such cooperative action can occur, 
one should expect a favorable disposition toward it at 
least in general terms. On the other hand, developments 
over the past forty years or more have produced 
considerable controversy concerning the balance be- 
tween the National and State levels within the Federal 
system. Many are skeptical concerning the abilities and 
policies of State governments; others fear extensions of 
Federal power and bureaucracy. Beneath much of the 
recent rhetoric and analysis of Federal and State rights, 
responsibilities and performance lie strong predisposi- 
tions favoring one level or the other. These predilections 
can very easily color discussions of specific compacts. 

It is difficult for Federal or State officials to be 
objective about this subject, because they are partici- 
pants. Their careers and their own sense of professional 
usefulness and responsibility are involved. Also to be 
considered are differing concepts of Federal and State 
roles in the total governmental process. 

The traditional view of the Federal system was that 
most domestic governmental activities should take place 
at the lowest level possible, consistent with their proper 
and efficient prosecution. A companion concept, al- 
though sometimes a conflicting one, was that problems 
too large or difficult for. a single State should be handled 
by the National Government. The first of these two 
propositions argues that interstate cooperation (includ- 
ing that achieved by compact) is a desirable alternative 
to Federal action, at least in some cases. The second 
principle tends to ignore the possibility of interstate 
action. Indeed some supporters of Federal primacy 
contend that the very reason for the creation of the 
Federal Government was to mediate between the States, 
to reconcile their differences, to  promote uniformity 
and to undertake inte jurisdictional projects. 

Both the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and the 
Federal Water Quality Act contain provisions expressly 
setting forth a policy in favor of encouraging compacts 
in these fields. Aside from a provision of the latter 
statute to  be discussed below, the two laws differ in 
substance only in that one applies to water and the other 
to air. Section 4 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act reads: 

(a) The Secretary shall encourage cooperative activities 
by the States for the prevention and control of water 



pollution; encourage the enactment of improved and, so far as statute directed solely at the particular instance-has an 
practicable, uniform State laws relating to the prevention and agency of the  ti^^ ~~~~~h urged a 
control of water pollution; and encourage compacts between 
States for the prevention and control of water pollution. compact on States. An Act of 1966 authorized the 

(b) The consent of the Congress is hereby given to two or 
Department of the Interior to pursue the possibility of a 

more States to negotiate and enter into agreements or Federal-Interstate compact or some similar arrangement 
compacts, not in conflict with any law or treaty of the for the Hudson River Basin.' Subsequently, there was 
United States, for (1)  cooperative effort and mutual assist- some Federal initiative taken to deve10~ such an 
ance for the prevention and control of water pollution and 
the enforcement of their respective laws relating thereto, 
and (2) the establishment of such agencies, joint or other- 
wise, as they may deem desirable for making effective such 
agreements and compacts. No such agreement or compact 
shall be binding or obligatory upon any State a party thereto 
unless and until it has been approved by the Congress. 

No compacts have come into existence under this 
provision, nor have any been materially aided because of 
it. The Tri-State Compact establishing the Interstate 
Sanitation Commission, the Potomac River Basin Com- 
pact, the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Compact 
and the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control 
Compact were all developed prior to the enactment of 
the quoted statute. Moreover, the initiative for them was 
entirely at the State level. The Tennessee River Basin 
Water Pollution Control Compact was drafted and 
secured three enactments (Tennessee, Kentucky and 
Mississippi) in the mid 1950's, but the States appear to 
have lost interest in it and have neither sought consent 
nor to place it in operation. The idea for the compact 
and all work in furtherance of it was done by the States. 
The Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Compacts, 
whlch include but are much broader than water %uality, 
also are creatures of State initiative and to some extent 
encountered Federal agency opposition immediately 
prior to or during their consideration by Congress. On 
the other hand, the Administration did announce its 
support of the concept of Federal-Interstate compacts in 
April 1 9 7 0 . ~ ~  It also announced support of the Susque- 
hanna Compact, provided that a number of reservations 
not in the consent and joinder bills as originally 
introduced was added." Some of these, or compromises 
partly based on them, were included in the legislation as 
finally enacted. 

Although directed by the statute to encourage com- 
pacts, in the water pollution control field, Federal 
agencies had taken no specific steps to propose or 
stimulate new ones until the spring of 1971. At that 
time a report made to Congress by the Environmental 
Protection Agency advocated a new waste treatment and 
water supply authority for Washington, D.C. and its 
environs. The report expressly recommended that Mary- 
land, Virginia and the District of Columbia enter into a 
compact for the purpose.58 

In only one other case-and that under a special 

instrument. The outcome cannot be predicted with any 
assurance because at present, neither the Federal 
Government nor the States have made a firm decision as 
to whether the Hudson is an appropriate basin for an 
agreement of the Delaware or Susquehanna type. 

Another sign of Federal agency reluctance to recog- 
nize a major role for compacts is t o  be seen in the 
administration of the Federal-State mechanism for 
setting standards pursuant to the Water Quality Act of 
1965. Under that law (an amendment to the same 
statute that directs encouragement of compacts), the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Administration (now 
EPA) has refused to permit a compact agency to submit 
standards on behalf of its party States. This has been 
done even in the cases of interstate agencies which have 
standards making authority and where the States con- 
cerned were willing or even anxious to make a joint 
submission through the agency. Instead, the Federal 
agency has insisted on individual submissions from each 
State and on attempting reconciliation of any incon- 
sistencies that have appeared with respect to particular 
water b ~ d i e s . ~  O 

On the other hand, Congress and the Environmental 
Protection Agency, including its predecessor agencies, 
have given important support to such water pollution 
control agencies as do exist. Each of them has received 
program grants under Section 7 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. In each instance, the money so 
received constitutes a substantial part of the interstate 
agency's financial sustenance-generally between 30 and 
40 percent. In the case of the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, the percentage of its total budget repre- 
sented by such program grants is much smaller, but this 
agency unlike the other water pollution control commis- 
sions set up by compacts, performs many other func- 
tions none of which is eligible for Federal assistance 
under Section 7 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act. 

Although there are several important factual differ- 
ences, the upshot in the field of air pollution appears so 
far to be much the same as in water quality. Neither the 
Executive Branch nor the Congress appears to have 
provided much practical encouragement to interstate 
compacts. At the same time when the statutory pro- 
vision declaring encouragement to compacts first went 



into effect, there were no air pollution control com- 
pacts-nor are there any now. In 1962 the Interstate 
Sanitation Commission became the first interstate 
agency to  have an air quality program, but it did so by 
statutory addition to its powers. The compact creating 
the commission had then been in existence for over 25 
years and the agency was a going concern. Five years 
later, a new Federal statute authorized the establishment 
of air quality control regions and one was delineated by 
the National Air Pollution Control Administration (now 
EPA) in the area where the Interstate Sanitation 
Commission functions. Pursuant to .that statute, the 
States of New York, New Jersey and Connecticut 
designated the Interstate Sanitation Commission as the 
coordinating agency for the New York Air Quality 
Control Region. Accordingly, an interstate compact 
agency now performs thls function in one air quality 
control region. However, at the present writing, the 
commission has not yet received any Federal funds, 
even though such are authorized under Section 105 and 
the commission applied in June, 1970. 

The one difference in the statutory provisions encour- 
aging compacts in water and air quality is an additional 
sentence in the second subsection of the air statute 
whch reads: "It is the intent of Congress that no 
agreement or compact entered into between States after 
the date of enactment of the Air Quality Act of 1967, 
whch relates to the control and abatement of air 
pollution in an air quality control region, shall provide 
for participation by a State which is not included (in 
whole or in part) in such air quality control region."6 ' 

This provision wlvch was suggested by the administer- 
ing Federal agency, appears to have the purpose of 
coordinating the regional activities of the States with 
those of EPA's air quality unit. 

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to inquire 
into the merits of that idea. However, it does have a 
limiting effect. The statute serves notice on the States 
that they are not to consider a compact for any area 
unless a Federal agency has declared it to be an air 
quality control' region. Accordingly, any initiative on the 
part of the States to take regional action before the 
Federal Government acts is precluded. 

There may already have been at least one region in 
which the Federal law has had this negative effect. At 
about the time that the Air Quality Act of 1967 was 
passed, the six New England States were giving some 
thought to an air pollution control compact for all of 
New England. The entire territory of this northeastern 
corner of the Nation is not by any stretch of the 
imagination a single airshed and is therefore unlikely 

ever to be a single air quality control region. Of course, 
it is far from certain that in the absence of the Federal 
statutory provision, the six States would have developed 
and enacted a compact. But it is a fact that when the 
existence of the provision became known, interest in a 
New England Air Pollution Control Compact waned. 

I t  should be observed that the Federal statute does 
not present an absolute barrier to  a compact that is not 
related to a Federally delineated air quality control 
region. If a group of States were to  develop a compact 
and secure the specific consent of Congress to it, the 
consent statute would, as the later enactment, prevail 
over a contrary provision in tha Air Quality Act. 
However, as a declaration of the intent and present 
policy of Congress, the provision does act as a discour- 
agement to possible State action. 

A further delineation of the views of at least some 
Members of Congress was set forth in the "Recom- 
mendations of the [Senate] Committee on Public Works 
to the Committee on the Judiciary regarding the 
Conditional Consent of the Congress to Various Inter- 
state Air Pollution Control ~ o m p a c t s . " ~  Although the 
committee has no general jurisdiction over interstate 
compacts, the committee on Public Works has jurisdic- 
tion over substantive air pollution control legislation. 

Asked to comment on then pending legislation to 
consent to the Illinois-Indiana, Mid-Atlantic States and 
West Virginia-Ohio Air Pollution Control Compacts, the 
Committee on Public Works suggested "a series of 
conditions to congressional consent which shwld there- 
fore be appended to the bills in question." The 
committee left little doubt that it felt that certain of 
these conditions should be invoked with respect to all air 
pollution control compacts submitted in the future. 
Others were addressed to the two biparty compacts. 

The committee's recommendations were numerous. 
Some of them were addressed to possible contents of 
consent legislation rather than to the documents that the 
States might enact. However, others suggested that only 
air pollution compacts that had enforcement powers and 
that authorized performance of certain tasks or imple- 
mentation of certain policies that might be desired by 
the Federal air pollution control agency be given 
Congressional consent. 

Whatever the view that one may take of the merits of 
each of the committee's proposals, they appear to 
assume that air quality agreements among States should 
be regarded primarily as instruments for the implementa- 
tion of Federal Government objectives. This is an 
emphasis not hitherto regarded as necessary to useful 
compacts. It had been thought that interstate agree- 
ments were justified and beneficial if they furthered 



legitimate State policies and met needs of State admin- 
istration without impingement upon a power entrusted 
by the Constitution to the National Government. 

The Federal Government (primarily Congress) has 
several other connections with compacts. They are in 
one way or another related to the consent process, 
although in some instances a continuing Federal role is 
involved. Since compacts are basically State instruments, 
that role is most likely to be in the area of stimulation 
and assistance. The time required to obtain Congres- 
sional consent can be a significant factor. 

The most usual course of events is initiation and 
development of a compact by the States concerned; 
enactment of it by them; and then submission to 
Congress for consent. Consequently, the promptness 
with which Congress acts can have much to do with the 
initial timeliness and effectiveness of the new activity's 
launching. For example, the fact that passage of the 
consent bill for the Waterfront Compact for New York 
Harbor occurred within weeks of its submission to 
Congress meant that the interest which had sparked the 
effort at State level was not allowed to flag. On the 
other !land, the twelve year delay in the case of the 
Great Lakes Basin Compact did much to impair the 
morale of the States involved and probably would have 
killed the undertaking altogether if the compact had 
been of the kind that is legally dependent on consent for 
its existence. 

In a few fields, Congress has consented to compacts 
before anv State enactments have occured. The Beamer 
~ e s o l u t i o n ~ ~  did so for highway safety compacts and 
was followed almost immediately by State enactments 
of the Driver License and Vehicle Equipment Safety 
Compacts. Similarly, the Crime Control Act of 1934 
gave a blanket consent in advance to compacts in that 
field. At the time, some States were already exploring 
the feasibility of cooperative action, and the develop- 
ment of the Interstate Compact for the Supervision of 
Parolees and Probationers followed within a year or two. 

To date, a consent in advance statute appears to have 
had a continuing effect only in the crime control field. 
States have been aware of it when they developed and 
enacted the Agreement on Detainers, the Western 
Interstate and New England Corrections Compacts, and 
the New England Police Compact. The knowledge that it 
was unnecessary to consider obtaining consent and to 
assure themselves as to the prospects for ~eceiving it did 
provide encouragement in these instances. 

Because there have been so few such measures 
perhaps too much should not be made of the failure of 
consent in advance to provide continuing stimulus in 
other fields. Only the consents to airport, watershed 

management and mass transit planning compacts64 are 
truly consents in advance and, except for airports, it 
may be that these consents are not legally necessary 
under the rule in Virginia v. Tennessee. Nonetheless, it 
seems probable that, unless accompanied by more 
positive and substantial measures, consent in advance is 
not likely to induce States to undertake cooperative 
projects or programs in which they have not yet 
exhibited any interest. 

The statutory provisions in water and air pollution 
control discussed above are often mistakenly regarded as 
consent in advance. However, the requirement that each 
compact be brought back to Congress for specific 
consent entirely cancels any legal effect they mlght 
otherwise have. They can be regarded only as invitations 
to the States to enter into compacts. 

In the field of interstate water apportionments, 
similar pseudo consents-in-advance have been customary. 
Instead of being addressed to the subject in general, 
however, they have identified particular streams as 
the ones on which the compacts have been intended. In 
these instances, the legislation has Sewed a practical 
purpose. With relatively few exceptions, the streams 
involved have been in geographic areas where the United 
States has huge land holdings and so is considered to 
have direct interests affected by the water to be 
apportioned. These statutes have consented to the 
negotiation of compacts and have authorized the ap- 
pointment of Federal officials to participate in the 
negotiations. 

A few other compacts, for special reasons, have 
provided for service of one or more Federal representa- 
tives with the agency created by the compact. For 
example, the Southern Interstate Nuclear Compact 
makes place for a Federal liaison officer who is expected 
to have a special role because of the predominant 
significance of the Atomic Energy Commission in the 
field of the compact's operations. The consent statute is 
used in most such instances to authorize the desired 
Federal participation and, where necessary, to provide 
for compensation of the individuals involved. 

CONCLUSION 

The State is our basic unit of regional government. 
States vary tremendously in size and population, but 
each of them is largo enough to include a number of 
complete natural and demographic systems such as river 
basins and urban-suburban centers. 

The problems that could benefit from regional 
treatment are both large in number and diverse in 
character. Some of them are based on natural resources 



configurations; some of them owe their existence to 
technological and economic development, or their ab- 
sence. Still others are determined by public works 
systems in being or projected; and many are or could be 
shaped by the common need for one or more public 
services. 

It has been recognized for a long time that the 
geographic requirements of functional regions defy the 
rigidities of the single set of jurisdictional lines deline- 
ating the territorial extent of a general purpose govern- 
mental unit, even if its boundaries have been drawn with 
consummate skill. 

Although the establishment of special districts has 
been motivated by many other considerations, one of 
the most cogent has been the need to conform area to 
function. A region for a given purpose may be workably 
defined only by including parts of several States. All of 
the water resources compacts, with the exception of the 
New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Com- 
pact, fall into this pattern. Similarly, the several inter- 
state agreements dealing with port development and 
regulation, mass transit, and recreational facilities and 
sites understandably take this approach. Regions corn- 
prising all of the territory within a number of States are 
also appropriate for some purposes. Such have been 
created for compact purposes in forest fire protection, 
nuclear energy matters, higher education, and use of 
correctional institutions and police forces. 

It is difficult to establish and nourish public regional 
machinery. Formal or informal interagency committees 
abound, but operational entities must surmount serious 
obstacles, both before and after birth. Perhaps it should 
be so, but those who inquire into the necessity and ways 
of regionalism should recognize the peculiarities of the 
terrain. Our three tiered governmental structure may not 
accommodate all of the problem solving and service 
rendering that we demand, but the heavy presumption 
is in favor of performance or attempted performance by 
a single city or county, a single State, or an agency of 
the National Government. Those who would have it 
otherwise must bear the burden of inventing a new 
creature and explaining why the more familiar and 
already entrenched mechanism cannot or will not do the 
job. They must make their explanations to bureaucracies 
which sometimes view a newly proposed agency as a 
potential competitor; to legislatures which look upon it 
as a new mouth to feed; and to a public that constantly 
wonders whether the burdens and restrictions lurking in 
the new creature's organic act will be sufficiently 
compensated by the yet unproven benefits. 

In the light of these obstacles and of natural inertia, it 
is not surprising that only a small percentage of the 

regional compacts that the mythical Martian observer 
might expect have yet come into being. Indeed the 
circumstance is similar for each of the mechanisms that 
might be used to operate major regional undertakings on 
an intergovernmental basis. 

This chapter has sought to narrate and explain the 
record to date. But it is hoped that the material 
persented can be used to assay the future. In judging it 
for this purpose, several facts stand out. 

The first of them is that throughout most of our 
history no serious efforts were made to approach 
governmental tasks on an inte jurisdictional basis, espe- 
cially in the performance of services or in the conduct of 
regulatory programs. In fact, the great depression of 40 
years ago remade American Government at all levels into 
the affirmative and activist mould we now expect it to 
fit. It would be remarkable if an interstate program on a 
regional basis were to gain significant momentum or 
even to appear before the function in question is 
acceptable at the State level. Yet there are isolated 
examples that tend to indicate that in appropriate 
circumstances even this is possible. The Tri-State Com- 
pact establishing a regulatory water pollution control 
program for the Greater New York Area came into 
existence 14 years before New York State had an 
internal regulatory law and before any of the three 
States had taken significant enforcement action. Also, 
the Southern Interstate Nuclear Compact began to be 
developed almost immediately after the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 first made State activity in the field 
possible. 

The second fact is closely related to the first. Many 
interstate compact agencies, including a number de- 
scribed in these pages, have not been in existence long 
enough to warrant the drawing of more than tentative 
conclusions concerning their individual records of 
achievement. Among them are some that break new 
ground in terms of subject matters entrusted to compact 
agencies as with the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, 
or of the composition of governing bodies such as the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. Others 
have followed earlier precedents or prototypes. Their 
performances will emich the record and will make 
possible judgments based on more than what one or a 
few agencies may have accomplished in particular 
subject matter areas up to this point in time. 

In initiating and conducting regional activities on an 
interstate or Federal-Interstate basis, compacts have a 
number of characteristics that recommend them. The 
first is that the compact is a formal instrument common 
to and binding upon all the participating governments. 
Operational or regulatory undertakings of a continuing 



or permanent character and programs involving the joint 
construction or use of facilities require a definite and 
stable legal basis which covers all of the participants and 
which define their mutual rights and obligations. 

These attributes are important in all fields, but the 
number of suitable alternatives is greater in some than in 
others. For example, the several regional development 
commissions such as that for Appalachia appear to 
function very successfully on the basis of a Federal 
statute as an organic act and such supplemental State 
statutory or administrative provisions as each partici- 
pating State may find it convenient to make. Such a 
framework is feasible because: the finanical and staff 
resources employed are predominantly supplied by the 
Federal Government; and planning and technical as- 
sistance are the core activities. 

These regional commissions do not operate any 
public works or service institutions, even though com- 
mission leadership and stimulus have sparked the devel- 
opment of many such facilities and institutions. 

Furthermore, the activities are nonregulatory. If the 
control of private conduct, by license, permit, admin- 
istrative adjudication, enforcement or other police 
power action is intended, the authority must be em- 
bodied in the law of the regulating or enforcing 
jurisdiction. If State authority or personnel are to be 
relied upon in any degree for tasks of this sort, the 
underlying arxanrgement should be enacted as State law. 
The compact does this uniformly and fully for each 
participating jurisdiction. 

The same observations also apply to the river basin 
commissions established under the Water Resources 
Planning Act of 1965. The responsibilities of these 
agencies is planning. As the Act itself recognizes, the 
operational implementation of the plans is to be 
accomplished by other mechanisms. One of the duties of 
each such commission is to recommend means by which 
implementation should be undertaken. 

As a practical matter, much may depend on the source 
of the initiative for a regional program. If the States 
supply a significant part or all of the drive, a compact is 
likely to be thought of and to be a suitable instrument. 
Where the Federal Government is both the instigator and 
the principal performer, the practicalities are likely to 
result in an exclusively or predominantly Federal statu- 
tory approach. Needless to say, either Federal or State 
initiative can produce a Federal-Interstate Compact, 
even though to date all three of the extant ones were 
developed by the  state^.^ 

Nevertheless, it may often be best that particular 
undertakings be pursued on the regional interstate level. 
Whether or not this is first realized by the States, it may 
be to the advantage of the Federal system and of the 
people as a whole that the Federal Government en- 
courage compacts in these instances. States have not 
been bashful in seeking Federal action of kinds that they 
believed would be beneficial to them. Promotion of the 
compact in those instances where the Congress or the 
Executive Branch perceive its utility could serve to 
increase the viability of State Government. 

FOOTNOTES 

1. The Agreement for Uniform Proration of Registration 
and Fixed Fees (generally known as the Uniform Western 
Proration Agreement) is an administratively subscribed doc- 
ument, but each of the 16 party States and the Province of 
British Columbia have executed it on the basis of fairly specific 
legislative authority which authorizes the administrator to make 
the Agreement binding law. Consequently, it may be regarded as 
a compact. Also the Interlocal Cooperation Act recommended 
by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
and the Council of State Governments and adopted by a large 
number of States authorizes Interlocal Agreements, which when 
concluded across State lines, are specifically given the legal status 
of interstate compacts. 

2. Tri-State Compact, Article 11. 

3. See, for example, Dirnock, Marshall E. and Benson, 
George C.S., Can Interstate Compacts Succeed? University of 
Chicago Press, 1937. In general, the authors found compacts to 
have weaknesses with respect to (1) the difficulties in their 
negotiations, (2) their inflexibility, i.e. the difficulty of amend- 
ing "hem and (3) the problem of enforcement if a State proves 

recalcitrant. With respect to one compact agency at page 10 they 
concluded, ". . .But the Port Authority has largely failed in its 
main job [unification of New York and New Jersey transpor- 
tation facilities] because of lack of power to force conflicting 
interests of interstate and foreign commerce into line-a weak- 
ness which is apparently inherent in the compact mode of 
government where there is no use of federal power to support 
the states which are parties to the compact." 

The motivation for compacts., . among other things was 
questioned by one commentator ". . .Thus, while the compacts 
ostensibly protect the authority of the states over the activities 
of such private enterprise groups, actual power tends to remain 
in the hands of private interests." Barton, Weldon V.,lnterstate 
Compacts in the Political Process, University of North Carolina 
Press, 1965, 164. Elsewhere in the same work the author 
concluded, "'. . Many, if not virtually all, of the interstate 
compacts that have been proposed or established in recent years 
ostensibly for comprehensive river basin planning (or planning 
and management) should be understood as in large measure the 
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Chapter 6 

ISSUES IN FEDERAL-MULTISTATE 
REGIONALISM 

d 

The preceding chapters make clear that regionalism 
is a many faceted concept which is deeply rooted in the 
developmental history of this nation, and that recently 
in one form or another it has provided a basis for the 
various multistate mechanisms whose operations are 
the focus of this report. This does not mean that one 
could or should trace the growth of regionalism as a 
continuous or even a connected pattern. An attempt to 
establish causal relationships between pre-Civil War 
sectionalism, for example, and the present Appala- 
chian Regional Commission would be hazardous and 
of limited value in public policy development. The 
historical summary contained in Chapter I simply 
documents that the concept of regionalism has existed 
for many years, and that it has been manifested or 
utilized in a variety of ways for different purposes at 
different points in time. 

More recently in the 1960's, as we have seen, 
specific sets of intergovernmental mechanisms struc- 
tured in a multistate regional configuration were 
created to achieve broadly identified regional goals. 
The shift in the 1960's was in response to a new and 
different cluster of problems, the most significant of 
which was the spill-over character of certain pressing 
policy issues. Common to all of these recent regional 
efforts was the view that the traditional interstate 
compact approach involving only the participating 
States was inappropriate or inadequate for certain 
program purposes, and that the Federal-single State 
re!ationship did not i G V C i  siiffi~ieiiily iht: iriierstare 
ramifications of these functional concerns. Put more 
positively, the Federal-multistate partnership concept 
emerged as a popular formula for resolving some of 
the administrative, political and fiscal difficulties that 

had emerged, at least in certain regions, in the eco- 
nomic development and water resources planning and 
management fields. 

The surge in popularity of these relatively new 
Federal-multistate instrumentalities can be seen in the 
number and distribution of States which became par- 
ticipating members of the 13, six in the economic 
development field and seven in the water resources 
area, regional commissions. All but nine States have 
become members of one or more commissions with 19 
belonging to one, 16 to two, four to three, Pennsylva- 
nia to five, and New York to six of these regional 
bodies. Additional Title V Regional Development 
Commissions have been proposed or discussed for the 
Pacific Northwest (five States), the Upper Missouri 
(five States), and the Mid-South (four States). Gov- 
ernors have requested Title I 1  River Basin Commis- 
sions for the Upper Mississippi (eight States), the 
Missouri (ten States), and the Arkansas-White-Red 
(five States). I f  these are favorably acted upon, they 
would leave only three continental States, California, 
Florida, and Nevada, without membership in at 
least one regional commission. 

These developments represent a turning point of 
historical and practical significance in the growth and 
application of regionalism to serve governmental pro- 
grams and policies. For the first time, regional gov- 
ernmental instrumentalities made up of Federal and 
State government representatives were established to 
operate as mtergovernmental mechanisms for joint 
policy making and program implementation. Except 
for the Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Com- 
missions, the mechanisms were created wholly by 
Federal legislation addressed to problems in which 



both Federal and State governments have a continuing 
interest. While these instrumentalities have no exis- 
tence in their own right and the Federal legislation is 
permissive requiring State response and agreement 
for its effectuation, governmental power in both a 
fiscal and policy sense nonetheless is wielded by these 
regional mechanisms. 

In view of current questions about the further de- 
velopment and continued use of the Federal-multi- 
state mechanism, this commission believes there is a 
need to identify and analyze the underlying inter- 
governmental issues growing out of the operational 
experience of existing multistate commissions. It is the 
purpose of this section of the report, therefore, to 
identify and examine both the separate and common 
issues growing out of the operational record of these 
13 multistate instrumentalities. Questions relating to 
the extension, modification and possible future roles 
these or other instrumentalities might play in new na- 
tional policies and developments also need to be 
probed. 

Illumination of these issues in this chapter will pro- 
vide a basis for answering basic questions concerning 
the wisdom of continuing any or all of these commis- 
sions as institutional forms of joint Federal-State ac- 
tivity, of extending them to other parts of the coun- 
try, and of developing specific proposals directed to- 
ward improving their performance. Equally impor- 
tant, this analysis will be useful in evaluating the 
utility of the Federal-multistate device in possibly 
developing urban growth, environmental and other 
developmental policies. 

POPULARITY OF THE 
FEDERAL-MULTISTATE 

DEVICE 

The six additional multistate mechanisms-three 
Title V Regional Development Commissions and 
three Title I1 River Basin Commissions---which have 
been proposed, either formally or informally, repre- 
sent evidence of the continuing popularity of the 
regional commission device. Three measures cur- 
rently under consideration in the Senate to expand 
the use of the multistate regional device provide ad- 
ditional evidence of support for this approach. These 
incluce Senator Henry Jackson's proposal ( S  632, 
92nd Congress) to expand the functions of the 
Title I 1  River Basin Commissions to include certain 
land-use planning; Senator Warren Magnuson's 
bill (S 2279, 92nd Congress), to, among other 
things, encourage formation of Federal-State-local- 
regional commissions for multistate transportation 

planning and development purposes; and two 
measures sponsored by Senators Hollings and 
Tower, respectively, to help carry out certain pro- 
visions of S 582 and S638 (92nd Congress) which re- 
late to national, coastal and estuarine zone manage- 
ment. Each of these proposals and their relationship 
to the multistate commission device merit brief 
examination. 

Title I I  Commissions for 
Land- Use Planning 

The basic thrust of Senator Jackson's proposal in 
S 632 is to establish a national land-use policy through 
a program of assistance to the States and by other 
means. The bill calls for a grant-in-aid program to 
assist States and local jurisdictions to hire and train 
personnel for land-use planning; it encourages every 
State to develop a statewide land-use plan within 
three years and to assume land-use management 
over certain land resources; and it changes the name 
of the Water Resources Council to the Land and 
Water Resources Council, adding to that agency's 
functions the responsibilities for administering the 
grant-in-aid program for working with State and 
local government and for reviewing State land-use 
plans. 

Senator Jackson's statement in introducing S 632 
on February 5, 1971 included the following comment 
relative to the multistate commission device: "Be- 
cause the Water Resources Council already adminis- 
ters similar programs concerning the water and re- 
lated land resources of the nation, the National Land- 
Use Policy Act of 197 1 has been drafted as an amend- 
ment to the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965. 
The experience, the established communications 
network, the river basin commission system, and staff 
organization of the council will provide an excellent 
base for the development of this broader function."' 
Accordingly, the bill empowers the Title I1 commis- 
sions to prepare and maintain a comprehensive, 
coordinated land-use plan reflecting all such plans of 
subordinate jurisdictions within the region, and to 
undertake studies of regional land-use conditions, 
patterns and projections. This authorization can only 
be undertaken at the request of the council and at 
least one-half the governors of the States included 
within the commission's jurisdiction. The bill was 
referred to the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and hearings on the measure have 
been held in August and September, 1971. 

The proposed action does not represent a direct 
endorsement of the Title I1 commission's perform- 
ance, or even of the multistate regional commission 



device. Yet, it is significant that in a new and impor- 
tant area of national policy involving, as it does, 
continuing Federal and State responsibilities and 
relationships, an administrative structure using 
multistate commissions and a Federal council agency 
was selected. 

Multistate Commissions for 
Transportation Planning 

In July 197 1, a proposal was advanced by Senator 
Magnuson and I8 other senators for provision of 
comprehensive regional planning and development 
of a transportation system which features the use of 
multistate regional transportation commissions. In 
introducting this legislation, Senator Magnuson 
described its purpose and the function of such 
regional commissions in the following terms: 

. . . (the bill) authorizes and directs the Secretary of Trans- 
portation to designate transportation regions in the United 
States. Within each region, transportation commissions would 
be established with representatives from State and local gov- 
ernments and one representative from the Department of 
Transportation. Each commission would be charged with the 
responsibility for its region in developing comprehensive plans 
for a balanced and integrated system of transportation de- 
signed to meet the social and environmental needs of the entire 
region as well as to provide a framework for the orderly move- 
ment of people and goods. Each commission would also be pro- 
vided with the authority to follow up its plans with research, 
development and demonstration projects as well as the con- 
struction of appropriate facilities.2 

Under the proposed act, the Secretary of Trans- 
portation is directed to designate transportation 
regions which contain areas that have geographic, 
demographic, and economic relationships. Like 
Title V of the PWED Act of 1965, the measure au- 
thorizes the Secretary to-"encourage the States and 
local governments wholly or partially located within 
such regions to establish regional commissions." But, 
there are differences from the Title V commissions in 
the proposed membership pattern in that each trans- 
portation commission would be composed of one 
member from each State, a Federal co-chairman 
who would be the Secretary of Transportation or his 
designee, one member from each Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area (SMSA) with a population of 
one million or more, and one member from each 
additional such area with a population between 
200,000 and 1,000,000. Each vote of members from 
the smaller SMSA's shall have one-half the value of 
other members' votes. State members would be ap- 
pointed by the respective governors and the SMSA 
members would be selected by the "appropriate" 
elected officials of local governments within the 

pertinent metropolitan area. The non-Federal mem- 
bers would elect a co-chairman from among their 
number. The veto power of the Federal co-chairman. 
as in the Title V commissions, is retained. A notable 
feature of the proposed act is that the Secretary may 
designate, with the consent of the appropriate States, 
an existing regional instrumentality as the transpor- 
tation regional commission, if  the former performs 
transportation development functions. 

Under the proposed bill, these commissions are 
authorized to prepare plans for coordinated regional 
transportation development; review, study and 
recommend any needed changes in any public and 
private transportation plans and projects within the 
region; formulate or recommend the forming of 
inter-regional companies and other cooperative de- 
vices for improved transportation; withhold approval 
of construction of any transportation project in any 
SMSA unless the views of local officials have been 
reflected; and provide financing arrangements for 
the construction of transportations systems and 
facilities, as necessary, in accordance with plans 
developed under the bill. The bill was referred to 
the Committee on Commerce and initial hearings 
were held September 23, 197 1. 

Endorsement of the regional commission concept 
accompanying this proposed measure is explicit. 
Senator Magnuson's introductory statement argues 
that there must be total transportation planning, that 
the job cannot be done by a Washington bureau- 
cracy, that topography, demography, and environ- 
ment vary from region to region, and that even the 
States are hampered by boundaries which are arti- 
ficial in relation to the functional requirements in- 
volved. Thus, he concluded that "the need for a new 
authority, for a regional planning body, is obvious 
and urgent."' This version of a multistate regional 
entity then has several distinctive features including 
fairly strong implementing powers, a unique system 
of metropolitan area representation, and the possi- 
bility of utilizing an existing regional commission. 

Interstate Agencies for Coastal 
Zone Management 

Bills which authorize the use of designated inter- 
state agencies in developing and implementing 
plans and programs for coastal and estuarine zones 
have been introduced in the 92nd Congress by 
Senator Hollings and 25 cosponsors, and by Senator 
Tower. 

These quite similar legislative bills were intro- 
duced on February 4th and 8th, 1971, respectively. 



The measures use much identical language in call~ng 
for Federal action to assist the States in establishing 
coastal and estuarine zone management programs. 
"Basically, the legislation provides for grant assis- 
tance to the States for: (1) development of manage- 
ment plans and programs for the coastal and estu- 
arine zones of the United States; (2) implementation 
of those plans and programs; and (3) purchase of 
estuarine sanctuaries for ecological research that 
will be essential for making proper management 
decisions in the coastal and estuarine zones of the 
United States. 

As a condition to receiving the Federal grants pro- 
vided in the bill, the coastal States seeking el~gibility 
must establish authority for plan management in- 
cluding power to administer land- and water-use 
regulations, control public and private development, 
acquire land and water rights, develop and operate 
land facilities, and issue bonds for program financing. 
The prospective use of a multistate mechanism is 
provided for in the proposed legislation by authoriz- 
ing coastal States to delegate to an interstate agency 
the responsibility for carrymg out all or part of the 
management plan program. If  such an interstate 
agency is designated, the bill requires it to have 
"the authority otherwise required of coastal States." 
Under these arrangements the coastal States could 
use an existing or new multistate development com- 
mission to the coastal and estupnne mdnage- 
ment plan, or they could create new interstate of 
Federal-interstate compact agencies to prepare the 
plan and implement the program. 

FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCILS 
AND .REGIONAL COMMISSIONS 

The preceding indicates the continuing popularity 
in Congress, at least, of multistate regional mech- 
anisms as a way of carrying out joint Federal-State 
activities and programs in a variety of functional 
areas. There is, however, another development 
which offers an alternative that could affect the 
utilization and role of multistate institutional 
mechanisms. 

On March 27, 1969, the President directed certain 
field administrative changes involving the designa- 
tion of common regional boundaries and head- 
quarter sites for five Federal agencies: the Depart- 
ments of Labor; Health, Education, and Welfare; 
Housing and Urban Deve!opment; the Office of 
Economic Opportunity; and the Small Business 
Administration (SBPL). Eight such regions were 
established: two more have since been added. mak- 

ing a total of ten covering all States. The SBA never 
joined, but two additional agencies (Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Law Enforcement Assis- 
tance Administration) will soon be added. The Presi- 
dent's action also established Federal Regional 
Councils, consisting of the regional directors of each 
of these agencies. The Office of Management and 
Budget provides a liaison member to each council 
and is charged with facilitating interchange between 
councils and Washington interagency groups, par- 
ticularly the under secretaries group of five council 
member agencies: The Departments of Labor; 
Health, Education, and Welfare; Housing and Ur- 
ban Developnient; Transportation; and Office of 
Economic Opportunity. The groups are chaired by 
an associate director of the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

The objective of this structural change is to 
achieve better coordination of Federal programs to 
improve their effectiveness. Three goals were an- 
nounced by the President: to rationalize the way 
service delivery systems are organized; to emphasize 
and achieve a higher degree of coordination among 
the Federal programs represented so that, as nearly 
as possible, the Federal government can speak with 
consistency in its dealings with States and localities: 
and to establish a higher degree of decentralized 
decision making, with special emphasis on increasing 
the cooperation and coordination between the States 
and the Federal government as part of that process. 

Are the roles of these Federal regional councils 
and the multistate commissions mutually supportive, 
conflicting, or simply confusing? Proponents can be 
found for each of these positions. The harmonizers 
point out that the Federal-multistate commissions 
were established to develop a joint Federal-State 
planning and decision-making body in certain 
regions and to help coordinate joint programs to 
meet the special needs of such regions. They note 
that the broad goals of the Federal field reorganiza- 
tion are wholly complementary to these undertakings 
and that the working relationships between and 
among these instrumentalities which are emerging 
in New England, for example, demonstrate the poten- 
tialities for collaboration and mutual support. 

Those who see conflict between the commissions 
and the councils stress the broader coordinative 
responsibilities of the latter and the inherently dis- 
ruptive nature of the commission device vis-a-vis 
trr-lditional Federal-single State relationships. Some 
note that if the Federal co-chairmen gave prime 
emphasis to coordinating Federal program efforts 
havmg an impact on the cornmission's area of re- 
gional concern, then real antagonisms would arise. 



Others feel this is no real problem since the Federal 
co-chairmen could easily be made members of the 
regional councils. 

Still others point to the boundary differences 
between all of the regional commissions, save New 
England's, and the regional councils and note the 
administrative difficulties and confusion that this 
geographic incongruity generates. One practical 
result in many cases is the tendency of some regional 
commissions to bypass the cluster of regional coun- 
cils with which they might be expected to do business 
and to seek out the traditional sources of aid and 
counsel in Washington. All this, so the argument 
runs, undercuts meaningful decentralization, con- 
fuses interagency and interpersonal relationships, 
and makes it difficult for either regional councils or 
commissions to do their job effectively. 

Basic Similarities And 
Differences 

A brief description of the commissions' basic 
similarities and differences helps to lay the ground- 
work for a probe of the issues raised by their record. 
All of the commissions share certain common traits. 
They all are composed of one or more Federal 
representatives as well as gubernatorial members or 
designees. None formally include local representa- 
tion in their membership. In terms of geographic 
coverage, only one, the New England Regional 
Commission, is composed of a combination of whole 
States. All have their own staff. All depend upon 
annual Congressional appropriations for a portion 
of their funds. All are charged with and engage in 
some type of broad-gauged planning or priority 
setting as a major organizational activity. All, with 
varying degrees of success, have attempted to co- 
ordinate and influence Federal and State activities 
falling in their respective area of functional concern 
as a prime method of achieving their goals. Finally, 
none has emerged as a real threat to either of their 
sponsoring levels of government. 

While this set of generalizations highlights the 
basic similarities in these regional mechanisms, it 
tells us little of their relative performance and does 
not raise many real structural or operational ques- 
tions. The critical differences among the four com- 
mission types provide a more significant basis for 
analysis than their commonalities, and bring the 
issues of Federal-multistate regionalism in to sharper 
focus. These are three-fold: the contrasting legal 
character of the acts creating the regional mech- 
anisms; the range of powers and functions assigned 

to each: and the inherent differences between water 
resources planning and management and economic 
development planning and programming. 

Statutory Base 

The Federal-interstate compact base for the Deia- 
ware and Susquehanna River Basin Commissions 
places them in a separate category from the other 
regional commissions, which were created by uni- 
lateral Congressional enactments. A Federal-inter- 
state compact, after all, is enacted as a statute in 
each participating jurisdiction, and the acts by 
which Congress provided for joinder in the Dela- 
ware and Susquehanna compacts make the provi- 
sions enforceable and binding on Federal as well as 
State agencies. Thus, they have the potential, at 
least, of producing a much better coordination of 
State and Federal laws and administration than any 
other formal intergovernmental device. In addition, 
State enactment of compact legislation tends to 
make the legislatures more fully cognizant of State 
obligations, fiscal and otherwise, that are essential 
to achieving commission goals. Not unexpectedly, 
then, the record of DRBC and SRBC suggests a 
greater degree of State fiscal participation and 
involvement than is found in that of most of the other 
commissions. The Congressional statutes establishing 
or authorizing the other commissions lack this unique 
binding, contractual quality. They do involve a Fed- 
eral commitment and a State response, but these 
tend to be more subject to the vagaries of purse, 
political and program interests, and the accommo- 
dation of these varying interests in the promotion of 
regional objectives. 

Functions and Powers 

The varying nature and extent of the functions and 
powers assigned by the enabling measures also un- 
derscore dissimilarities among the commissions. In 
the case of the river basin commissions, DRBC and 
SRBC have been assigned primary jurisdiction in 
matters of water quality regulation, control over 
water diversions, comprehensive basin planning and 
project review. The Title 11 commissions, on the 
other hand, have been assigned concurrent jurisdic- 
tion with the relevant State and Federal agencies in 
water resources planning. There are also significant 
differences in powers among the economic develop- 
ment commissions. ARC has been granted specific 
program and funding authority in I I specified pro- 
gram areas, including a system of supplemental 



grants, as well as program and funding linkages with 
local development districts. The Title V commissions 
have funding powers restricted to planning and 
demonstration project efforts along with a supple- 
mental grant program. They lack comparable fund- 
ing power for categorical programs and have no 
linkage with subregional economic districts which 
are created and funded by the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration. Quite clearly DRBC, SRBC 
and A R C  have a stronger formal power base than the 
Title V and Title I1 commissions. 

Program Area Differences 

Fundamental differences between water resources 
planning and management and economic develop- 
ment efforts also must be considered when probing 
dissimilarities in structure, operations and perfor- 
mance among the commissions. While Appalachia 
and the Title V commissions differ in many respects, 
they share the common assignment of achieving a 
planned program of economic development. This 
involves similar multi-program efforts to stimulate 
and influence resource allocations to assist develop- 
ment activities. Both types of commissions seek to 
influence the myriad private and public sector deci- 
sions essential to development. Above all, they are 
involved in an undertaking that is still the subject 
of considerable debate, especially concerning 
whether economic structures can be successfully 
manipulated on a regional or, for that matter, any 
other basis. By way of contrast, the DRBC, SRBC 
and the Title I1 commissions, despite their numerous 
differences, all reflect the consensus which has 
evolved over the past three score years that water 
resources problems must be handled on a compre- 
hensive basis and in a basin-wide context. Accept- 
ance of a basin-wide scope obviously results in fairly 
clear, nonpolitical boundary implications. There are, 
of course, difficult technical problems in the water 
resources planning and management field, but the 
advances made in the past four decades tend to give 
a greater element of precision, predictability, and 
plausibility to regional endeavors in this functional 
area. At this point in time, regional economic devel- 
opment efforts by their very nature lack these 
qualities. 

ISSUES GROWING OUT OF 
THE RECORD 

The following discussion focuses on the general 
areas where intergovernmental issues have emerged 

from analyses of the performance of Federal-multi- 
state institutions in previous chapters of this report: 

1) the matter of Federal versus State initiative in 
developing multistate regional commissions, with 
particular reference to the question of whether the 
source and nature of the initiative has a bearing on 
the vigor and effectiveness of regional commission 
operations; 

2) multi-level representation, with emphasis on 
the extent of legislative involvement in regional and 
State planning activities and on the extent to which 
local governments should have a voice in regional 
programs which directly affect them; 

3) the organization and relationships of Federal- 
multistate commissions, including the place of multi- 
state institutions within the Federal system, their 
linkages to the Federal, State and local governments, 
their representation and voting procedures, and the 
role of their staff; 

4) operational issues dealing with implementation 
of regional planning programs through the use of a 
range of methods from simple coordination and 
clearinghouse devices to regulatory measures; 

5 )  the problem of adequate funding, the strengths 
and shortcomings of the block grant approach, and 
the extent to which financial decisions can be shared 
by the Federal and State levels; and 

6) questions of whether regional boundaries 
should include whole or  parts of States, and, finally 
issues relating to the operational effectiveness of 
regional commission programs must be examined. 

Issues that go beyond the record deal with whether 
the regional commission concept should be extended 
to other areas of the country, whether it is realistic to  
require uniform boundaries for all multistate efforts 
regardless of their function, and multistate commis- 
sions in the development and implementation of a 
national growth policy. 

The Initiative Issue 

Some observers feel that one of the most important 
factors contributing to the success of A R C  and DRBC 
was the heavy involvement of State governments 
and some of their localities in planning the creation 
of these regional agencies. The historical antecedents 
of both ARC and DRBC show that initiative for their 
creation came not from Washington, but from the 
States. In the case of Appalachia, it was the con- 
certed effort of the governors in the late 1950's and 
early 1960's that provided the initial impetus for the 
regional approach. The Delaware River Basin Com- 
mission, established only after years of sporadic and 
mostly ineffective State efforts to deal with the re- 



gion's water resource problems, came about with the 
drafting and approval by the member States of the 
Federal-interstate compact. 

With the Title I1 and Title V commissions (except 
the New England Commission), however, the initia- 
tive came primarily from a different direction--the 
national government. In the former, the Interior 
Committees of the Congress were the prime movers 
of the river basin commission concept while the Title 
V Regional Development Commissions were 
products of the Congressional bargaining process 
leading to the passage of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965. 

While other factors obviously influenced the de- 
velopment of Federal legislation creating these four 
regional programs, many believe that the fairly im- 
pressive record of ARC and DRBC can largely be ex- 
plained by real grass-roots support at the outset. The 
somewhat different record of the Title 11's and the 
Title V's, it is argued, can be attributed in part to the 
lack of this kind of involvement at the time of Con- 
gressional enactment of the programs, and that a 
cluster of States had to be "recognized" by a 
Federal administrator before a commission could be 
launched. 

This experience has led some persons to argue that 
no Federal-multistate body should be established un- 
less initiative or, at the very least, a substantial 
investment in prior planning has been undertaken 
by the affected States. To do otherwise runs a high 
risk of an extended period of Jimited program effec- 
tiveness, primarily because the member States have 
not dealt previously with the interstate regional 
problem and programs in question. Moreover, some 
contend that early State interest and involvement 
resulted in tailoring the ARC and DRBC enabling 
legislation much more clearly to each region's 
special problems and needs. 

On the other hand, the importance of the sub- 
national initiative, according to other observers, has 
been overrated. Some argue that the legal character 
of the organic acts of the Title 11's and Title V's, 
their levels of funding, and the scope of their pro- 
gram activities have had far more influence in deter- 
mining the record of these commissions. Some feel 
that failure to enact certain amendments to the 
authorizing legislation as well as limited funding are 
the bisic reasons for the relatively modest perform- 
ance record of these two types of commiss~ons. 
Morever, the concept of relying completely on State 
initiative in the formation of multistate commissions 
overlooks the pre-eminent interest of the Federal 
government in subnational regional matters. For 
example, despite the numerous differences between 

the DRBC and the Title I1 commissions, both reflect 
a consensus that water resource problems have to be 
dealt with in a multistate basin-wide context. When 
it became apparent that such problems could not 
wait any longer for State action, Congress moved to 
take appropriate steps. Moreover, some point out 
the fact that the Title I1 and Title V commissions 
were created by Federal legislation with little direct 
State involvement does not mean that regional or 
State interests were not considered. The members of 
Congress, after all, reflect such concerns and, on 
multistate regional matters, they respond to and 
represent the views of State and local officials and 
private citizens within their constituencies. It is 
further contended that the States really retain a 
basic role since the creation of these commissions 
is dependent on their concurrence. 

Others view the initiative issue from a different 
perspective. They assert that while some regional 
problems can be approached by unilateral action 
either by the Federal government or by several 
States in concert, many still will require a functionally 
and institutionally unified Federal-State approach 
for their solution. A basic concern here is to avoid 
jurisidctional fragmentation and problems of over- 
lap between existing and newly created regional 
instrumentalities. Those concerned with this prob- 
lem call for consideration of a nationwide system of 
regional agencies where Federal programs requiring 
a multistate project focus could be administered 
through a multifunctional regional unit with the 
States retaining the bulk of regulatory powers affect- 
ing natural resource development, land-use controls, 
and various other policies affecting the nation's 
growth such as transportation, housing, new com- 
munities, and utility regulation. 

State and Local Representation 

The issue of additional State as well as local rep- 
resentation on multistate instrumentalities has 
always been troublesome. The problem is how best 
to insure a firm, workable basis for representing the 
interests of State legislative bodies and local govern- 
ments in regional policy making. At the present time, 
these interests are not directly represented on the 
governing bodies of any of the Federal-multistate 
commissions. The governor, or his designee, is pre- 
sumably the spokesman for all view-points including 
those of the legislature and the local governments 
within the State. 

Water resource and economic development issues, 
however, increasingly touch matters of great impor- 



tance to the future health and welfare of all the 
citizens. It is argued that ways must be found to 
involve State legislatures and local governments 
much more directly in the policy-making decisions 
of multistate bodies since effective implementation 
of such strategies, in large measure, requires their 
action. Hence, consideration should be given to for- 
mally representing these interests in the structure 
of regional commissions. 

Direct legislative involvement, thus far, is minimal 
and limited largely to passing on the general appro- 
priation for State support of regional commission 
administrative expenses. A project sponsored by 
,4RC, DRBC or the Title V commissions requiring 
State matching funds rarely appears as a line item in 
the State budget. Such State planning and fiscal 
decisions uhually are made almost exclusively by the 
governor in the exercise of his executive powers. The 
planning responsibilities of Title I 1  commissions, 
similarly, receive little attention by legislatures of 
member States. 

Those concerned with the lack of legislative in- 
volvement in regional water resource and economic 
development strategies point out that there are few, 
i f  any, legal constraints to more meaningful partici- 
pation in State-regional commission programs and 
relationships. An effective oversight role could mean 
assignment of legislative fiscal analysts and auditors 
to regional program matters. Chairmen of legislative 
committees could work on a continuing basis with 
the governor on regional policies and programs. 
Another approach suggested would be for appropri- 
ate legislative committees, or their chairmen, of each 
member State to meet periodically on regional mat- 
ters and consult with the regional commission as 
needed. 

The issue of local representation has generated 
more attention. It revolves around the question of 
whether the views of local government, especially 
the larger urban communities, are properly repre- 
sented on the regional co~nmissions as present11 
constituted. Short of direct representation. effective 
participation in regional programs by local govern- 
ments, including those both in metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan areas, could be accomplished by 
several different approaches. Procedures could be 
adopted whereby each member State would certify 
to the regional commission the manner in which 
local and multi-county plans and programs would be 
coordinated with State and regioilal abjectives, and 
the manner in which local officials would be con- 
sulted in matters relating to regional development. 
Suggestions also have been made that local govern- 
ment officials be allowed to participate in delibera- 

tions of the regional commission, but not be given 
voting status. This procedure is similar to that used 
by DKBC where representatives of New York and 
Philadelphia serve as technical advisors to the com- 
mission and attend all meetings. Others have urged 
that regional commissions create official advisory 
groups made up of local officials and that they be 
consulted on a regular basis. Suggestions have been 
made to amend the ARC and Title V commission acts 
to assure local government of an adequate share o f  
developmental funds. By enactment of a mandatory 
"pass-through" formula, individual cities, counties 
or  metropolitan areas could be assured of monies to 
assist their own economic development needs. 

While most of these proposals are aimed a t  
securing more local involvement, some observers 
feel they still skirt the issue o f  representation. Thus 
they call for some form of direct representation on 
regional commissions. The major difficulty with this 
approach is devising a satisfactory formula that will 
reflect the diversity of local governments within 
member States. Other difficult questions remain, 
such as whether the combined voting strength of 
local government representatives should exceed, 
equal. or be less than that of the State members, and 
whether the addition of representatives of local 
government would tend to shift the attention of the 
body from regional matters to more parochial mat- 
ters that are of immediate concern to local govern- 
ments. Senator Magnuson's proposed bill (S  2279, 
92nd Congress) establishing transportation regions, 
as we have seen, provides one kind of answer to this 
problem. 

Others argue that while they favor some kind of 
local representation, it is more important that this 
principle be recognized in general terms by the 
authorizing acts of the four types of Federal-multi- 
state regional commissions. Experimentation and 
variety should be encouraged in devising a represen- 
tational base and voting procedures for local juris- 
dictions. It is unlikely, they argue, that a single ap- 
proach will be found adequate to meet all contin- 
gencies given the diversity of multistate, State and 
local problems and needs. 

Opponents of this view point out that the existing 
representational and voting arrangements of the 
regional commissions residing in the governors 
already reflect adequately local viewpoints. The 
governors represent a11 the interests of their States, 
be they urban or rural, large or small, rich or poor 
communities. Moreover, the two-tier regional com- 
missions can reflect the goals of more than one level 
of government, it is argued, particularly i f  they can 
follow and improve upon the Appalachian approach 



of involving local governments in formulation of 
their own goals. Only as local plans move through 
other levels--the multicounty or areawide planning 
agency, the State, and finally the regional commis- 
sion--would they be modified to the broader issues 
of concern of each successive larger unit. 

Structure 

Over the relatively brief period of these commis- 
sions' existence, three general organizational issues 
have arisen: the degree to which three of the regional 
commission types, ARC,  Title II's, and Title V's, 
should be given independent status; the role of the 
Federal and State representatives, and where used, 
of a States' regional representative in achieving 
balanced decision making; and the formal and 
informal roles of the executive directors and staffs. 

The question of the independent status of regional 
commissions usually produces comparisons between 
the Title V regional commissions and ARC. It has 
been argued that the Title V commissions can not be 
independent if they are responsible to  a Federal de- 
partment. Proponents of independent status main- 
tain that regional commissions should cut across 
departments and be attached collectively to the 
White House in the manner of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget or the Office of Emergency Pre- 
paredness. They point to the Appalachian Regional 
Commission as a,  example of this approach. Op- 
ponents argue that a unit for regional commissions 
under White House supervision would be unmanage- 
able and further complicate the organization of the 
Executive Office of the President. 

Proponents of the existing structure in the Title V 
program emphasize that there is a certain logic in the 
assignment of this program to the Department of 
Commerce. The department, they point out, is a 
primary instrument in the executive branch for 
strengthening the domestic economy, and it is re- 
sponsible for the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration program with a parallel responsibility in the 
regional economic development field. Some contend 
that a regional development program can and should 
be housed in an executive level department provided 
that the Federal member of a commission is given 
authority to administer funds channeled through the 
department for regional programs. The real ques- 
tion, they emphasize, is how much authority is given 
to the Federal member to administer funds and to 
commit money rather than what chain of command 
prevails. 

Those taking the opposite position stress that no 

one department, certainly not commerce, controls 
all of the Federal assistance programs affecting 
regional needs and priorities. Housing, transporta- , 

tion, manpower training, education, and urban and 
rural planning are the tasks of other departments. 
No  single agency, they argue, can effectively repre- 
sent the priorities of regional development in the 
Federal structure even if the program had top prior- 
ity. The meager results of the several Federal inter- 
agency coordinating committees, notably the Fed- 
eral Advisory Council for Regional Economic 
Development, is further proof of the need for 
independent status. 

A somewhat comparable question arises in the 
case of the Title 11's since the Water Resource Coun- 
cil (WRC) plays a major role in the life of these com- 
missions. The council, as the Federal government's 
chief coordinating agency for national water re- 
sources planning, is authorized with Presidential 
approval, to set up standards and procedures for 
guiding Federal agency participation in the delibera- 
tions of the regional commissions, to review plans 
adopted by the commissions and to pass them along 
with possible recommendations to  the President and 
subsequently to Congress. Critics point out that the 
river basin commissions, in effect, are captives of 
the WRC; that their planning focus is dictated by it; 
that their Federal members are potentially subser- 
vient to it; and that the failure of the W R C  and 
subsequently of the Office of Management and 
Budget to issue timely guidelines relative to its 
evaluation criteria has hindered the Title 11's in 
moving ahead vigorously on their framework 
studies. Some critics note the relative weakness of 
the council relationships with the new environmental 
agencies, the Office of Management and Budget and 
the Public Works Committees as another explanation 
of the difficulties encountered by its river basin 
commissions. Some of these observers feel that either 
the Water Resources Council's position should be 
strengthened or at least clarified insofar as its rela- 
tions with the Executive Office of the President are 
concerned. Others feel that no amount of clarification 
of the council's role will aid the Title 11's because a 
strong WRC would simply mean more compliant 
basin commissions, given the predominence of the 
Federal members. 

Defenders o f  the Title 11-WKC relationship call 
attention to the fact that it rather closely adheres to 
the pattern Congress stipulated in the enabling legis- 
lation. They note that W R C  has been a good defend- 
er of the program's budget and has spent considera- 
ble time in drafting evaluation criteria guidelines and 
in attempting to get the Executive Office to promul- 



gate them. They also argue that the commissions, in 
fact, have considerable leeway in carrying out their 
planning responsibility. 

Another structural issue is whether the distinctive 
composition of the four types of commissions achieves 
the kind of balanced decision making that serves 
both Federal and State interests. In all the regional 
commissions, a Federal interest is represented by 
either a Federal member, chairman, or co-chairman 
and, in the case of the Title II's, an additional repre- 
sentation of Federal agency members (the average 
is ten). The State interest is represented by the State 
co-chairman or vice-chariman, other members and 
alternates. The administrative and staffing responsi- 
bilities are in the hands of an exeuctive director ac- 
countable to the whole commission. In two of the 
development commissions, the ARC and the Coastal 
Plains Commission, the participating governors are 
represented on a day-to-day basis by a full-time 
States' regional representative. In several of the 
Title I1 commissions, interstate compact agency 
spokesmen are participating m~mbers. 

The DRBC, ARC, and Title V Federal member's 
vote represents the Federal executive decision- 
making authority and the votes of the gubernatorial 
members represent executive decision making at the 
State level. The voting procedure for the Title V's 
and Appalachia requires that for approval any mea- 
sure must have the concurrence of the majority of 
the State members and the Federal co-chairman. If 
DRBC's Federal member does not concur with the 
position of State members, the decision does not 
become binding on Federal agencies. The Federal 
representative in these three types of commissions 
then has a veto power. Title I1 commission decisions 
generally are reached by consensus, which is defined 
in various ways in their bylaws, but in substance 
means the agreement of a great majority of mem- 
bers. Here the procedure calls for the chairman to 
submit the question of securing a consensus on an 
issue in general language. He inquires if there is any 
objection to the adoption of the motion before the 
commission and, i f  there is none, declares a consen- 
sus has been reached. If there is objection, it must be 
recorded in the minutes. 

Proponents of the voting procedures now used by 
ARC and the Title V commissions contend that the 
voting authority of the Federal co-chairman provides 
a practical solution to the problem of inter-level 
decision making. They point out that initially a 
number of different alternatives to this arrangement 
were considered and that this procedure provides a 
workable arrangement to protect the Federal interest 
while at the same time permitting the States to 

participate in Federal development and growth 
policy, program administration and grant assistance 
allocation decisions. 

The fact that the veto has never been used by 
ARC'S Federal co-chairman and only rarely by the 
Title V Federal co-chairmen, is an indication of the 
soundness, not weakness of this voting arrangement, 
they argue. Its availability is the critical factor and as 
State members recognize its potential, the scene is 
set for bargaining over differences. Supporters argue 
then that not only does the veto power make the 
Federal co-chairman's formal role a particularly 
significant one, but it enhances his equally important 
informal rule. It gives him responsibility to seek 
accommodation, to be actively involved in develop- 
ment of common Federal-State policies in regional 
matters, and to assume initiative in resolving policy 
differences between States and Federal executive 
agencies. Overall, the Federal co-chairmen have 
been effective in carrying out this assignment, 
these proponents claim. 

The record, however, is viewed differently by 
others. While conceding the theoretical validity of 
the veto in bringing together the sometimes dis- 
parate interests of the State and Federal levels, 
some feel that success depends too much on the vigor 
and skill of the individual in dealing with officials of 
other Federal agencies and with State members. 
This factor emphasizes the importance of choosing 
high caliber persons to the position and it is main- 
tained that few persons possess the kind of Solomonic 
wisdom required to be effective in this role. In 
political terms, the critics contend, it underscores 
the need to avoid traditional patronage concern in 
filling the post. Some would argue this has not been 
the case with the Title V's. 

Increasingly hard questions also are being asked 
about the role the Federal co-chairman actually 
plays in evaluating State plans and resource alloca- 
tion decisions affecting the region. Here some feel 
that his substantive involvement in these matters is 
limited in several of the commissions. Moreover, the 
fact that the veto rarely is used suggests to some 
critics the possibility that the economic development 
regional commissions are primarily State-oriented 
instrumentalities. The Federal interest, then, is not 
being adequately represented. Some contend that 
the weaker legislative base of the Title V commissions 
virtually makes it impossible for their Federal co- 
chairmen to assume a substantive role in Federal- 
State regional matters. They have no categorical 
programs that are financed or controlled by the 
commission for carrying out the regional plan, nor 
do they have funding authority. Such limitations 



place them in a position very much subordinate to 
that of Federal agency heads and the governors. If 
a State were facing a direct challenge from the co- 
chairmen, it conceivable could appeal directly to 
HUD, HEW or other Federal agencies for program 
funds. The veto power, so the argument goes, is 
overrated as a device to protect the Federal interest 
in Title V matters. 

Most authorities agree that of all four types of 
regional commissions the Federal interest is most 
clearly defined in the Delaware River Basin Com- 
pact. The concurring vote of the Federal member 
gives him substantial influence at the Federal level; 
no Federal or federally-assisted program can be 
launched without his approval. Furthermore, he has 
a Federal field interagency group to advise him and 
when agreement can not be reached at this level, he 
may place the controversy before an interdepart- 
mental committee in Washington for review and 
action. Many authorities feel this procedure clearly 
establishes the line of decision-making authority 
and keeps bureaucratic maneuvering and delay to a 
minimum. Some believe, however, that this proce- 
dure, along with the compact provision that the 
President may suspend, modify or delete any pro- 
vision of the DRBC comprehensive plan if he feels 
that it conflicts with the powers or jurisdiction of any 
officer or agency of the United States, potentially 
tips the partnership balance scale too far in the 
direction of the Federal government. They argue 
that some appeal procedure, perhaps to Congress, 
ought to be provided. 

The Title I1 commission chairman, although ap- 
pointed by the President, shares Federal represen- 
tation responsibilities with the several Federal 
agency representatives who are appointed by the 
secretaries of their respective departments. Some 
feel that this parity, combined with the fact that 
commission decisions are reached by consensus, 
formally places the chairman in an almost totally 
powerless position. The only tools at his disposal are 
his ability to argue his point of view with his fellow 
commission members and his link with the Water 
Resources Council. Yet, others contend that one of 
the virtues of the consensus approach is that it 
enables the commission chairman to uncover those 
basic differences over water resource management 
that will eventually require legislative or executive 
solutions. Others emphasize that the Federal veto 
would be totally out of place on a commission that is 
already federally dominated, while still others argue 
its irrelevancy for a body geared to producing 
CUllb\;llSUS. 

The State interest in each of the commissions is 

reflected by the position taken by the majority of the 
member States, with the exception of the Title 11's. 
It is argued that the majority principle requires con- 
sultation, negotiation, and discussion among the 
State members and that it helps nurture an overall 
"State view" on regional policy matters. On the other 
hand, some feel that the process of arriving at a sin- 
gle position may be more in the character of old- 
fashioned logrolling. 

To counter the full-time status of the Federal 
co-chairman and to overcome the obvious short- 
comings in the practice of rotating the State co- 
chairman's post annually, the State members of two 
regional development commissions (ARC and the 
Title V Coastal Plains Commission) have set up and 
funded the office of the States' regional representa- 
tive, who, in ARC, replaces the State co-chairman 
on the commission's executive committee. This 
development has been applauded by many observers 
as a meaningful way to further involve the States 
in the management activities of regional commis- 
sions. It significantly enhances the status of the 
governors in the Federal-State partnership. 

This step in turn, however, has produced its own 
cluster of issues. Should the representative faith- 
fully reflect the wishes of States regardless of his 
personal views? Should he always be an advocate for 
the interests of the States, or should he be allowed to 
make independent judgments? On the one hand, 
there may be cause for State concern in that the 
representative might become powerful enough to 
disregard their wishes altogether and in effect cut 
off their access to the regional commission's execu- 
tive committee. But, on the other hand, there is also 
the danger that an individual State co-chairman 
might dominate decision making to the extent that 
multistate regional interests are disregarded. 

Executive direction of nearly all the regional 
economic development commissions is in the hands 
of the Federal co-chairman, the State co-chairman 
(or States' regional representative in the case of 
ARC and Coastal Plains), and an executive director 
who is accountable to the whole regional commis- 
sion. Together they constitute the executive com- 
mittee of the commission; the executive director is a 
non-voting member. This troika arrangement is 
intended to equalize the roles of both the Federal 
and State partners, since in practice much of the 
commission's authority is delegated to the com- 
mittee. 

While this structure is perhaps as good an arrange- 
ment for the purpose of dealmg with the on-going 
commission programs as can be contrived, it raises 
some questions. The problem in the Title V's, ac- 



cording to one study, is that the structure favors the 
Federal co-chairman because he serves full-time 
with a supporting staff while the one-year rotational 
State co-chairman's position is filled by governors 
who can be involved only on a part-time basis. Where 
those commissions have not appointed a States' 
regional representative to "equalize" the leverage 
and influence of the Federal co-chairman, it is 
argued that the executive director, willingly or un- 
willingly, fills the void and in effect acts as the 
States' man. His role as the neutral staff adminis- 
trator serving both the Federal and State interest is 
thus compromised. As a consequence he often ac- 
quires a degree of independence which upsets the 
delicate Federal-State balance so essential to the 
successful conduct of regional commission business. 

Not to be overlooked here is the fact that ARC has 
delegated virtually all of its administrative, project 
approval, and program allocation functions to its 
executive committee. Some observers feel this 
action is unwise in that all State members never 
become involved in the process of appraising and 
evaluating the projects. What is lost, it is contended, 
is the opportunity for the members to know what is 
going on in other States of the region and perhaps 
benefit from their experience in attacking similar 
problems within their own State. 

With the Title I1 River Basin Commissions, the 
State interest consists of the vice-chariman. the 
representatives of the member States, and the com- 
pact agency spokesmen. In practice, this leaves 
three of the five with a Federal majority, while the 
New England and Ohio River Basins Commissions 
have a greater proportion of State members due to 
their more numerous compact agency representa- 
tives. Ctitics of this arrangement argue that the 
openness of the membership as it relates to Federal 
members tends to undercut the balanced ideal that 
is vital for effective commission operations. Some of 
them also note that the title and actual role of the 
State vice-chariman accurately gauges the position 
of the States collectively on these commissions. Some 
concede that the consensus oriented voting proce- 
dures do provide some protection for the States 
and that the possibility of entering minority 
decisions should not be discounted. But these ob- 
servers also note that in practice the position of the 
State members vis-a- is the Federal agency repre- 
sentatives and the Water Resources Council, with its 
considerable monitoring and guiding authority, is 
generally weak. 

Others defend the present arrangement and find 
adequate protection of the State interest in it. They 
stress the Title 11's focus on agreement and how this 

automatically gives the member States a major voice. 
Some also point to the fact that there is no general 
evidence that the Water Resources Council has acted 
arbitrarily towards any of the river basin commis- 
sions. 

Finally, with DRBC, the State interest is repre- 
sented by the member State governors and their 
alternates and is protected by the compact basis of 
the commission. Budgets, in effect, require the 
agreement of all State members. Regular actions 
must have a majority vote of the members with the 
Federal representative, of course, having the right 
not to concur and thus of not binding Federal 
agencies to the action. Defenders of this arrange- 
ment feel that it gives the States ample opportunity 
to meet the Federal member on equal terms. More- 
over, they note that in practice the strong fiscal 
contributing record of the member States and the 
binding nature of commission action on Federal 
agencies put the States in a good position to exert 
their influence. Others note the various Federal 
reservations to the compact and their possible ad- 
verse impact on DRBC's actions. And a few critics 
question the wisdom of permitting two States and 
the Federal member to outvote the other States. 

Regional Planning and Program 
l mplementation 

In examining issues related to the planning ef- 
forts of the regional commissions, the problem is not 
so much one of evaluating and debating the ade- 
quacy and content of each commission's "plan." 
but rather one of determining the kind of inter-. 
governmental planning process most likely to be 
effective. Planning efforts, not surprisingly, are 
different between and among the commissions. 
Their legislative mandates and operational powers 
as well as their ability to achieve cooperation from 
local, State and the Federal governments are basic 
factors which shape the regional planning activity 
of each commission. 

The primary objective of both ARC and the Title 
V's is to stimulate and help guide regional economic 
growth, but the approaches to this goal, as revealed 
in their enabling acts and correspondingly in their 
pattern of operation, differ markedly. Both types of 
commissions are required by their organic acts to 
prepare comprehensive long-range plans. The dif- 
ference is that ARC was created with immediate 
responsibility for expenditure of categorical program 
funds while the Title V's were created with the 
same planning responsibility, but without cate- 



gorical program fund control. Quite different strate- 
gies with respect to the planning process and the 
development of a comprehensive plan emerged as a 
result of the interplay of these factors. 

With ARC, no regionwide comprehensive devel- 
opment plan exists as such. Instead, regional priori- 
ties consist of commission policy statements and 
guidelines which serve as a basis for ARC'S annual 
review of required State plans and their project 
appendices. Certain funding decisions are linked to 
some extent with a regional-State planning process. 
Yet the bulk of the active planning with ARC is the 
prerogative of the member States. While the level of 
planning in some of the States has been cr~ticized, 
the commission has managed through its funding 
control and its guideline and review process to 
implement a growth center strategy. 

A different situation exists with the Title V's where 
all of the commissions have developed comprehen- 
sive regional plans, but where less conformance 
review of State development plans occurs even 
though the latter are ,partially funded by commis- 
sion monies. Moreover, although a fen growth cen- 
ters have been designated or approved, these com- 
missions have had difficulty with the strategy, given 
their more limited program and funding authority 
and the political controversies involved. 

With the Title II's, planning is their basic assign- 
ment. Most have spent the bulk of their efforts on 
general framework studies that represent a melding 
of basic data and functional surveys of water resource 
conditions in their respective basins. Given their 
small staffs, they have depended on Federal and 
State agencies for the development of most of the 
studies included in framework plan formulations. 
The framework plan for the Ohio River Basin was 
completed by a coordinating interagency committee 
prior to the establishment of the commission, the 
only such plan that has been finished to date. 

Once these have been completed and ap- 
proved by the Water Resources Council, 
emphasis will shift to the more detailed, sub- 
basin Type I 1  studies. Along with these two major 
planning responsibilities, the Title I 1  commissions 
are expected to monitor and, where possible, 
serve as the lead agency in coordinating inter- 
agency planning studies undertaken within the 
basin. Upon completion of the framework studies 
and the subregional plans, the Title 11's are to 
recommend 3 priorities schedule for water le- 
source projects and policies. preparc recornrnen- 
dations for carrying out the basinwide plan, and 
perform such follobt-up project feasibility studie:, 
as may be needed. 

These framework' studies and sub-basin plans 
are intended to condition State and Federal water 
resource agency operations in several different 
ways. They will provide budget estimates of basin 
water resource development costs over a 10-to- 
25-year period which will assist states and the 
Federal government in determining priorities. 
They will furnish initial information as to the 
major programs and facilities that need to be 
carried out in the region, and proposals that are 
contrary to basin policies and objectives will re- 
quire justification to the executive branches of 
the State and Federal levels and the legislatures. 
Finally, they will provide the basis for recomen- 
dations to change the pattern of governmental 
responsibility for water resource development 
within the region. 

The Water Resources Council is authorized 
to review plans submitted by the Title I 1  river 
basin commissions, and add recommendations 
regarding their implementation. The plan, to- 
gether with the WRC's recommendations, then 
is forwarded to the governors of the States of the 
comn!ission and to the White House. The Presi- 
dent then may use the plan as the basis for re- 
view of water resource project budgets submitted 
by Federal agencies and transmit to the Congress 
his recommendations for authorization of Federal 
projects. 

The 1958 Corps of Engineers plan for the Dela- 
ware River Basin has served as the basic source for 
the DRBC's comprehensive water resource pian- 
ning operations. All projects having a substan- 
tial effect on the water resources of the region are 
reviewed by the comn~ission as to conformance 
with the plan. The plan is maintained. or kept up- 
to-date, through the conditions by which DRBC 
grants approval for a water resource project or 
policy. These resolutions, which may be state- 
ments of policy, criteria and standards, are quasi- 
regulatory, in effect, in that they are binding on 
all Federal, State arid local agencies. Upon ap- 
proval, a water resource project then becomes a 
part of the plan. At the present time, the com- 
mission is considering updating and codifying the 
comprehensive plan. 

Program and operational activities are a vital 
factor in shaping the character of each commis- 
sion's planning function. With the Title II's, 
there is little to be said since planning and co- 
ordination are their basic mandated concerns. 
The one exception to this is the New England 
River Basins Commission (NERBC) since it does 
not have responsibility for a framework study (its 



seven States are included in a framework study 
for the whole North Atlantic Region). Thus, by 
not having to spend a considerable amount of time 
managing their framework study responsibilities, 
the NERBC has %ended to focus its efforts more on 
the development of regional water resource poli- 
cies. It has served its member States by sponsoring 
regional approaches to power plant siting, small 
dam management, and flood plain regulation. 

The DRBC is the only basin-wide, multi-pur- 
pose water resource management agency within 
its river basin. With its management and regula- 
tory authority, the commission's comprehensive 
plan is implemented by adoption of water quality 
standards applying to all jurisdictions in the basin, 
control over water diversions, and project review. 
Recently the commission has begun to utilize its 
powers and influence in matters of secondary juris- 
diction: recreation, watershed and flood plain 
management, and hydroelectric power generation. 
In these areas, it has operated more in collabora- 
tion with other interested Federal and ,State agen- 
cies to move toward objectives called for in the 
comprehensive plan. Some question exists 
whether the DRBC is authorized to construct and 
operate water resource facilities, or whether it 
must depend on existing Federal and State agen- 
cies to perform this task. In several instances, 
State or Federal action did not occur immediately 
thereby delaying an important phase of the com- 
prehensive plan. The DRBC can act much more 
directly, however, in matters of water quality and 
environmental control. Enforcement of its regu- 
latory standards have upgraded waste treatment 
and restricted industrial expansion along the river. 

The Title V commissions' regional action pro- 
grams are reflected primarily in State grants for 
planning assistance, technical assistance, and 
supplemental purposes. Each of these tools has 
certain limits imposed by the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act, funding levels, the 
Department of Commerce, and/or commission 
policy. In the funding of planning assistance for 
State members, the commissions can exercise 
the greatest discretion, and they are attempting 
to build systematically the linkages between re- 
gional and State developmental planning efforts. 
Technical assistance grants, representing about 
one-fourth of the commissions' total outlays, may 
be used for planning, investigation, studies, train- 
ing programs and demonstration projects. The 
supplemental grant program potentially is an un- 
usual mechanism for giving recipient jurisdictions 
greater access to regular Federal grants for de- 

velopmental purposes and for implementing re- 
gional planning priorities. As it works out in the 
Title V's, the funds may only be used to sup- 
plement deficient State or local matching under 
specified Federal grants for which the jurisdic- 
tion is ordinarily eligible. Moreover, the supple- 
mental may not hike the Federal participation above 
80 percent and supplemental grant proposals must 
be advanced by State members. These factors com- 
bine to place the commissions in a reactive role and 
in the position of making supplemental grant deci- 
sions quite late in the process. Their range of choices 
is circumscribed since they must select only those 
projects initiated and approved by the relevant 
Federal and State agencies. 

ARC possesses a broader mix of developmental 
tools, including all of the above as well as the cluster 
of ten separate categorical grants and a program 
of assistance for local development districts. These 
combine to give the commissions greater leverage 
vis-a-vis State and Federal agencies. Because of 
the relatively large amount of money authorized for 
highway expenditures and regional access needs 
there has been a heavy stress on this program as- 
pect, although "people related" efforts have re- 
ceived more emphasis in recent years. Unlike the 
Title V's with their tendency to allocate funds on 
an equal State share basis, its development of 
State allocational formulae for the categorical and 
supplemental grants and its greater emphasis on 
growth centers, A R C  has been able to use more 
objective critieria to differentiate among mem- 
ber States in the allocation of grant funds. 

This record has generated considerable debate 
over a basic and overriding planning issue: 
whether the regional planning function of the 
federally-sponsored multistate commissions serves 
any useful purpose as these instrumentalities do not 
have the requisite direct authority for the im- 
plementation of their planning responsibilities. 
Those taking the negative side of this question 
base their case on four arguments: ( I )  since the 
planning effort must be shared with Federal and 
State agencies, except for DRBC, the accounta- 
bility and authority in the planning process is 
blurred; (2) the planning jurisdiction of all types 
of commissions, save for DRBC, has not been ex- 
tended over other related functional areas having 
a significant impact on their own responsibilities; 
(3) these commissions, again with DRBC's excep- 
tion, have a comparitively small share of the 
water resource and economic development plan- 
ning funds in their regions; and (4) as comparative- 
ly small agencies, most can hardly be expected to 





important planning and programing areas. It is 
argued that DRBC's practice of including water 
resource projects within the plan as they are ap- 
proved-over 1,000 projects have been included to 
date--has altered the original document to the 
extent that it is now a collection of project endorse- 
ments, policy statements, and regulations. More- 
over, some authorities feel that the comprehen- 
sive plan should be extended to give increased 
emphasis to planning for flood plains, marshes and 
other wetlands and, most importantly, policies 
for allocation of water for use, consumption, 
and waste assimilation. . - 

To sum up, those supporting these arguments are 
not "anti-planning." Rather, they question the utility 
of planning performed by the Federally sponsored 
regional mechanisms that primarily must depend 
upon the power of persuasion for implementation 
of their objectives. The Title I1 commissions, Title 
V commissions and, to the lesser extent, the 
Appalachian Regional Commission simply lack 
the tools or the implementation authority to 
guide Federal and State decision making in 
these regional matters. 

Many persons, however, do not see such a 
dark picture in the record of Federal-multistate 
regional commission planning efforts. They con- 
tend that given the fact this country has no regional 
development policy as such, evaluating the planning 
role of these commissions is fraught with difficul- 
ties. Nevertheless, they feel that their record to 
date opens promising new possibilities for dealing 
more rationally with complex intergovernmental 
problems. 

Regional commissions, they feel, can serve as an 
intergovernmental institutional arrangement that 
brings together all levels of government in a 
regional planning and program management 
framework. The importance of the Appalachian 
experience, according to this view, can not be over- 
looked. Among the federally sponsored multistate 
commissions, only ARC has the capacity to meld 
planning responsibilities to program administra- 
tion and grant assistance allocation decisions. Its 
mandate, structure and operational pattern, they 
explain, has enabled ~t to sort out the cast of char- 
acters-Federal, State and local agencies, and the 
private sector-for implementation of plans. And 
probably most important, the planning function is 
tied to Federal assistance dollars, without which, 
as even the most ardent admiriers of Appalachia 
admit, the commission's effectiveness would be 
limited severly. 

Overlooked by many critics is ARC'S unique op- 

erational system for linking joint Federal-State 
plans and policies and program administration. 
This factor, it is contended, is what makes the dif- 
ference between the relatively weak planning ac- 
complishments of the other regional development 
commissions and that of Appalachia. Representa- 
tives of both Federal and State levels jointly share 
the regional planning responsibility and decisions 
regarding financing for implementation. The 
governors, in turn, within their own States are 
provided significant program planning, manage- 
ment, and coordination capacity. This is a key 
feature in relating State plans to regionwide goals 
and objectives. Appalachia's mandate to encourage 
local development districts and the provision of finan- 
cial support for them provides the basis for local 
government participation in the regional program. 
Thus, it is argued, ARC has laid the groundwork 
for a truly intergovernmental planning system 
that has evolved from pragmatic experience. It 
has developed strong planning linkages wtth cer- 
tain Federal line agencies and the States through 
the leverage of special Appalachian program and 
supplemental funds. It has shown that regional 
policies can be implemented by making a differen- 
tial allocation of its funding resources in accord 
with growth priorities. In short, it has demonstrated 
that given approprite fiscal and program tools, 
regional planning can become more than an 
academic exercise and that regulatory powers, 
such as those of DRBC, are not essential to im- 
plementing regional plans. 

Some persons feel - that critics of the Title I 1  
planning programs have tended to overlook the 
difficult problems confronted by these regional 
commissions. Their level of funding and staffing, 
their very broad planning mandate, their prob- 
lems of defining the scope and content of planning 
responsibilities, their difficulty in reconciling 
conflicting Federal agency views on water re- 
source management, and their awkward repre- 
sentational composition, all have to be considered 
in arriving at a fair assessment. The Title 11's have 
performed well, it is contended, in spite of all 
these hurdles. The planning information exchange 
among Federal and State water resouce agencies, 
for example, is working well and most have identi- 
fied certain basin-wide problems that have served 
as a focus for Federal, State and local planning 
activities. If given time, supporters contend that the 
Title 14's will begin to address specific project 
planning problems, especially those that are 
Federal and Federally assisted. 

The DRBC planning process, in the opinion of 



some persons, provides the best example among 
the Federal-multistate commissions of the proper 
mix of planning and program implementation. 
It has demonstrated that a basin-wide water 
resources plan can be implemented, that regional 
solutions can be proposed and adopted that prob- 
ably would not have been developed by the Federal 
or State governments alone, and that State and 
Federal planning interests within the region 
can be protected. The fact that DRBC has used 
the Corps of Engineers study as its base plan 
and has revised and supplemented that plan 
through its approval of specific policies and 
projects, it is contended, represents an effective 
on-going planning process and early implemen- 
tation in accordance with regional objectives. 

Regional Commission Financing 

Evaluation of the fiscal support levels and 
methods used by the Title V Regional Develop- 
ment Commissions and the Title I1 River Basin 
Commissions convince many observers that they 
are inadequate to meet stated goals. The ARC and 
DRBC have fared better, but some would still 
contend that even greater amounts of funds and 
more flexible financing methods are needed by 
these agencies. 

As the findings of this study indicate, total 
Federal expenditures for ARC programs over 
its first six yeais of life amounted to $1.3 billion, 
compared to a little more than $100 million 
for all of the Title V commissions. On a rough 
comparative basis, the per capita ratio of dollars 
per resident is about ten-to-one in favor of ARC. 
Some observers offer partial explanation of this 
disparity by noting the special highway needs 
of ARC and the fact that over the years such 
costs have represented upwards of 60 percent of 
total expenditures. They contend that regional 
access routes represented a unique and basic 
need to stimulate and bolster economic growth in 
the vast Appalachian region. Others argue that the 
substantial difference in outlays can not be justi- 
fied on the basis of highway costs since other 
regions have highway needs equally important 
to their development. Further evidence of dis- 
parity is found in comparing Title V and EDA 
funding levels. Since its creation, EDA has spent 
about $282 million in the areas included within 
the Title V regions, almost three times the total 
Federal expenditures through the regional com- 
missions. It can be argued that EDA funds in these 

areas also support economic development and 
therefore have an additive impact. The counter 
argument is that there is no connection between 
the programming of EDA and Title V expenditures 
with respect to target selection or priorites. There- 
fore any additive effect is minimal. 

Another factor pointed to in the ARC-Title V 
funding comparisons is that about 60 percent of 
Title V expenditures take the form of supplemen- 
tal grants. As was previously pointed out, these 
commissions, at best, have only second-hand con- 
trol over the purposes for which such funds are ex- 
pended, and they do not control the scheduling of 
supplemental grant projects. Thus, in some critics' 
view, the impact of these funds for supporting 
economic development objectives on a priority 
basis is diluted. 

Comparatively then, according to many observ- 
ers, the level of funding of the Title V commis- 
sins is extremely low and the primary funding 
mechanism is not responsive either to the need for 
targeting expenditures or for a lever to induce the 
flow of other Federal and State funds for develop- 
mental purposes. ARC, they contend, is in much 
better shape with its relatively greater and more 
fkexible funding. Proponents of a higher level of 
spending contend that expenditures per capita for 
Title V commissions, collectively, should be raised 
at least to the level which ARC now enjoys. 

Those who defend the present level of Title V 
spending argue that it is too early to invest large 
sums of money in these experimental develop- 
ment programs. After all, they contend, these 
commissions were created without any prior plan- 
ning on the part of the States, and the creation 
and staffing processes were not fully completed, 
in the case of some commissions, until mid-1967. 
In addition, they point out, an important task in 
the mandates of the commissions was to prepare a 
regional comprehensive plan for submittal to the 
President-a task which, as of January 1972, has 
been completed by only two of the five commis- 
sions. Given these factors, especially the absence of 
an approved comprehensive regional plan, the 
expenditure of vastly increased sums would be 
prematare to say the least. In further defense of 
present spending levels, some observers cite the 
fact that additional funds were provided the Title 
V commissions by amendments in 1967, which 
added the supplemental grant program, and in 
1969 by amendments which gave the commissions 
increased discretion in the use of supplemental 
funds. In the view of these observers, this re- 
sponse on the part of the Federal government to 



the needs of the commissions is quite adequate at 
this point in time, especially in view of the meager 
State financial input to the programs. Moreover, 
granting to the Title V's anything like the ARC 
types of categorical program funding would badly 
disrupt the regular Federal assistance programs 
and money flows to an additional 17 States. They 
argue that the whole pattern of Federal-State 
programmatic and fiscal relationships would be 
distorted by such action. 

The present level of funding of the Title I1 
River Basin Commissions, many authorities 
argue, has been extremely low, even for the re- 
stricted functions they now perform. Some 
critics favor substantial increases in funding so 
these commjssions can strengthen their own 
staffs in order to assume the lead role in water 
resources planning within their respective 
basins. Some contend that funds available under 
Title I11 of the Water Resources Planning Act for 
State water resource planning assistance should 
be administered directly by the Title I1 com- 
missions. This could enhance their budgetary 
position and increase their power. 

On the opposite side of this argument are 
those who agree that the Title I1 commissions' 
mandate is limited, but urge that the limitation 
is appropriate. There are many varied interests 
involved in water resources planning, some which 
are only beginning to emerge. Accordingly, plan- 
ning activities should be slow and deliberate so 
that all interests can be delt with and contending 
issues successfully resolved. The need for a 
deliberate pace is thus reflected in the mandate, 
the requirement for first round framework studies, 
the interagency staffing for plan development, 
and the modest funding level. Also, it is pointed 
out, while there have been a few requests for addi- 
tional funds for specific projects, the Title 11's have 
not asked for substantial increases to either 
strengthen or accelerate the whole planning pro- 
cess. As a matter of fact, some observers contend 
that the Title 11's have not always succeeded in 
spending available funds. 

The DRBC is viewed by most as having a firm 
financial base and a reasonable level of funding. 
About 25 percent of its 1970 budget of $1.2 million 
came from Federal sources and the remainder 
was divided among the member States. Critics 
who press for DRBC to assume a more active role 

P 
in financing and operating water resource facili- 
ties cite the need for expanded funding including 
the utilization of revenue bond financing. These 
observers note the unprecedented September 

1971 action of DRBC to use its own bonding au- 
thority, subject to legal clearance by the Attorney 
General, for construction of a regional sewage 
plant as evidence of the need for expanded fund- 
ing authority. 

The pattern and extent of non-Federal sharing 
in the financing of regional commissions' programs 
is also an issue to be considered. This question 
relates primarily to the economic development 
commissions since DRBC has substantial State 
support and the States carry about half the cost 
of the Title 11's river basin planning programs. 
Critics of economic development commission 
financing patterns contend that one reason for the 
limited effectiveness of these programs, especial- 
ly the Title V's is the failure of States to share ade- 
quately the program costs. They point out that 
even in ARC, where there is a better non-Federal 
financing response, the level of such support by the 
States is meager. They minimize the fact that in 
the ARC highway programs, State contributions 
have averaged about 46 percent, substantially 
higher than the 30 percent State support required, 
by pointing out that State monies for highway 
purposes are usually more available because, in 
many States, they come from earmarked funds. 
Moreover, they note that all States likely would 
be willing to spend more funds to match addi- 
tional Federal dollars for highway purposes, 
regardless of whether the pertinent Federal 
grants were controlled by ARC or the Depart- 
ment of Transportation. In the non-highway pro- 
grams, the record of State participation is unim- 
pressive. The data from ARC indicate that while 
47 percent of the cost of such programs comes 
from non-Federal sources, only 14 percent is from 
:he States. The remaining 33 percent is from local 
sources. 

Others who defend ARC'S highway funding 
support performance point out that these costs 
are over and above the normal highway ex- 
penditures for ARC States. The fact that these 
States provided a larger financial input than re- 
quired is evidence of their substantial commit- 
ment to the regional program and the need for 
better access routes as a prime factor in economic 
development. Furthermore, in the eyes of these 
observers, the ARC States' extra highway support 
effort explains in part the more modest fiscal sup- 
port performance of these States for non-highway 
programs, even though it is improving. 

The State and local fiscal record -among the 
Title V comm~ssions is even less impressive in 
the view of many critics. Technical assistance 



grants administered by the commissions do not 
require any kind of matching, and it is reported 
that non-Federal support rarely, if ever, is pro- 
vided. Supplemental grants, which represent 
about 60 percent of total Title V expenditures do, 
of course, require matching since the statute expres- 
sly provides that the Federal share may not ex- 
ceed 80 percent of total project cost. For the three- 
year period, 1968- 1970, the total non-Federal 
matching of supplemental grant funds adminis- 
tered by all Title V commissions was $1 16.3 
million, or about 48 percent of total project costs. 
The range represented by non-Federal contribu- 
tions was from 34 percent in the Ozarks Regional 
Commission to 62 percent in the New England 
Regional Commission. It must be kept in mind, 
however, that most of the non-Federal matching 
of supplemental grant funds comes from local 
jurisdictions, not the States. 

The general counter arguments are that these 
States and localities are, by definition, part of a 
depressed region and that, on balance, the States, 
particularly in the ARC region, have really done 
quite well to provide the indicated level of support. 
With respect to the Title V's, the level of Federal 
financial support is so minuscule that neither the 
States' interest nor their financial support is really 
induced. Uncertainty as to the continued existance 
of Title V commissions and the need to provide 
non-Federal matching funds for projects spon- 
sored by the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration also serve to depress State financial sup- 
port of Title V development projects. All pro- 
ponents would agree, however, that an effective 
intergovernmental program for economic develop- 
ment requires the significant, proportional finan- 
cial support of all partners in the federal system. 

The overall financing system under which 
regional commissions operate also has been com- 
mented on by various critics. Again this relates 
almost exclusively to the economic development 
commissions and their more varied financing 
structure. The better model, in the view of most 
observers, is that provided by ARC. Direct alloca- 
tion of funds by the President to the ARC for the 
ten categorical programs closely related to eco- 
nomic development represents a modified block 
grant system which gives to the commission a 
basis for leverage and a powerful fiscal tool. 
Granting permission for a State within the 
region to trade off Federal dollars allocated for 
certain programs in exchange for funds in a 
program category with a higher priority on that 
State's agenda adds a degree of flexibility. It all 

adds up to a range of programs and financing 
mechanisms which also should be provided for 
the Title V's these observers contend. 

Others suggest that the need is to make the 
funding system even more flexible, giving more 
discretion and power to the regional commission. 
They propose that Congress designate specific 
program areas in accordance with the develop- 
mental circumstances and objectives in each 
region, and that it appropriate a single block 
grant for each region. The regional commission 
would then have authority to allocate among 
the specified program areas the amount to be 
expended for each. It thus would have a method 
of linking programs and regional priorities and 
a device for influencing the flow of other Federal 
funds toward program goals. 

Still others feel that such a revised and expanded 
financing approach would be a drastic and in- 
appropriate change in light of the record to date. 
They prefer regional programs of lower visibility 
on the grounds that there are various effective 
institutional and progammatic means of re- 
sponding to the problems of economic and water 
resources development. Moreover, the present 
programs do and should continue to compete 
with other Federal and State efforts in these 
functional areas. Multistate ,regionalism, they 
contend, is not a panacea. It is an experiment 
sponsored by the Federal government and the 
States for dealing with specific problems. Both 
levels should support the experiment with an 
appropriately limited commitment, and they 
should retain their options to engage in or develop 
other supplementary or more effective means of 
achieving economic and water resources develop- 
ment. 

The Boundary Issues 

The general question of geographic coverage of 
Federal multistate regional commissions raises 
a set of interrelated sub-questions and issues. 
Should regional boundaries encompass whole 
States, or parts of States, or combinations of 
both'? What are the considerations involved in 
determining boundaries on a functional basis- 
hydrologic in the case of river basin commissions 
or demographic and geo-economic in the case 
of the economic development commissions-or 
against using political or jurisdictional boundaries? 
What effect, i f  any, does the location of a boun- 
dary line have on the role and involvement of the 



governor in regional matters and on State program 
operations? 

The boundaries of the 18 river basin regions cov- 
ering the nation were determined in 1962 on the 
basis of hydrologic criteria. The jurisdiction of the 
river basin planning commissions created under 
Title I1 of the Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965 conforms to these boundaries in the five desig- 
nated areas. The areas included within the DRBC 
and SRBC are defined in their respective com- 
pacts as the drainage basins of the Delaware and 
Susquehanna Kivers. Of the present six economic 
development commissions, only one, the New Eng- 
land Regional Commission, includes only whole 
States within its designated regional boundaries. 
This configuration of whole and partial States is 
also prescribed by legislation. The Appalachian 
Regional Development Act identifies by name the 
counties in the member States to be included in 
the region. Factors on which the selection of these 
jurisdictions was based included both economic 
conditions within the area as well as local, State 
and national political considerations. Some say that 
the latter were at least as important as the economic 
factors. Title V of the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965, on the other hand, speci- 
fies the criteria of economic lag and underdevelop- 
ment that must be considered in establishing such 
regions and authorizes the Secretary of Commerce 
to designate the boundaries. Essentially, then, the 
boundaries of these Federal-mult~state regional 
instrumentalities are functionally defined, and are 
either directly ident~fied or determined by certain 
criteria contained in the enabling legislation. 

A number of arguments are advanced for the in-  
clusion of whole States in the economic develop- 
ment commissions' regions. One has to do with the 
role and involvement of the governor in the regional 
commiss~ons. The underlying strategy in establish- 
ing a regional institutional mechanism, it is argued, 
is to capture and coordinate the joint efforts of top 
executives from the Federal and State levels to 
develop new policies, plans, and programs to meet 
regional needs. The governor's active involvement, 
therefore, is vital in maklng the multistate regional 
device fully effective. 

The problem, according to some observers, is that 
it is difficult to attract and hold the continuing in- 
terest and participation of the governor if the area 
included is substantially less than the ent~re State. 
They point out that governors are busy executives 
who must reserve their rime and energy for mat- 
ters having morc statewde mpact.  If governors 
spend a disproportior~ate amount csf t m e  on iocai- 

ized problems affecting only a portion of the State 
and its population, they would be derelict in their 
duties. Moreover, the regional economic develop- 
ment programs focus primarily on the rural, under- 
developed sections of the States, whereas the 
governor's political and administrative concerns 
are attracted to the "here and now" competing prob- 
lems found in the State's urban areas. Some also 
argue that it is unrealistic, and perhaps unwise, to 
insist on the continuing personal involvement of 
governors in multistate regional affairs. These per- 
sons feel that it is more desirable that governors should 
appoint full-time alternatives and a States' regional 
representative and delegate to them authority to 
participate in regional policy making. And such, of 
course, has been the case with the role of some 
governors in the affairs of certain commissions. 

The opposite view is expressed by many who feel 
that the present degree of gubernatorial involve- 
ment is not so much related to the whole State-part 
State issue as it is to other factors. They claim, first 
of all, that many governors are involved to a signifi- 
cant degree. They cite ARC and DRBC as examples 
of agencies with a part-State configuation that have 
developed and retained a relatively high degree of 
gubernatorial interest and involvement. The imper- 
ative in capturing the governor's interest here they 
maintain, is not territory, but the amount of dollars, 
authority and influence at the commission's dis- 
posal. 

Another facet of the whole State-part State issue is 
the planning and program linkages between the 
regional commission and its States. Proponents of 
the whole State view cite the technical and opera- 
tional problems, especially in the economic develop- 
ment and water resources planning fields, in carry- 
ing out program planning for part of a State even 
though there may be comparable problems through- 
out the entire State. In this case, some maintain that 
regionally sponsored programs should be related to 
the State as a whole and that complex manage- 
ment problems emerge when only a portion of a 
State falls under a commission's jurisdiction. An- 
other problem occurs where the State planning func- 
tion is relatively immature. A regional development 
commission's efforts to assist here is somewhat 
thwarted by it:, restriction to problems in only a part 
of the State. The part State approach, some also 
believe, can cause problems where State appro- 
priations are being sought for its share of the regional 
commission's expenses. Developing a rationale for 
getting State legislative support is vulnerable 
when regionai programs are directed toward only 
a portion of the State. 



Part-State advocates, on the other hand, argue 
that the lagging and underdeveloped areas for 
decades have lacked the political clout to stimulate 
an adequate State response to meet their special 
needs. The special programmatic and territorial 
emphases represented in the regional economic 
developement programs have focused interest on 
their distressed areas that probably would not have 
been the case if  the whole State had been included 
within the commission's boundaries. 

The argument for the inclusion of parts of States 
in the river basin compact commissions, these ad- 
vocates point out, is based on the management and 
regulatory functions of these agencies. Their 
mandate to develop and control the water resources 
of a drainage basin dictates a hydrologically precise 
boundary determined by the fall line of waters 
which flow into and through the basin. Political 
boundaries rarely follow such demarcation so that 
the inclusion of parts of States as well as local juris- 
dictions is inevitable. Moreover, in the case of 
DRBC, and thus far in the establishment of SRBC, 
the use of boundaries which include parts of the 
States involved has not represented a problem. 

With the Title II's, some maintain that effective 
regional efforts can only be achieved if the overall 
water resources planning of member States isstrength- 
ened and related to the multistate undertaking. 
There is a need for closer working relationships 
between a hydrologically determined river basin 
commission and State jurisdictions within such 
regions, they assert. After all, the State, not just a 
portion thereof, is the prime implementing juris- 
diction for its own comprehensive development 
plans, and, more important, it has significant plan- 
ning and regulatory control over water users. 
One method proposed for advancing a closer work- 
ing relationship between the Title 11's and the 
States, they point out, is by the designation of 
subregional areas, which when grouped in con- 
tiguous patterns conform as nearly as possible to 
State boundaries. This approach is best illustrated 
by the New England Water Basin Commission where 
the emerging reconciliation of the hydrologic-political 
boundary issue may permit a possible speed-up in 
moving to the development of more specific sub- 
regional plans and management systems. 

Finally, others feel that the whole State-part State 
question should be resolved, not by establishing hard 
and fast criteria, but through negotiation with each 
of the States involved. They contend that there 
are basic difficulties in setting objective boundary 
criteria, at least for economic deveioprnent programs, 
which have a broad. pervasive impact beyond the 

region. Mo.reover, these observers feel that the 
determination of regional boundaries has political 
and strategic significance. Hence the States involved 
should be granted a major role in determining on a 
continuing basis whether to include all or only part 
of its territory within the region. 

Impact and Viability of 
Regional Programs 

The last issue raised by the record, the impact of 
regional programs, is probably the most difficult one 
on which to make definitive judgements. None of the 
Federal-multistate instrumentalities has existed for 
more than ten years and most of them were auth- 
orized only six years ago. Some persons, as a conse- 
quence, contend it is too early to draw meaningful 
conclusions about either the effectiveness or efficien- 
cy of these regional water resources and economic 
development programs, especially those that have 
been operational for only two or three years. Ques- 
tions of fiscal adequacy also introduce elements of 
uncertainty. The absence of reliable indices to 
measure program impact, the fact that "criteria of 
success" for specific programs and projects are not 
precisely spelled out by the commissions or con- 
tained within their authorizing legislation, and the 
difficulty of tracing a direct line of cause and effect 
between programs of other public and private 
agencies, either singly or in combination, and those 
of the regional commissions indicate some of the 
problems of coming to grips with program assess- 
ment. To put all this more directly--what would 
have happened had the commissions not been es- 
tablished? 

Those supporting the Title 11's view as the pri- 
mary purpose of the program the creation of a re- 
gional perspective towards multistate water re- 
source management. They point out that a pattern 
of Federal-multistate river basin collaboration has 
been established as a result of the efforts of these 
commissions and they note that this kind of rela- 
tionship did not prevail with the old Federal inter- 
agency river basin committees. Since the basic func- 
tion of the river basin commissions is preparation of 
planning goals, it is premature, they claim, to make 
judgments until each commission has completed 
its framework plan. Such determinations should be 
held in abeyance, they urge, until these commis- 
sions complete preparation of the much more de- 
tailed Type I 1  subregional plans which will be much 
more directly linked to Federally-assisted water 
resource projects. While no approval powers have 



been granted to Title I1 commissions over such 
development projects, these proponents argue that 
proposals which conflict with regional plans and 
objectives would be closely scrutinized by the Con- 
gress and States before construction monies were 
appropriated. For this reason sponsoring agencies 
would be reluctant to propose such projects. The 
basic nature of the Title 11's impact then has been to 
modify the ongoing, more narrowly focused, Federal 
and State water resource agency programs by in- 
volving them in the formulation of regional studies 
and plans. Once consensus is reached on the frame- 
work plan and on the more detailed subregional 
planning and project studies, supporters of these 
commissions feel that agencies would not under- 
take water resource operational programs incon- 
sistent with a regional plan which they helped to 
prepare. 

Other critics are skeptical about the accomplish- 
ments of the Title 11's. They see no framework plan 
completed by a commission. They note the delays 
sought by some to finish this first phase effort. They 
note the delays sought by some to finish this first 
phase effort. They view the consensus style of opera- 
tion as a least common denominator method of 
achieving agreement as well as a guise for Federal 
domination in many instances. They remain 
skeptical about the long-run prospects of the Title 
11's being able to implement any of their plans. 
What cooperation now exists can best be described 
as a product of vague planning efforts and an even 
more vague decision-making process. Determina- 
tion of the impact of Title 11 programs at  this 
point in time, they stress, would be a super- 
ficial exercise. Nor does the linkage between the 
Title 11's and the Water Resources Council pro- 
vide a strengthening factor for these commis- 
sions. WRC,  after all, at the present time is not 
much more than a Federal interdepartmental 
coordinating committee with limited powers, as 
witnessed by its delay in reaching agreement on 
guidelines for the Title 1 1  planning program. 
The true test will come when the commissions 
move into the more detailed Type 11 regional 
plans which will deal more directly with 
Federal and Federally-assisted water projects. 

The question of how to realistically and objective- 
ly assess the impact of the economic development 
commission programs is in itself a controversial 
issue. T o  pass judgment on whether they are doing 
a good or poor job assumes that one knows the an- 
swers to: What is optimal economic development? 
How can it be achieved? Who should make it hap- 
pen'? 

The nature and causes of continuing unsatisfactory 
levels of unemployment in distressed areas, accord- 
ing to one view, is attributable to one or a com- 
bination of the following factors: obsolescence of 
key industry; undeveloped labor skills; and the failure 
of subsistence farming as a viable economic ac- 
tivity. All of these are ingredients of structural un- 
employment. Remedial action then should consist 
of  programs to stimulate industrial development and 
training for these distressed areas. 

Another view, however, blames deficiencies in 
overall demand. Here, emphasis for remedial ac- 
tion tends to favor fiscal and monetary policies 
to insure higher levels of national performance. 
This approach would insure sufficient levels of 
national performance. This approach would in- 
sure sufficient levels of total demand to create op- 
portunities for the unemployed but not neces- 
sarily achieve regional economic parity. The Appala- 
chian Regional Development Act and the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act, in effect, 
do  not recognize either of these broad theories of 
economic development, but combine elements of 
both points of view. Both acts recognize that higher 
levels of national performance are essential for 
regional development, but also reflect the fact 
that the distribution of national economic growth 
will not meet the needs of all areas. Improvement 
thus depends on programs that recognize the spe- 
cial needs of all areas. Improvement thus depends 
on programs that recognize the special problems 
of each region. This, of course, suggests the basic 
relationship of these regional programs to the 
whole issue of a national growth policy, which will 
be discussed later. 

Economic development program strategies are 
also contentious issues. ARC'S and the Title V's 
policy of growth inducements in part are based on 
the theory that public investments can stimulate 
private capital investment. By making careful public 
investments in infrastructure and public facilities, 
attractive alternatives would be created for the 
private sector to consider in arriving at  locational 
decisions, and this would enhance employment op- 
portunities. Some authorities question applying this 
"developing countries" approach to Appalachia and 
other distressed regions. Such a strategy may be 
effective in a more primitive, underdeveloped coun- 
try, but in this nation, they argue, mobility of capi- 
tal is not limited and competitive alternatives are  
too varied and numerous for economic development 
to respond to, or be controlled by, marginal public 
investment inputs. 

These foregoing conflicting theories of regional 



economies and their disagreement on how to 
achieve basic goals, suggest some of the difficul- 
ties involved in agreeing on indices of measure- 
ment. Other observers feel more effort should be 
placed both on econometric and cost-benefit ratio 
studies in assessing overall regional water resource 
and economic development programs, and on other 
social science techniques of measuring impact in 
well-defined demonstration areas or projects. 
Some, however, view this assignment as an impos- 
sible task at the present time and, as with most 
domestic programs, no comprehensive evaluation 
process was established at the outset of the regional 
programs. Also, suitable data sources have been 
hard to come by since no other agency collects ade- 
quate information on a multistate regional basis con- 
forming to the commissions' juristictional boun- 
daries. For each regional entity to undertake its own 
data collection system requires an expenditure that 
all felt they could not afford. Thus, these questions 
relating to the state of the art-what program effects 
are sought and how they are measured-describe the 
impediments to realistic evaluation. It is also con- 
tended that many of the projects, particularly those in 
the economic development field, have intangible 
and long term effects that can not yet be determined. 
While it is possible to analyze changes in a regional 
economy in relation to national trends, it is argued 
that this is playing a numbers game and the results 
describing impact and overall changes in the region 
can be misleading. The ARC, for example, can not 
claim its programs are the sole cause for the improve- 
ment of the social, economic, and physical develop- 
ment of the lives of the people in the region. Changes 
in the national economy also influence the region's 
development. Until satisfactory techniques where- 
by exernal as well as internal factors can be quanti- 
tatively measured, this problem of impact assess- 
ment will persist. 

Supporters of the regional concept contend, 
however, that if it is too early to make judgments 
on specific program effectiveness, it is possible to 
make an evaluation of regional commissions as an 
experiment in Federal-State-local cooperation. Some 
commissions, particularly ARC, have reached the 
point where they have made substantial progress in 
determining which institutional and administrative 
devices offer genuine hope for solving regional prob- 
lems and which have limited value. 

In summary, the problems of assessing impact 
depend on judgments concerning whether it is too 
early to draw conclusions on program effectiveness, 
whether funding levels and statutory powers are 
adequate to carry out the commissions' mandates, 

I 

and whether data and reliable indices exist for 
measurement. Moreover, many observers take the 
view that it is nearly impossible to persuade any- 
one of the worth of regional commissions who does 
not believe that States and their governors should 
have a policy voice in the management of the rele- 
vant Federal programs. Some centralists feel this 
way, no matter how convincing a case can be made 
for a regional commission's program impact and 
efficiency. For the critics, the issue is primarily 
philosophical-one which rests on the views of both 
sides as to the appropriate roles of Federal, State, 
and local levels in planning, management, and 
administration of federally-assisted programs. 

STATUS QUO COVERAGE 
EXTENSION AND ABOLITION 

The issue of the extent to which the nation is to be 
covered geographically by multistate regional com- 
missions turns on how one judges the viability and 
effectiveness of existing commissions as demon- 
strated by their track record, the feasibility of 
achieving strengthening reforms and their effect on 
possible expansion, the question of unifunctional 
versus multi-purpose regional commissions, and 
the utilization of the regional commission concept 
for the implementation of national development 
and growth policies. 

Status Quo Position 

Those who advocate the status quo position for the 
economic development commissions feel that they 
are time-limited, experimental institutions to carry 
out a specific function of importance to the States 
and to the nation. As an innovative intergovern- 
mental instrumentality, they maintain that these 
commissions have worked fairly well, especially in 
the case of Appalachia. While conceding that some 
changes in program scope, mandate, structure, link- 
ages, and money flow could be made, these ob- 
servers contend that these regional programs still 
should be viewed as experimental. After all, the 
economic commissions have only begun to make a 
demonstrable impact on the problems of distressed 
areas and hence there is no hard evidence which sup- 
ports either termination of the experiment or trans- 
formation of the regional economic development 
commissions into a different mold. Moreover, some 
status quo defenders would not favor proposals for 
establishment of new Title V commissions-such as 



the Pacific Northwest (five States), the Upper Mis- 
souri (five States), and the Mid-South (four States)- 
arguing that more time is needed to test the existing 
mechanisms and that extension at  this time might 
involve merely the export of mistakes, not of a per- 
fected mechanism. 

The status quo question as it relates to the Title I1 
commissions is somewhat different matter, due to 
the nature of their enabling act. The intent of Cong- 
ress in the enactment of the Water Resources Plan- 
ning Act of 1965, accordmg to some, was to auth- 
orize the ultimate establishment of Title 11 com- 
missions in all areas of the nation. Water basin 
regions were established in 1962 and Congress as- 
sumed their existence in the provisions of the 1965 
Act. Some argue then that there is no live issue with 
respect to geographic coverage of the nation by 
Title I1 commissions. Nationwide coverage was al- 
ways intended, they claim, and the need for addi- 
tional joint Federal-multistate planning mechan- 
isms has only increased since 1965. 

On the other hand, some feel that it would be 
unwise at  the present time for the President to  
create and the Congress to fund Title I1 commis- 
sions in the other 13 river basin regions. Their 
position is similar to the status quo arguments 
relating to the economic development commissions: 
it is too early to make sound judgments regarding the 
impact of existing Title 11 activities on river basin 
planning and management; only one of these com- 
missions has a framework plan and this was com- 
pleted by a predecessor instrumentality; work on the 
more detailed Type I1 subregional plans is not 
underway; and the role of the Water Resources 
Council has yet to be clarified. The Title I1 concept, 
in other words, has yet to prove itself. 

Selective Extension 

Some defenders of the Federal-multistate com- 
pact status quo tend to stress the uniqueness of the 
DRBC and SRBC experiences and, while not hos- 
tile to its extension, warn that only special circum- 
stances will permit its adaptation elsewhere. 
These factors should include strong State initiative 
and support, probably smaller river basins, and 
prior testing and experimentation with other 
water resources coodinating mechanisms. Others 
adhering to this general viewpoint regarding DRBC 
and SRBC note that the latter's operational record 
is yet to be written and that the former's, while con- 
siderably longer and essentially favorable, is rooted 
in the unique intergovernmental history of the 
Delaware River Basin. 

Those favoring extension of the Title V and 
Title I1 multistate mechanisms to other appropriate 
regions, but not on a nationwide basis, divide into 
two groups. One favors transplanting certain exist- 
ing devices to other multistate areas indicating a 
need and desire for it. The other supports their 
extension to such areas, but only if the mechanisms 
and programs are reformed in light of their regiomal 
experience to date. 

The former group is represented by those senators, 
congressmen, and governors who have called for 
new development commissions in the Pacific North 
west, Upper Missouri, and Mid-South. Those sup- 
porting and urging Title I1 commissions for the Up- 
per Mississippi, Missouri, and Arkansas-White-Red 
basins also fall in this same group. The basic assump- 
tion of these "extenders" is that the Title V o r  Title 
I1 commission device and program, for the most part 
as it is constituted and opeating now, is needed in 
certain other regions or river basins assuming, of 
course, that the eligibility criteria set forth in the 
respective Acts are met and strong support is mani- 
fested by the States involved. Their proposals 
obviously involve larger overall appropriations for 
these two Federal-multistate programs, but little 
else by way of change is called for. Implicit in this 
position is the belief that the experience of the five 
regional development and five river basin commis- 
sions has been fairly good and merits duplication 
elsewhere. In short, these expansionists share many 
of the views of the status quo group as they relate 
to the record of the existing Title V's and Title 11's. 
If anything they are more willing than some of the 
latter to let the experiment go on. 

The other breed of limited expansionist is com- 
mitted to the idea that reform should precede fur- 
ther experimentation. These observers have made 
certain critical judgments about the Title V and 
I1 commissions and programs. They have found 
deficiencies in their respective legislative mandates, 
funding arragements, limited programming au- 
thority, Washington links, and the States' role The 
special problems of the composition of the Title 11's 
and the EDA dilemma facing the Title V's sometimes 
are included on their agenda for reform. In general, 
then, these "extenders" are also innovators and they 
feel that neither the existing nor the new commis- 
sions would be well served if the deficiencies they 
see in the record to date are ignored. 

The selective extension exponents treat DRBC and 
Appalachia differently than the Title 11's and Title 
V's. And with good reason! Both in a sense are mi 
generis. Both are restricted to a single re&' rlon or 
river basin. Establishment of the Susquehanna River 



Basin Compact, of course, suggests that DRBC can 
be replicated elsewhere. But many argue that the 
Federal-multistate compact approach can only be 
applied in a unique set of circumstances and that 
no broad approach even to selective extension makes 
any sense when it recognizes the primacy of such 
conditioning factors as vigorous State initiative, a 
small river basin serving a sizeable urban population, 
and a strongly expressed desire to move on the 
regulatory front. Others take a somewhat different 
position. They note the SRBC and the proposed 
Potomac compact and argue that while the Federal- 
multistate compact approach obviously must be 
handled on a selective basis, the opportun~ties for 
adapting it to varying river basin circumstances are 
more numerous than the standpatters are willing to 
admit. And some see in this device a first-rate, 
genuine intergovernmental alternative to the Title 
11's in those river basins that are really serious about 
water resources planning and management. 

Appalachia is still another variety of problem for 
the expansionists. Most concede that the program in 
toto is suitable for export. But some see in its record 
a model for the Title V's to emulate, especially the 
newly proposed ones. Moreover, those who advocate 
reform of the Title V's before their extension else- 
where frequently harken to the ARC case study for 
many of the specific planks in their agenda for 
change. 

Coast-to-Coast Coverage 

The issue of coast-to-coast coverage of the nation 
with multistate regional instrumentalities turns on 
several controversial points: the need to build on the 
base established by the Federal Regional Councils; 
the need to avoid proliferation of a variety of basi- 
cally unifunctional regional commissions; and the 
need to implement through a regional mechanism a 
national growth policy. In short, proponents of the 
wall-to-wall view would argue for a national regional 
system which would capitalize on the record to date, 
rationalize and improve the various mechanisms 
used in that experience, and focus on the potentiality 
of some new and unified Federal-multistate strategy 
to deal with emerging national problems. 

One category of the coast-to-coast protagonists 
focuses on the recently established Federal regional 
councils. They emphasize that no regional endeavor 
will succeed that ignores the easy access, the uni- 
form Federal agencq boundaries. the common head- 
quarters sites, the potential joint Federal agency 
regional thrust, and the real decentralization oppor- 

tunities that the restructured Federal regions with 
their regional councils afford. By building on this 
base, they point out the boundary question is largely 
circumvented, the liaison difficulties with pertinent 
Federal agencies are resolved, and proliferating 
unifunctional multistate agencies are curbed. 

In terms of specifics, one group holds that a new 
Federal multistate instrumentality, composed of 
members of the regional councils, the pertinent 
governors, perhaps a member of the Domestic Coun- 
cil, as well as some local representation should be 
authorized for each Federal region. This body ulti- 
mately should serve as the vehicle for all Federal- 
multistate efforts in these areas and existing pro- 
grams would be phased out or folded into the multi- 
purpose program of the new regional commissions: 
This strategy, it is argued, avoids the administrative, 
jurisdictional, and intergovernmental problems of 
numerous overlapping essentially single-purpose 
regional instrumentalities operating in the same 
area. Moreover, some contend that any other ap- 
proach undercuts the decentralization efforts of the 
national government as they are reflected in the 
reorganized Federal regions and in the regional 
councils. 

Some critics emphasize that this reorganization 
and the interagency councils are merely Federal 
administrative matters and have no necessary bear- 
ing on Federal-multistate efforts. Some emphasize 
that the existence of the councils is no  argument for 
doing away with the present commissions, and that 
any new instrumentality oriented to the councils 
would not be an adequate substitute for these instru- 
mentalities. Other critics stress that the councils have 
yet to prove themselves as mechanisms for inter- 
agency coordination in the field, for better liaison 
within the States and localities, and for the improve- 
ment of the Federal delivery system. Still others 
contend that the boundaries of the Federal regions 
do not conform to various regional needs and prob- 
lems and that any ordering of Federal-multistate 
efforts along these lines would be artificial, dysfunc- 
tional, and essentially arbitrary. The focus on ad- 
ministrative neatness here, some contend. leaves the 
issue of what the new regional intergovernmental 
bodies actually are suppoied to do pretty much in 
the dark. 

Positive actions of support for the regional com- 
mission device, however, serve to activate the con- 
cern of observers who fear negative results from a 
proliferation of these agencies. They point out that 
at present 41 of the States are involved with one or 
more economic development or river basin comrnis- 
sions. A total of 22 States are included within two or 



more such agencies: one State (New York) is involved 
with six. Thus formal and informal requests which 
have been made to establish six additional regional 
commissions, three Title V's and three Title II's, 
would raise the number of States included in one 
or more such agencies to 45. Add to this the transpor- 
tation regions proposed by Senator Magnuson's bill 
(S  2279, 92nd Congress) and the possible use of 
interstate or multistate agencies to plan for the 
coastal and estuarine zones, and the complexities 
multiply. 

These observers view this emerging pattern of 
Federal-State and interstate relations as being 
affected adversely by this overlapping maze of 
single purpose agencies. They contend that re- 
gional and areawide problems can not be solved by 
this piecemeal, institutional approach undertaken on 
an ad hoc basis. Development problems-whether 
they are economic or water resource oriented-are 
interrelated, and they cannot be solved by unifunc- 
tional approaches, each of which produces its own 
protective bureaucracy as the first order of business. 
Furthe:more, these bureaucracies and their func- 
tional specialists increasingly tend to isolate general 
purpose governments and chief executives from a 
valid policy and decision-making role in these 
matters. Meaningful coordination of these separate 
regional programs is as impossible to achieve as it is 
to reconcile the diverse regional boundaries, either 
with each other, or with States included wholly or 
partially within the regions. 

Thus, as these observers see it, the solution is to 
either abolish the regional commissions or to consoli- 
date them in a common framework; one which is 
either functionally oriented toward broad develop- 
mental goals, or one which is institutionally oriented 
and designed as the central focus of all intergovern- 
mental relationships. 

Proponents of continued and expanded use of the 
regional commission mechanisms argue that fear of 
proliferation is an outgrowth of a tidy-minded ap- 
proach to governmental affairs generally, and inter- 
governmental programmatic relations spec~fically. 
They contend that there is no conventional wisdom 
on a grand regional strategy, program, or institu- 
tional framework, and that the separate problem 
solving approaches represent the most appropriate 
response to these varied issues. Thus, to force a 
consolidation of present and prospective regional 
programs and institutions for the sake of hierarchial 
neatness would thwart the plans and programs that 
have emerged for economic and water resources 
development, and can be expected to emerge in 
other functional areas where the regional commis- 

sion mechanism is used. These observers contend 
that, while developmental problems in economic 
growth, water resources, coastal zones and trans- 
portation are, of course, related and have a regional 
focus, they are separate enough to warrant individual 
programmatic and institutional responses. More- 
over, the governors and Federal executives are 
significantly involved in these various regional efforts 
and are well in control of the psograms. The results 
are that the regional mechanisms have provided for 
joint Federal-State policy and decision-making on 
regional problems without the emergence of the de 
facto fourth level of government. In summary, the 
view of these observers is that economic, water re- 
sources and other developmental problems require a 
variety of regional programmatic and institutional 
responses, and that the nature of both problems 
dictate differing boundaries and institutional 
mechanisms within which appropriate planning and 
program solutions can be developed. 

- -  - - -- .- - - - - -- -- - 

Other observers see the experience of the existing 
regional commissions as sufficient justification for 
revamping them and applying the model on a coast- 
to-coast basis. They view the existing multistate 
regional commissions, particularly those concerned 
with economic development, as a relevant program- 
matic and institutional device which could be used in 
developing and impiemen ting a national growth 
policy in all regions of the nation. They point out that 
the problems of underdeveloped, developing and 
overdeveloped areas, and how to deal with them, 
are the underlying national growth issues. The 
resolution of these issues, then, affect all areas of the 
country and, they maintain, it is time to establish a 
coherent response through coast-to-coast establish- 
ment of regional commissions to cope with the 
unique developmental features of each region. 

These critics argue that while economic and water 
resources development are intrinsically related to 
the distribution of national economic and population 
growth, the geographic and single function focus of 
the existing commissions limits their effectiveness 
and represents a patchwork effort. After all, they 
point out, the image on the other side of the under- 
developed region coin is one of ever increasing 
urban congestion in the major metropolitan areas of 
the country, most of which are not included in the 
geographic purview of the existing regional mech- 
anisms. It makes no sense, according to this argu- 
ment, to establish additional commissions which 
only have economic development or any other single 
function as their sole objective. All this accomplishes 
is to paper the country with a proliferating pattern 
of unifunctional institutional mechanisms that will 



complicate procedures, policies and relationships 
without ever developing a unified approach to a 
common problem. 

What is needed, in the view of these observers, is 
a single coast-to-coast system of multipurpose re- 
gional institutions with a broad mandate to deal with 
the development problems affecting all regions of the 
country. They contend that all regions could then be 
part of a comprehensive national strategy for 
regional implementation of and regional inputs into 
Federal, State and local urban growth policies. 

A wide range of fiscal, monetary, regulatory, and 
coordinative roles, it is contended, is potentially 
available for delegation to regional commissions in 
the implementation of national growth policy. Pro- 
ponents of the regional concept state that although 
the provision of various fiscal tools and use of fiscd 
leverage may be generally recognized as potential 
aspects of regional implementation of a growth 
policy, the use of monetary powers, whether direct 
or indirect, is given relatively scant attention in 
relationship to the operational role of regional com- 
missions. Similarly, they assert, coordinative devices 
at the regional level are subject to extensive discus- 
sion, but the use of regulatory authority on a dif- 
ferentiated regional basis is often ignored. Yet, they 
feel certain potentials exist for the use of various 
tools under all four of these classifications and should 
not be overlooked. 

In terms of a fiscal role, it is maintained that 
regional commissions currently have certain tools at 
their disposal, regardless of their efficiency or 
effectiveness in promoting or implementing a na- 
tional growth policy. The funding authority of ARC 
in the building of development highways, for exam- 
ple, is a potentially important factor in the determi- 
nation of inter-regional location decisions under 
certain economic development theories. Some 
proponents of a regional commission role in the 
fiscal aspects of national growth policy argue that 
project approval authority for all direct Federal and 
Federally-supported program and project invest- 
ments should be assigned to the regional commis- 
sions. This step, they assert, would give them ade- 
quate control over public sector economic injections 
into the regional economies, subject only to the broad 
constraints of a national growth policy. Similarly, 
some would argue for a regional commission voice 
in the formulation of interregionally differentiated 
taxation policies, particularly in terms of tax incen- 
tives or subsidies for regional infant industries, which 
potentially could redress inter-regional export sector 
imbalances. 

In summary, proponents of a strong fiscal role for 
the regional commissions go beyond a financial 
capability for regional program innovations through 
demonstration projects, and even beyond compre- 
hensive project approval authority. They would 
authorize the regional commissions to make effective 
differential resource allocations by exercising both 
taxing and sepending powers on a regional basis 
within the context of a national growth policy. At 
least some would argue, this is the only meaningful 
decentralized mechanism for compensating for the 
imperfections within the economy which have led to 
metropolitan agglomeration. 

Proponents of a monetary role for regional com- 
missions in the implementation of a national growth 
policy point to the tradition of regional banking as 
represented by the Federal Reserve System and 
other functional institutions involved on the fringes 
of general monetary policy through specialized 
financial activities. Similarly, they point to the 
potential impact of Federal loan programs on 
specific sectors of the money market, such as those 
involving residential mortgages and municipal 
bonds. Some would argue that there is no reason why 
general Federal monetary policy, as well as specializ- 
ed money-market programs, could not be used to 
direct inter-regional capital flows in accord with a 
national growth policy. They assume that locational 
decisions and strategies would follow such positive 
flows under regionally differentiated interest rates, 
reserve requirements, and government debt offer- 
ings, among other devices. 

Those favoring a regulatory role for regional com- 
missions under a national growth policy point to the 
question of land-use control regulation, involving 
such mechanisms as regional land banks and the 
designation of certain geographic areas for develop- 
ment. The whole issue of direct or indirect land-use 
control at the Federal level, some would contend, 
could be avoided by the use of regional commissions 
in this area of regulation. In addition, some pro- 
ponents of the regional approach underscore the 
differential regional effects of existing regulatory 
policy relating to transportation, energy production 
and distribution, and other economic concerns 
involved in a comprehensive national growth policy. 

In terms of a strong regional coordinative role for 
the commissions, proponents underscore the obvious 
planning linkages involving substate, State, and 
Federal strategies, in a national growth policy. Of 
particular impact, they contend, would be regional 
administration of a well funded planning grant 
program, involving regional commission exercise of 



guideline and review powers over plans and projects. 
In this context, they also point to the assumed bene- 
fits for the federal system offered by joint planning 
efforts in a national economy, involving both State 
and Federal inputs into developmental plans and 
priorities through a structured hierarchy of planping. 
Of particular interest for the coordinative aspect of 
growth policy implementation, they argue. is the 
issue of interstate action, both to meet metropolitan 
problems and attack the needs of certain rural areas 
hampered in their development by artificial State 
political boundaries. It is maintained in this respect, 
that given the problems attendant to the interstate 
compact process or the passage of parallel permissive 
State legislation, the regional commission may be the 
only viable way to deal with certain issues, provided 
it is given the necessary coordinative authority. 

Finally, arguments for a national growth policy 
and the use of regional commissions to assist its 
development are not new to this commission. In its 
1968 report, Urban and Rural America: Policies for 
Future Growth, ACIR warned that the drift of 
urbanization and economic development forces 
represented perhaps the most critical domestic prob- 
lem--one which challenges the efficacy of the federal 
system itself.5 It then recommended a reassessment 
of the policies and structures of multistate economic 
planning and development agencies as they affect 
the distribution of both economic and population 
growth. The commission further recommended that 
such agencies take national policies into account in 
preparing their regional programs and formulate 
regional components for developing national policies 
and programs dealing with urban growth. 

There are also those observers who cite a variety 
of reasons for opposing a coast-to-coast pattern of 
regional instrumentalities with a natlonal growth 
policy focus. The record of the existing multistate 
commissions in their view has not produced hard 
evidence that they have had much impact on prob- 
lems which are really much simpler to deal with. 
How then, they ask, are these mechan~sms going to 
contribute to the solutions of the far more complex 
national growth issue? They also question whether 
such a revamping and reconstruction of existing 
regional commissions is politically feasible at the 
present time. Coalescence of the varied interests and 
programs of existing regional approaches into broad- 
gauged support for a general scheme of wall-to-wali 
multipurpose regional mechanisms would call for a 
minor political miracle, they believe. 

Moreover, these critics state that since there is no 
consensus at this time on the elements of a national 

growth policy, it would be unwise to create an insti- 
tutional framework that might not be found satis- 
factory once these growth questions have been re- 
solved. They point out that not only do we lack a 
national growth policy, but there is little consensus 
among government leaders and scholars alike as to 
the parameters and contents of such a policy. This is 
not to doubt the need for both policy and mechanism 
but, until a consensus emerges, these observers see 
only negative results from creating regional instru- 
mentalities and assigning to them a mandate and 
function which is not yet fully understood. 

Some more moderate opponents of the nationwide 
multistate regional approach tentatively would agree 
with the need to at least experiment with it in certain 
areas characterized by severe economic under- 
development or by certain potentially dangerous 
environmental problems. However, they maintain 
that there is no need for such institutions in other 
areas not so afflicted or in areas where the State 
governments involved are capable of meeting such 
problems through more traditional means, including 
direct Federal aid. They contend that there is no 
need for a new artificial layer of bureaucracy in 
most areas, and that in any event, such institutions 
should be established on a temporary basis and be 
disbanded once the States involved are capable of 
meeting the problems. 

Abolition 

Those favoring abolition of the nationally-sponsor- 
ed Federal-multistate instrumentalities argue that 
these agencies have had, for the most part, only a 
marginal impact on resolving problems of regional 
economic development and water resources planning 
and management. This poor performance, it is 
contended, points to the underlying deficiencies of 
the joint Federal-State approach to solving regional 
problems. 

The three types of commissions, the Title I 1  and 
Title V commissions and ARC,  presently lack author- 
ity to undertake effective regional programs in their 
respective areas of concern, it is maintained. They do 
not have primary operational authority and must 
exercise concurrent planning jurisdiction with Fed- 
eral and State agencies, which blurs accountability 
and authority in the planning process. Moreover, 
they do not have planning authority over other 
important related functiofial programs that directly 
affect their own program responsibilities. These 
observers point to the relatively minor share of the 



total funds being spent in the regions that are con- 
trolled by economic development and river basin 
commissions. With all these limitations, critics view 
their efforts to change traditional Federal and State 
approaches to regional economic and water resource 
development as exercises in futility. 

Some view proposals to strengthen existing re- 
gional commission powers and extend their use to 
other parts of the country as measures that would 
threaten the functional integrity of the Federal sys- 
tem as we now know it. Even if  only the planning 
powers of these institutions were enlarged, as advo- 
cated by some, questions would still be raised as to 
the merit of this proposal without a corresponding 
upgrading of their authority to carry out their plan- 
ning recommendations. However, i f  broad multi- 
functional planning and administrative powers are 
granted to these regional mechanisms, critics feel 
that a fourth level of government for all practical pur- 
poses will have been created. On the other hand, ex- 
tension of existing regional economic developnlent and 
river basin commission programs to other parts of the 
country would result in a proliferation of unifunc- 
tional agencies, thereby raising problems of conflict- 
ing and overlapping boundaries and coordination of 
their activities with those of general governmental 
units. In the face of this dilemma these critics say the 
only recourse is to abolish the existing mechanisms, 
utilizing the experience gained thus far to strengthen 
the normal pattern of intergovernmental relations 
fucused on these development problems. 

All three Federally-sponsored regional mecha- 
nisms, it is argued, now perform functions that are or 

could be assumed by 'existing governments. The Title 
I 1  planning function could be performed by State 
and Federal water resource agencies jointly rather 
than by an independent staff. The Title V regional 
economic development plans could be prepared at 
the national level and Federal funds be distributed 
according to plan guidelines. The ARC program 
management functions for its categorical and supple- 
mental grants could be handled by EDA or some 
other appropriate agency for allocation in accordance 
with State development plans and project priorities. 
The emerging structure of Federal Regional Councils 
in each of the uniformiy defined ten Federal regions, 
moreover, could be used for economic development 
purposes. Decentralized Federal decision making by 
these councils along with closer working relations 
with the States and their governors would obviate the 
need for such commissions, the abolitionists contend. 
Water basin planning could be carried on by the 
Corps of Engineers, the Water Resources Council, 
or some new Federal agency yet to emege. 

Finally, in the view of those advocating abolish- 
ment, the continued existence of these regional 
instrumentalities generally is detrimental to general 
purpose governments' real role in developing 
regional solutions appropriate to their jurisdictions. 
The regional mechanism tends to blunt difficult 
policy problems that demand more open State and 
Federal debate concerning their resolution. In effect, 
the regional commission has a "by-passing" character 
that clouds determination of those regional issues 
and functions that are primarily of State concern and 
those where the Federal interest should dominate. 
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Chapter 7 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this report, the commission has examined the 
legal base, organization, and operations of the Appa- 
lachian regional program, the five Title V commis- 
sions, the five river basin commissions, and the two 
Federal-interstate river basin compact bodies. Regu- 
lar interstate regional compacts also have been 
analyzed. The specific issues raised by the record of 
these regional mechanisms have also been examined. 
These issues, as we have seen, focus on the structural 
and operational viability of the various commissions 
in carrying out their assigned mandate. Broader 
issues stemming from the collective expe'rience of 
these commissions as it relates to their future course, 
extension, relations with one another, and role in new 
regional policies and proposals have also been con- 
sidered. 

Our study, of necessity, has been comparatively 
limited. It has not examined Federal field operations 
in the ten new regions, the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity, the lesser interstate compacts of a regional 
nature, or the informal mechanisms like the various 
regional governors' conferences or the private- 
based New England council. It has focused, then, on 
existing Federal-multistate instrumentalities and on 
major types of interstate regional compacts to deter- 
mine how each mechanism has carried out its legal 
mandate and whether these modes of multistate 
action have continuing relevance in the federal 
system. This was done to provide some answers and 
alternatives to the fundamental question: does the 
record of these instrumentalities support their con- 
tinuance, modification, and/or expansion and, i f  so, 
under what kind of legal, structural, and intergovern- 
mental policy arrangements? 

The commission fully recognizes the severe diffi- 
culties involved in developing sound judgments on 

this complex proposition. The time factor alone would 
bar many from undertaking such an assignment. 
None of the instrumentalities studied, except for some 
interstate compacts, has existed organizationally for 
even a decade and the majority have been function- 
ing for only half that period. 

The fiscal factor injects another element of major 
uncertainty with low funding levels, appropriation- 
authorization gaps, and late appropriations, either 
singly or in combination, affecting nearly all the 
commissions surveyed. 

The fluctuating informal operational factors involv- 
ing personalities, individual and group influences, and 
the use of unwritten or unpublicized procedures 
renders the task of arriving at even tentative conclu- 
sions a hazardous one. A series of indepth and candid 
interviews with the many people who are or have 
been involved with the commissions would eliminate 
some of the ambiguity surrounding the impact of this 
critical factor. Yet, the limited but strategic contacts 
we have undertaken suggest that the turnover on the 
commissions and resulting shifts in patterns of 
influence would make this conditioner difficult to 
gauge, even with more extensive interviewing. 

Not to be overlooked here is the absence of reliable 
indices for measuring the program impact of these 
instrumentalities. Some of this difficulty stems from 
the breadth of their mandates. Some of it relates 
directly to the near impossibility of sifting out the 
program impact of the commissions from those of 
other agencies in both the public and private sectors. 
Much of it arises from the basic fact that a controlled 
situation obviously does not prevail in any of these 
regional experiments. Above all, it seems to go 
directly to the question: what would have occurred 
had the commissions not been established? Attempts 



to grapple with this kind of query, more times than 
not, puts one in the role of soothsayer, not analyst. 

These and other factors then combine to place 
some very real constraints on the task, of rendering 
firm judgments on these Federal-multistate and 
interstate mechanisms and programs. Yet, judgments 
must be made, whether they be firm or tentative, 
sound or visionary. Decisions regarding the existing 
mechanisms, after all, are being made continually 
and proposals for new regional instrumentalities crop 
up with increasing frequency. Developments over the 
past year and a half alone underscore th'is, including: 
- the mid-1970 report by Arthur D. Little, Inc., 
which recommended, among other things, that the 
Title V commissions and the ~ ~ ~ a l a c h i a n  Regional 
Commission be consolidated in a Regional Devel- 
opment Administration reporting to the President; 
- publication and dissemination in September 
1970 of the 37th draft of a model constitution for a 
United Republics of America by the Center for the 
Study of Democratic Institutions, which-among 
many innovations-proposed the grouping of 
States into administratively viable regional 
"republics" with power to charter subsidiary 
urban and rural governments; to lay or delegate 
the laying of taxes, subject to certain constraints; 
to administer public services not reserved to the 
government of the United Republics; and to 
exercise police powers, not reserved to this central 
government; 
- various studies by departmental and regional 

commission staffs completed during the fall of 
1970, which included a variety of proposals rang- 
ing from enactment of a national regional develop- 
ment program that would modify and extend the 
Appalachian and Title V programs ultimately to 
cover a11 regions to a proposed merger of existing 
regional commissions with the Federal Regional 
Councils to form new Federal-multistate mecha- 
nisms; 
- Presidential signing of the legislation authori- 
zing the Susquehanna River Basin Compact on 
December 24, 1970; 
- Executive Order 1 1578, dated January 13, 197 1 
which brought the Ohio River Basin Commission 
into being; 
- the early 1971 report of the President's Ad- 
visory Commission on Executive Organization 
(the Ash Council) which endorsed the alternative 
to "terminate the Appalachian Regional Commis- 
sion and the Title V regional commissions and 
transfer the economic development functions to 
the Economic Development Administration;" 
- the U.S. Budget for fiscal year 1972 which 

called for a rural community development revenue 
sharing program "to replace the present pro- 
grams," with the Appalachian and Title V regional 
development efforts included in the latter cate- 
gory; 
- introduction of S 582 by Senator Hollings with 
25 co-sponsors on February 4, 197 1 and of S 638 by 
Senator Tower on February 8, 1971 both of which 
in part are designed to assist the States in estab- 
lishing coastal zone management plans and pro- 
grams and authorizing coastal States to utilize 
interstate agencies for the purpose of carrying out 
certain provisions of the proposed legislation; 
- the February 5, 1971 statement of the Council 
of Appalachian Governors which supported "the 
basic concept of Federal revenue-sharing," but 
also unanimously recommended "the Appalachian 
Act must be extended in order to continue work on 
the tasks for which the act was initially passed;" 
- introduction by Senator Jackson and six co- 
sponsors on February 5, 1971 of S 632, which 
would amend the Water Resources Planning Act 
of 1965 to, among other things, broaden the au- 
thority of the river basin commissions to cover 
certain land-use planning responsibilities; 
-- introduction by Senator McClellan with 27 
co-sponsors of S 907 on February 23, 1971 and by 
Representative Colmer with 20 co-sponsors of 
HR 5466, which would give prior Congressional 
consent to two or more States entering the pro- 
posed Interstate Environmental Compact: 
- introduction in both houses during the period of 
March 2 to June 5, 1971 of the Administration's 
six special revenue measures, all but one (law 
enforcement) of which include provisions giving 
Congressional consent to interstate compacts and 
agreements, not in conflict with any U.S. law, for 
cooperative effort and mutual assistance in sup- 
port of interstate programs and related agencies 
established under these measures; 
-- completion of a study on the water and waste 
management problems in the Washington, D.C., 
metropolitan area by the U.S. Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency in April 1971, which called for a 
new Regional Council based on a Federal-inter- 
state compact with local representation and au- 
thority to plan and make policy decisions on all 
matters falling within these functional areas that 
affect more than one community; 
- the Presidential veto on June 29, 1971 of S 575, 
which would have extended the life of the Appala- 
chian m d  Title V commissions and authorized a 
92 b~llion accelerated public works program, but 
whose veto message urged among other things 



extension of "present economic development 
programs" while Congress is considering the 
special revenue sharing proposals and noted that 
the "Appalachian Regional Commission has been 
a very useful experimental development program 
which can be improved and can serve in many 
respects as a model for a national program;" 
- introduction on July 14, 1970 by Senator 
Magnuson, with 18 co-sponsors, of S 2279, a bill to 
provide for comprehensive regional planning and 
development of transportation, to authorize the 
Secretary of Transportation to designate multi- 
state transportation regions, and to encourage the 
formation of regional commissions composed of a 
Federal member, representation from each par- 
ticipating State, and varying levels of representa- 
tion for standard metropolitan statistical areas 
above 200,000; 
- the 88 to 2 vote by the Senate on July 2 1, 1971 
on S 2317 and the 374 to 27 House vote on July 28 
on H R  9922, both of which extend the Appalachia 
program to 1975 and the Title V commissions to 
1973; and 
- the signing into law on August 5, 197 1 of S 23 17 
extending the life of A R C  four years and the Title 
V commissions two years. 

These actions, proposals, bills, and reports com- 
bine to form a variation on an uncertain but recur- 
ring regional theme. They clearly imply different 
judgments about certain of the existing programs. 3 s  

well as different views of the place of multistate 
regional mechanisms in the future of intergovern- 
mental relations. They demonstrate that some find 
the existing programs and commissions worthwhile 
and deserving of continuation, i f  not expansion, that 
others deem some of them defective and in need of 
major overhaul or a gradual phasing out of existence, 
and that still others see the need for additional 
Federal-multistate instrumentalities in other develop- 
mental and environmental program areas. They 
show that some find the political and administrative 
boundary lines of States too inflexible for certain pro- 
gram purposes, but they imply that others find the 
Federal-multistate regional mechanisms-not in- 
cluding compact agencies-unable to function 
regionally because they lack the political and legal 
strength of the States or the Federal government. 
They suggest that some see in these instrumentali- 
ties a means of coordinating Federal efforts in par- 
tirular regions and p.rticu!ar p:sgram aic;j, niiile 
others find that such coordination can only occur 
through a significantly strengthened or  reconstituted 
Federal Regional Council operation or, alternatively, 
through a much stronger individual State planning 

and budgeting process. They at  least hint that some 
view these instrumentalities as a subtle regional 
technique of revamping and molding State efforts in 
certain broad program areas, while others see some 
of them as abject failures in exercising significant 
leverage on State programs and priorities. They 
show that some find in these instrumentalities a new 
means of injecting some balance into Federal-State 
relations, while others view some of these commis- 
sions as federally dominated and some as State con- 
trolled. They present a picture of some people 
favoring the compact agency device and others 
rejecting it; of some endorsing the Congressionally 
established Federal multistate operating commis- 
sion approach and others rejecting it; of some sup- 
porting the Congressionally authorized Federal- 
multistate forum-type of commission and others con- 
demning it; of some finding one or another of these 
devices appropriate a t  one level of development but 
not at  another; and finally of even some who believe 
that only a complete merging of States via a consti- 
tutional convention will meet the nation's regional 
needs. 

These various recent developments clearly indi- 
cate that some see no real problem raised by the 
possibility of fragmentation of futurc joint regional 
undertakings, while others are beginning to worry 
a great deal about the administrative nightmare this 
possibility presents. But above all, these recent 
reports, recommendations, bills, enactments, and 
actions signify greater activity now with multistate 
regional approaches than in any other period in the 
history of the Republic. There are  complex and far 
ranging intergovernmental issues involved in these 
questions. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A summary of the basic findings suggested by the 
record to date of the existing Federal-multistate 
regional commissions provides a background for the 
recommendations and the issues treated thereunder 
that appear in the final portion of this chapter. 

The Regional Economic 
Development Commissions 

HISTORICPI BACKGROUND 

The Appalachian Regional Development and 
Title V programs grew out of the realization that 
certain regions have suffered as a consequence of 
rapid technological change-whether it be related to 



coal in Appalachia, rural poverty in the Ozarks, cop- 
per and timber in the Upper Great Lakes, a heavy 
concentration of Indians and Mexican-Americans in 
the Four Corners area, or textiles and leather in New 
England. Linked with this were the notions that each 
region of the nation is entitled to an opportunity to 
achieve economic growth and that lagging areas 
merit special governmental consideration. Implicit in 
the latter assumption was the belief that govern- 
mental intervention can have a corrective effect. 

The high out-migration, low income, and high un- 
employment problems of most of these areas have 
persisted for at least a generation. They were exam- 
ined in reports of the National Resources Committee 
and the National Resources Planning Board in the 
thirties and early forties and were found to require 
new multistate mechanisms for certain corrective 
purposes. To the extent that there was a govern- 
mental response, the unilateral Federal (by agency 
or government corporation), multistate (by regular 
compact), single State (by economic development 
departments or agencies) or Federal-State (by grant 
programs) approaches were employed during the 
three decades prior to the sixties. 

During the fifties, continuing high unemployment 
existed in various parts of the country and area 
redevelopment and manpower retraining became 
the focal points of efforts, aimed chiefly at this 
chronic condition. The 1960 Presidential contest 
focused to some degree on these twin issues as well 
as on the special problems of Appalachia. Separate 
legislation was enacted in both program areas during 
the Kennedy Administration with Commerce and 
Labor administering the redevelopment and man- 
power programs, respectively. 

It required State initiative, however, to bring the 
multistate regional approach to the forefront. Begin- 
ning with efforts in eastern Kentucky in 1957, to a 
meeting of the Appalachian Governors in 1960, to 
participation on the President's Appalachian Re- 
gional commission (PARC), the States involved 
developed and articulated a multistate position on 
their economic development vis-a-vis Federal efforts 
and programs. The legislative proposals emanating 
from the PARC deliberations reflected this partici- 
pation and this position. 

Political leaders from other geographic areas 
followed with mounting interest the course of the 
Appalachian Region Development Act's (ARDA) 
evolution and the final stages of Congressional 
enactment. Their governors, and especially their 
senators, made i t  clear to the Senate Public Works 
Committee that a comparable program was wanted 
for their respective regions. This political situation 

coupled with the legislative need to revamp the area 
redevelopment program produced the Public Works 
and Economic Redevelopment Act of 1965 with its 
Title V Federal-multistate commission program. 
In a very real sense, this legislation was a major by- 
product of the earlier Appalachian measure, but the 
latter would never have been enacted without the 
promise of the former. 

LEGAL BASE 

The legal base underpinning the commissions' 
programs and activities has proven to be adequate 
in most respects for ARC, but somewhat deficient for 
the Title V agencies. ARC has direct statutory con- 
nection with the White House, specific program and 
funding authority in the 1 1  program areas specified 
in the ARDA, a controlling and funding linkage in 
the establishment of local development districts, 
and a separate budget. These are provisions of major 
importance that help ARC develop and maintain a 
position of strength in dealing with both State, and 
to a lesser extent, Federal agencies in developing 
and implementing strategies for the development of 
regional economic and human resources. 

The Title V commissions, on the other hand, have 
a weaker legislative base featuring a description of 
program activities and powers not really commensu- 
rate with their statutory charge of reviving, and 
redirecting the growth patterns of regional econo- 
mies. The commissions lack many of the specified 
powers given to ARC: the structural ties are to the 
Secretary of Commerce rather than the President: 
there are no categorical programs controlled and 
financed through the commissions; the funding 
powers range from fairly adequate for planning and 
demonstration project purposes to inadequate and 
constrained authority for implementation by means 
of supplemental grants; and they have no mandate 
affording a means of stimulating and funding the 
establishment of local district planning agencies 
deemed essential to the process. 

The two legislative bases are similar, however, i f  
not identical, with respect to the Federal-State com- 
position of the commissions, their mode of selection. 
voting procedures and funding for administrative 
purposes. Both measures mandate certain identical 
functions: the development of comprehensive and 
coordinated plans and programs, sponsoring re- 
search and conducting of demonstration programs, 
and recommending compacts and model legislation. 
Both authorize the use of funds to supplement the 
non-Federal share of certain grant programs and 
member approval of applications for such grants 
emanating from their States. 



A problem of coordination exists with respect to 
the local bases prescribed for the Economic Develop- 
ment Administration (EDA) and the regional com- 
mission programs in the PWED Act of 1965. The 
same applies to a slightly lesser degree to ARC. EDA 
is authorized to provide a variety of facility grants 
and business loans designed to stimulate the econ- 
omy in all qualified areas, including subregional 
areas within States served by ARC and the Title V 
commissions. These subregional areas are desig- 
nated as eligible according to several criteria includ- 
ing unemployment rate, median family income, 
outmigration from rural areas, and similar factors. 
An overall economic development program (OEDP) 
is required in the Act as a pre-condition to EDA 
funding of projects in eligible areas, but there is no 
review required by the Title V commissions of project 
applications or of the OEDP in subregional desig- 
nated districts. 

Local development districts established pursuant 
to ARDA are eligible for funds from EDA if  they 
meet the latter's criteria and 1 I of the 54 have re- 
ceived such funds. Here, ARC does exercise a 
review and comment role over project applications. 
At the same time, economic development districts 
also have been established in Appalachian States 
and these, like their counterparts, in the Title V 
States, have quite limited links with ARC. In short, 
there is no real legislative connection between the 
multistate regional strategy of ARDA and of Title V 
of the PWED Act, on the one hand, and the substate 
economic development strategy of Title 1V of the 
latter Act, on the other. 

STRUCTURE AND STAFF 

The provision in both Acts requiring an affirma- 
tive vote by the Federal co-chairman on commission 
actions, in effect, creates a Federal "veto." It has 
never been used in the case of Appalachia and only 
rarely with the Title V's. Despite this, all State mem- 
bers recognize its potential and, thanks to it, the 
Federal member may assume a balancing role i f  he 
is disposed to assume this position. 

The role of the Federal co-chairman is somewhat 
ambivalent in both types of commissions in that he 
is both an officer of the Federal government and a 
member of the commission. There is far less diffi- 
culty with this situation in the case of ARC because 
the Federal co-chairman there is appointed by and 
directly responsible to the President. Moreover, his 
powers are quite real-an outgrowth of the fact that 
funds appropriated by Congress for ARC are allo- 
cated directly to him by the President. Title V Fed- 
eral co-chairmen, on the other hand, are appointed 

by the President but are directly responsible to the 
Secretary of Commerce. They do not have the fund- 
ing authority assigned to the ARC Federal co- 
chairman and are disadvantaged both in their leader- 
ship role with State members, who are sensitive to 
these powers limitations, and in their liaison role 
with Federal agency and department heads, to whom 
they are in a subordinate position. 

In all cases, an executive committee generally 
composed of the Federal co-chairman, the State co- 
chairman (the States' regional representative in 
ARC), and the staff director, as a nonvoting member, 
supervises or monitors staff operations. 

With all the commissions, the State co-chairman's 
office is rotated among the governors. 

Alternates or State representatives, appointed by 
the governors, in both the ARC and Title V commis- 
sions, provide the ongoing link between the gover- 
nors serving as State members and the commissions. 
The pattern of gubernatorial designations varies 
greatly among all 33 States with some alternates 
being top advisors to the governor and others not 
much more than middle management functionaries. 
In addition, there has been fairly frequent turnover 
among these alternates or State representatives due 
to normal ballot box developments and shifts in the 
preferences of individual governors. 

Governors operating as State members are active 
participants in regional policy making to varying 
degrees. In both types of commissions, a varying 
amount of the active operational authority is dele- 
gated to the executive committee. In both, alternates 
appointed by State members play an increasingly 
important role. In some of the Title V commissions, 
alternates are almost in full charge of the programs. 
A higher degree of State interest and activity is 
maintained in ARC through the office of a full-time 
States' regional representative. Only one of the Title 
V commissions has established such an office. 

ARC's staff has averaged approximately 100 in 
recent years while the total for the Title V's num- 
bered approximately 90 as of March 1971. The latter 
has experienced a somewhat greater gap between 
authorized staff levels and filled positions. 

In all cases but one, the Federal co-chairman has 
a small, separate staff. With the ARC's States' 
regional representative, similar staff support is 
provided, fully financed by the member States. In 
the case of the one Title V commission that has 
established a State regional representative, no 
separate staff for the office has been provided. 

OPERATIONS AND FUNDING 

Total Federal expenditures for all Title V commis- 



sions during their first six years came to a little more 
than $100 million; for ARC, the figure amounted to 
$1.3 billion. On a per capita basis, this amounted to 
$7.77 for the former as against $75.22 for residents 
of the latter. 

As a result of their different statutory bases and 
level of Federal funding commitment, the expendi- 
ture patterns of the ARC and Title V commissions 
differ markedly. In terms of the cumulative expen- 
ditures of the Title V commissions, supplemental 
grants since 1965 accounted for almost 60 percent 
and the technical assistance-regional planning pro- 
gram accounted for another 27 percent. In ARC, on 
the same basis, supplemental grants represented 
only 16 percent of total Federal fund expenditures 
while the highway program costs totaled 60 percent. 
Other ARC categorical program costs accounted for 
about 23 percent of all ARC funds. Cumulative 
administrative expenses for the Title V commissions 
came to about 14 percent, including three percent 
for Federal coordinating costs. Less than one percent 
of ARC expenditures went for administration. 

The supplemental grant program is a highly inno- 
vative financing mechanism designed to give greater 
accessibility to regular Federal grant and aid pro- 
grams by States and local jurisdictions for regional 
development projects. Its primary weakness is the 
difficulty of managing the supplemental funding 
process so that project selection is in ac,:ordance with 
regional development priorities. ARC is in a more 
favored position in using the mechanism because of 
their budgetary independence and because such 
funds can be used to supplement projects under most 
of the ten categorical programs which it administers. 
Title V commission decisions with respect to their 
supplemental ,grant authority are made quite late 
in the process--after the project has been initiated 
and approved by the various Federal, State and 
local jurisdictions involved. These commissions, 
practically speaking have little discretion then in 
managing the funds in accordance with regional 
development criteria and priorities. 

ARC has made an impressive record in its various 
funding programs, in their planned distribution of 
support for regional development activities, and in 
its ability to obtain a significant degree of State and 
local matching funds at levels considerably above 
minimum requirements. The program has been 
highway dominated, but efforts to shift the emphasis 
to "people" programs havc been made in recent 
years. Non-highway programs totaled 5163 million 
in 1965-67 and increased to $528 million in 1970-71. 
Nevertheless, the highway appropriation srili rep- 
resents about 60 percent of all ARC expenditures. At 

a much more modest level, the Title V commissions 
have also generally directed the flow of funds avail- 
able to them toward facilities required for regional 
economic growth and human resource development. 
As indicated earlier the nature of the supplemental 
grant program and its legal constraints, which 
represents 60 percent of Title V commission expendi- 
tures, gives little, i f  any, discretion to the commis- 
sions for initiating and selecting such priorities. 
Thus, the program is one of funding projects repre- 
senting targets of opportunity rather than one which 
can select those projects which best fit regional 
development needs. In the Title V commissions, 
indications are that $1 of supplemental grant funds 
has produced $3-$5 of Federal, State, local or private 
funds. 

State and local financial support of economic 
development commission programs varies among 
the commissions and, in the case of ARC, among 
types of programs. With respect to the Title V's, in 
the three year period 1968-1970, the non-Federal 
support amounted to 48 percent of supplementary 
grant project costs. Among these commissions, the 
non-Federal support of such costs ranged from 34 
percent for the Ozarks Regional Commission to 62 
percent for the New England Regional Commiss~on. 
Most of the non-Federal support of Title V programs 
comes from local rather than State sources. In the 
ARC highway program, State fiscal contributions 
have averaged about 46 percent, substantially higher 
than the 30 percent State support reyuired. States 
have not supported the ARC non-highway programs 
at a level comparable to that of the highway pro- 
grams. In the non-highway programs, the total non- 
Federal contribution averages 47 percent of which 
the States contributed only 14 percent while local 
governments provided the remaining 33 percent. 

Both Acts under which the commissions were 
established place emphasis. in different ways and to 
varying degrees, on concentrating expenditures in 
areas where there is a significant potential for future 
growth. ARC, whose enabling Act is more explicitly 
growth center oriented, has succeeded in getting 
member States to designate, in accordance with 
commission guidelines, a total of 173 growth areas. 
Analysis indicates that there is, in fact, a concen- 
tration of project support and funding in primary 
growth areas. The record for the Title V comrnis- 
sions is far less favorable. A few growth centers 
have been dehignated or approved, but the concept 
has proved to be a troublesome one to the commis- 
sions both because of the low level of furlding avaii- 
able to them and because most commissions are not 
politically strong enough to launch and implement a 



full-fledged growth centers strategy. 
The flow of Federal funds through regional multi- 

state commissions creates a problem with respect to 
the distribution of those funds among State partici- 
pants. Adoption of a growth center strategy helps to 
blunt the traditional vying for Federal funds on a 
share and share alike basis. Moreover, ARC has 
achieved partial success in using more objective 
criteria including population, land area and specific 
functional program needs to differentiate among the 
States in its sub-allocation formulae. The Title V's, 
generally, have had more difficulty in deviating 
from an equal allocation to each State approach. 
State planning grants, for example, are typically 
uniform. Supplemental and technical assistance 
grants also flow generally in equal, or nearly equal, 
proportions to each State. Some of the commissions, 
however, are beginning to show signs of developing 
procedures geared to regulating the flow of support 
funds in accordance with regional development 
priorities and criteria. 

A large amount of Federal money is expended by 
EDA in the regions served by the commissions. 
Cumulatively since the creation of the program, 
EDA has spent about $282 million--almost three 
times commission expenditures of Federal funds--in 
the areas included in the Title V designated regions. 
As was earlier pointed out, there is no involvement 
of these regional commissions in the control or 
distribution of these funds, and little effort to co- 
ordinate these expenditure patterns with the 
regional plans and programs administered by the 
commissions. The amount of EDA funds flowing into 
the Appalachia region is about $190 million. In ARC, 
however, the commission reviews and comments on 
EDA grant applications emanating from those local 
development districts meeting EDA criteria. 

The primary objective of both types of commis- 
sions is to carry out a joint .Federal-State process 
designed to stimulate and guide regional economic 
development. However, the routes to this goal, as 
prescribed in the two Acts creating the commissions, 
and as indicated by their operational patterns are 
quite different. With Appalachia, no comprehensive 
regional development plan per se exists, but all 
Title V's have developed such a document. ARC 
seeks to make an impact on regional development 
through joint Federal-State management of the ten 
special categorical programs, the administration of 
the supplemental grant program, and the responsi- 
bility for the support of multicounty planning and 
development agencies. Regional priorities take the 
form of commission policy statements and guidelines 
and are used as a basis for the annual review of the 

required State development plans and their project 
appendices. Plans have been modified and projects 
have been revised as a result of this process. In this 
fashion, funding decisions are linked to some degree 
with a State-regional planning process. The focus 
is different in the case of the Title V commissions 
where the primary emphasis is on preparation of a 
regional comprehensive plan, where there is no 
categorical program authority, and where there is no 
relationship between a regional commission and local 
planning districts. State development plans are 
supported by Title V commissions by continuing 
grants. No commission approves these instruments 
for conformance to its regional plan, but ultimately 
they are supposed to provide inputs to and reflect 
the strategy of the plan. One problem common to 
both ARC and the Title V efforts is the weakness of 
the development planning process of most member 
States. Overall, however, the differences, not the 
similarities, have helped to project ARC as a strong, 
viable operating agency well supported by member 
States. In contrast, the Title V commissions with 
their low-funding levels and quite. limited opera- 
tional base are viewed as planning agencies without 
significant implementation powers. 

The River Basin Commissions 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

The Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Com- 
pacts were State-inspired regional instrumentalities. 
They represented an attempt to achieve regional 
control over both Federal and State water resource 
operations. Title I 1  commissions were the product of 
a Federal desire for more integrated State and Fed- 
eral regional water resource planning. 

The national government has never fully en- 
dorsed, on other than an ad hoc basis, the Federal- 
interstate compact device. States, on the other hand, 
sponsored amendments to initial versions of the 
Water Resources Planning Act so that they would 
be able to choose State representatives. The history 
of these two mechanisms indicates more substantial 
State participation in and support for the Federal- 
interstate compact than for the Title I1 commissions. 
The Federal government generally has adhered to 
the reverse position. 

THE LAWS 

The respective compacts clearly place planning, 
regulatory, and review authority in both the DRBC 
and the SRBC. Title I 1  commissions have much 



more restricted legal mandates. Within their jurisdic- 
tion, the DRBC and SRBC have primary jurisdiction 
in matters of water quality regulation, control over 
water diversions, comprehensive basin planning and 
project review. Title I1 commissions have concurrent 
jurisdiction with Federal and State agencies in water 
resource planning. 

The respective compacts clearly place planning, 
regulatory, and review authority in both the DRBC 
and the SRBC. Title I1 commissions have much more 
restricted legal mandates. Within their jurisdiction, 
the DRBC and SRBC have primary jurisdiction in 
matters of water quality regulation, control over 
water diversions, comprehensive basin planning and 
project review. Title I1 commissions have concur- 
rent jurisdiction with Federal and State agencies in 
water resource planning. 

Federal-interstate compact agencies have a firm 
legal base for exercising basin-wide management 
responsibilities. Title I1 commissions, as forum-type 
bodies, can only exercise their mandate by the power 
of persuasion, continuing in the tradition of ad hoc 
coordinating committees and Federal interagency 
committees for regional water resource planning. 

Federal-interstate compact agencies are  simpler 
institutional mechanisms than Title 11 commissions. 
The former have a smaller number of commission 
members than the latter and all are appointed by 
Federal or  State executives. Federal representation 
in the compact agency focuses on a single Federal 
representative or alternate appointed by the Presi- 
dent. With the Title II's, Federal representation is 
spread among a chairman, appointed by the Presi- 
dent, and Federal agency representatives appointed 
by departmental secretaries. Provision is made for 
State executive participation in the Federal-State 
compact, but not explicitly in the Title 11 commis- 
sions. 

Voting, basically, is by the majority principle in 
the Federal-interstate compacts, although the Fed- 
eral member must concur i f  the action is to bind 
Federal agencies; it is by consensus in Title 11 com- 
missions. 

OPERATIONS 

Title 11 commissions have a wider territorial juris- 
diction than the DRBC or  SRBC. The more wide- 
spread territory of the Title I1 commissions means 
that they have to be involved with planning for a 
number of separate, though related, river basins 
within their general jurisdiction. The DRBC and the 
SRBC have jurisdiction over a smaller and more 
well-defined hydrologic unit. This jurisdictional fact 
gives them a more manageable water resource 

assignment than that faced by Title 11 commissions. 
Both Title I1 commissions and the DRBC depend 

on Federal and State governments for their funding. 
Both also look to operating Federal and State 
agencies for the effectuation of their regional 
responsibilities although less so in the case of DRBC. 
Thus, Title 11 commissions depend on Federal and 
State agencies to implement their framework plans. 
In a somewhat similar manner, DRBC has coopera- 
tive relationships with State and Federal govern- 
ments in the areas of project review, water quality 
regulation, and project implementation. 

DRBC must find additional revenues i f  it is to 
take on new responsibilities in the area of water 
resource management. Through such devices as 
surcharges on water user charges, effluent fees, 
and/or an areawide tax, the DRBC could, for in- 
stance, establish a capital fund for the construction 
and operation of key water resource projects. Yet, 
commission members are still undecided as to 
whether they should vest the DRBC with these fiscal 
powers. There is also some staff concern as to how 
this expanded fiscal mandate would affect the com- 
mission's planning and regulatory responsibilities. 
Title I1 commissions have had to contend with the 
fact that river basin planning budgets are presently 
funded through operating Federal and State agencies 
rather than through the comn~issions themselves. 
This fact has helped to keep the size of commission 
staffs small and made it difficult to coordinate the 
various water resource planning studies in their 
regions. Title 11 commissions generally received 
under ten percent of all planning monies appropri- 
ated for the framework studies authorized in their 
jurisdiction. 

The DRBC has more ongoing relationships with 
State and local water resource agencies than Title 11 
commissions. The latter tend to be heavily oriented 
to Federal water resource planning interests while 
the management responsibilities of the DRBC re- 
quire it to be in continuous consultation with State 
and local governments. The DRBC, then, has more 
institutional visibility than Title I 1  commissions. 

Title I1 commissions and the compact agencies 
offer State and Federal governments alternative 
mechanisms for the resolution of water resource 
problems. The DRBC, for instance, has taken direct 
pressure off State and Federal governments in its 
promulgation of basin-wide water pollution control 
standards and in its regulation of water supply in the 
river during a drought emergency. The Title I1 com- 
missions have attempted to operate a forum-type 
mechanism whereby State and Federal interests can 
construct a compatible basin-wide water resource 



plan. The DRBC, due to its legal authority in certain 
areas of water resource management, however, can 
enforce some of its regional water resource responsi- 
bilities, whereas the Title I 1  commissions must oper- 
ate solely by persuasion and negotiation. 

The basic goal of the DRBC is uniform water re- 
source regulation and planning within its jurisdic- 
tion. The DRBC has been able to achieve much of 
this mandate. It has promulgated and implemented 
a system of basin-wide water quality regulations; it 
has managed water withdrawals in the basin as the 
occasion arose, and it also has made several attempts 
to encourage regional approaches to waste water 
treatment. Title I 1  commissions, on the other hand, 
have chiefly planning goals. None of them, except 
the Ohio River Basin Commission which utilized an 
earlier prepared framework plan, have prepared 
their framework plan which is of the highest level of 
generality. When completed, it still will be hard to 
gauge the impact of that plan on the operations of 
State and Federal water resource agencies and 
legislative bodies. 

Interstate Compacts 

HISTORICAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND 

Interstate compacts are the oldest form of multi- 
state cooperation with the first actually predating 
the Constitution's ratification by six years. The 
Founding Fathers authorized such agreements in 
Article I, Section 10, but in terms requiring the 
consent of Congress. Subsequent developments, 
however, have proven that such consent may not be 
needed for all compacts, although most have 
received it. 

Interstate compacts are formal agreements be- 
tween or among the party jurisdictions. They almost 
always are enacted as statutory law and even when 
this is not the case, the instruments have the force of 
law. They are binding on every branch of the State 
governments involved and protected by the U.S. 
Constitutional ban on State impairment of the 
obligation of contracts. 

In the case of the new breed of compacts-the 
Federal-interstate type--the same basic legal obliga- 
tions bind participating States, but the Federal 
government retains its Constitutional supremacy in 
these arrangements. Federal executive agencies, 
however, are bound by the compact which has the 
force of a Federal statute. Yet, Congress retains the 
power to alter U.S. participation in a Federal inter- 
state compact. 

The legal base of the compact approach is a par- 

ticular advantage for responding to interstate prob- 
lems i f  a joint agency is to be created, i f  specific 
responsibilities of the signatory States to each other 
or to a third signatory need to be created or defined, 
and/or i f  functions of the compact agency need to 
involve regulatory, enforcement, or operational 
activities. The statutory character of compacts 
usually provides a stability for program continuity 
and financial support. 

Historically, compacts have had a narrow geo- 
graphic focus and have involved two or more-but 
never 50-States. Of late, an increasing number have 
been open for adoption by all States. In terms of sub- 
ject matter, compacts can be almost anything on 
which the participants are able and willing to agree. 

All but a handful of these compacts enacted in the 
late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries .dealt with 
the settlement of boundary disputes between two 
States. 

More contemporary forms of regional cooperation 
needs have emerged as problems of interstate water 
allocations, natural resource development, regional 
planning, health, public safety, corrections, educa- 
tion, transportation, and nuclear energy-to mention 
only the more prominent-have been viewed as ones 
that in one respect or another required overcoming 
the limitations imposed by individual State 
boundaries. 

One of the most common forms of compacts arises 
from the basic need to consult on matters of common 
concern. These forum-type compacts have occurred 
largely in the fields of natural resource administra- 
tion, nuclear- energy, and regional planning. The 
resulting compact agency is almost always a small 
one with a few professionals serving as its secretariat 
and with a modest annual budget. 

The mutual-aid type of compact is a somewhat 
more ambitious and intermediate category which 
has arisen in the forest fire protection and police 
areas. 

Another form of intermediate regional compact 
includes those dealing chiefly with planning. A 
number have planning as one of their responsibili- 
ties but only a few have it as their major assignment, 
as in the case of the Tri-State Planning Compact. 

The most ambitious regional compacts are those 
with an operational or regulatory thrust. These are 
found in the corrections, law enforcement, public 
works (notably in transportation), natural resources, 
and recreation areas. 

ADMINISTRATION AND CONTROL 

Compacts may rely on a regular agency of each 
participating State or create a new interjurisdictional 



body to administer the instrument. The particular 
approach adopted depends on the scope and char- 
acter of .the joint functions required to make the 
compact effective. Nearly all of those examined in 
this study have been of the compact agency type. 

Because they are different from regular adminis- 
trative bodies, various devices have been used to 
insure that compact agencies are responsible and 
responsive. A key device to insure accountability is 
the representation on the commission or board of 
members appointed by the governofs of the signa- 
tory States. On occasion, a pioportion of the members 
must reside in the area immediately under the com- 
mission's jurisdiction, as in the case of the New York 
Port Authority. 

Finances also provide another means of control. 
Most compact agencies are wholly or partially 
dependent on appropriations made by the signatory 
parties. This provides the basis for legislative and 
executive oversight. Compact agencies also are 
audited and may, i f  a legislature deems it necessary, 
be subject to investigation. A? a practical matter, i f  
the participating States choose, io make an agency 
depend heavily on revenue bonds, ihe" agency 
becomes more "independent" than it would i f  the 
bulk of its funds had to come via the regular appro- 
priations route. 

Local governments are not represented on com- 
pact agency governing boards except those for the 
Tahoe Regional Planning Commission and the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
where a majority of the membership is selected by 
the localities in the area with the former, and solely 
by local agencies in the latter. But indirectly, locali- 
ties can affect agency efforts in a number of ways, 
depending on the nature and scope of its responsi- 
bilities and its need for local cooperation. This is 
particularly true where an agency's program con- 
fronts local land use and zoning regulations that 
must be honored. 

Compact agencies that are eligible for Federal 
grants-in-aid are subject to the same regulations and 
restrictions as any other recipients. Various Federal 
regulations govern the agency's activities i f  they 
affect interstate or foreign commerce or other 
matters of national import. 

PERFORMANCE 

In general, those compact agencies that are small 
and have forum-type responsibiiities do not generate 
significant oversight or investigatory efforts. With 
those having larger budgets and substantial regula- 
tory or operational functions, the reverse tends to 
be true. 

The performance of compact agencies in dealing 
with their assigned tasks ranges from very good to 
poor and differences depend on quality of personnel, 
adequacy of legislation, levels of financial support 
and the kinds and difficulty of the problems assigned 
to them. Most compact agencies deal with problems 
and activities that cover only a very limited part of 
the public service spectrum and thus d o  not attract 
wide interest. The few agencies that are  responsible 
for functions that have a major impact on a region 
are usually highly regarded insofar as their profes- 
sional competency and efficiency are concerned. 
Controversy surrounding these agencies usually 
revolves around questions of a policy nature over 
facility location and program emphasis. 

RECOMMENDATION I. 
RETENTION OF REGIONAL 

MULTISTATE DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSIONS 

The commission finds that given their funding 
levels, difficult assignments, and wholly yovel insti- 
tutional make-up, the Federal-multistate instrumen- 
talities established pursuant to the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act, Title V of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, 
Title I1 of the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, 
and the Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin 
Compacts have performed their assigned missions 
adequately and should be continued to gain addi- 
tional experience against which their performance 
and role in the federal system might be further 
appraised. Hence- The commission recommends 
that the Federal-multistate regional instrumentali- 
ties created pursuant to the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act, Title V of the Public Works and 
Economrc Development Act of 1965, Title / I  of the 
Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, and the 
Delaware and Susquehanna River Basin Compacts 
be retained pending further experience and further 
recommendations by  the commission as to what 
form of multistate regionalism, if any, should be 
adopted. 

Governor Hearnes dissents and states: 

"Although I favor the retention of the Regional Multistate 
Development Commission, I must dissent with the recommen- 
dation of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations in that it only favors the status quo. Personally, I 
favor a major revision and extension of the Regional Deveiop- 
ment Commission Program. 

The majority recommendation states that ACIR members 
need more time to gauge the value of this federal-multislate 
experiment. The ACIR report acknowledges that Congress is 



currently considering the future of the Regional Development 
Commission program. I think the ACIR should have taken a 
more substantive position to help guide Congress in their 
deliverations. I have served on the Ozarks Regional Commis- 
sion since its inception in September, 1966. On the whole, the 
commission concept has been very satisfactory as far as I am 
concerned. 

Many of the advantages of the Regional Development Com- 
mission are discussed in the Advisory Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations report and it is for these very reasons 
that I support the major revision and extension of the Regional 
Development Commission program. Specifically, the commis- 
sions provide a vehicle for coordination and understanding 
between the various levels of government - federal, state and 
local. One major advantage of the commission approach is that 
it involves the local economic development districts or multi- 
county planning commissions which have been formed to focus 
on local economic development problems. The legislation that 
created the commission allows a more innovative approach to 
economic development rather than the traditional narrow 
approaches that some federal agency imposes on the states 
without regard to geographic or other differences. In addition, 
the regional commission approach allows for the integration of 
the private sector into the public stream of economic develop- 
ment planning. Another advantage of the Economlc Develop- 
ment Commissions is that they allow the Governors to partici- 
pate, on a partnership basis, with the various federal agencies, 
to direct the needed funds into areas where economic develop- 
ment has been lagging behind other areas of their state or the 
nation as a whole. 

For these reasons, I respectfully dissent from the recommen- 
dation of the majority of the Advisory Commibsion on Inter- 
governmental Relations and strongly support alternative policy 
position ?I which is discussed in Appendix A of the report. The 
alternative would provide for the major revision and extension 
of the commission program, as we now know it. 

I strongly feel th; the position taken by the majority of the 
members of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations will only invite inaction on the part of Congress and 
indecision by the Administration." 

Senator Muskie concurs and adds the following 
statement: 

" I  concur in the recommendation of the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations that multistate regional devel- 
opment commissions be retained. However, I regret that the 
commission has not taken a more positive position in advising 
the Congress as it considers a major revision of the regional 
economic development program. 

The Senate Subcommittee on Econoniic Development, of 
which I am a member, is currently drafting legislation for a 
national economic development program which will replace the 
Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965. One 
essential feature of this draft bill is a national sjstem of 
regional development commissions, broadened in scope and 
strengthened in financing and authority. This approach, 
together with the other development tools contained in the draft 
bill, appeals to me because it allows local and State governments 
to achieve a measure of control over Federal categorical aid 
programs within their areas, focusing Federal assistance on 
priorities identified locally. In addition, this extension of 
multistate regionalism would provide for all parts of the nation 
an institutional structure in which State and Federal partners 
can provide a more creative and more orderly development for 

their region than now possible under fragmented Federal aid 
and agencies." 

Although regionalism in varying forms has been 
part of the American tradition since the 17th Cen- 
tury, the 13 multistate regional agencies, whose 
performance and role in the federal system is the 
subject of this report, have had an extremely short 
life to date. They were formed, as we have seen, over 
a ten-year period beginning with the establishment of 
the Delaware River Basin Compact in 1961 and end- 
ing with Federal approval of the Susquehanna 
River Basin Compact in December of 1970. This 
decade began and ended with the creation of a 
Federal-interstate compact mechanism designed to 
deal with the problems of river basin development 
and water resources control. The middle years were 
marked by enactment and implementation of three 
Federal Acts creating A R C  and permitting the 
establishment of the Title V and Title I 1  commissions. 
The 1960's then was a decade of unprecedented 
reliance on Federal-multistate regional instrumen- 
talities. It was an era of experimentation with new 
institutional forms to meet broad development prob- 
lems transcending State and substate jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

Based on this study of existing regional commis- 
sions' operations and the intergovernmental roles 
they have played, this commission believes that, for 
the present, these regional instrumentalities should 
be continued. Our basic conclusion at  this point is 
that the relatively brief existence of these regional 
commissions does not provide sufficient hard data to 
make conclusive judgments about their performance. 
Similarly, there is no firm evidence to determine 
accurately the impact that their operations have had 
on economic and water resources development 
problems. 

The variety of approaches represented in their 
programs and operational experiences along with 
the novelty of and basic differences in their institu- 
tional forms makes any overall judgments speculative 
in our view. After all, there is no precedent in the 
American governmental tradition for these Federal- 
multistate regional commissions. For these basic 
reasons. we do not believe reorganization, whether 
moderate or radical, or abolition of the regional 
commissions as an institutional form of intergovern- 
mental relations is warranted a t  this time. 

A: the same time, we are aware that some observ- 
ers of regional developments are  convinced of the 
need for substantial strengthening of some or  all of 
the present commissions through changes in their 
legal base, programs and fiscal support levels. Others 
see in the present record adequate evidence to sup- 



port more radical changes in the scope and role of 
these commissions under a more or less unified 
national regional development administration. Some 
see this kind of national regional pattern related 
closely to the Federal regional councils in each of the 
uniformly defined ten Federal regions. Still others 
read the record as representing minor or negative 
accomplishments and favor abolition of the federally- 
sponsored regional commission from in favor of the 
traditional Federal-single State approach to meeting 
developmental problems. Because each of these 
views commands support and because this commis- 
sion's recommendation to retain these commissions 
is tentative, five contrasting positions relating to 
regional commissions have been summarized in 
Appendix A. It is our hope that this presentation, 
along with the following rationale for the commis- 
sion's present position, will stimulate a continuing 
dialogue and examination of the multistate regional 
commission mechanism and provide a set of reference 
points for later decisions concerning their future role. 

Advantages and Accomplishments 
of Regional Commissions 

While this recommendation for status quo contin- 
uance of multistate regional instrumentalities is 
dictated primarily by lack of sufficient operational 
experience to assess their full or potential impact and 
role in the federal system, it does not ignore the 
significance of their undertakings and accomplish- 
ments to date. 

National and State initiated Federal-multistate 
regional bodies are performing necessary functions 
that supplement, not supplant, activities of existing 
units of government. From the point of view of a 
member State, a close relationship to other partici- 
pating States and the Federal government in seeking 
solutions to certain regional problems has increased 
the opportunity for it to coordinate some of its own 
policies and programs with those of the other affected 
governments. Federal participation, on the other 
hand, has afforded closer field encounter by certain 
Washington agencies with the variety of regional 
conditions that require flexibility in the planning and 
execution of economic development and water 
resource management programs and policies. There 
is evidence in the record to suggest that both levels 
can play complementary roles through these multi- 
state instrumentalities. 

These Federal-multistate bodies are links between 
and among Federal agencies, the States and, in some 
cases, the localities. They represent efforts to over- 

come the problem of functional fragmentation and 
the lack of a coordinated regional strategy within the 
regular Federal aid approach. All are required to 
develop comprehensive and coordinated plans and 
sponsor research. Most conduct demonstration pro- 
grams and all have identified those regionwide prob- 
lems in their respective functional areas that require 
Federal, State, and local actions. 

With reference to implementation, the ARC, 
through the use of flexible program funding, and the 
DRBC, through its regulatory functions, have 
demonstrated they can carry out certain region-wide 
goals and policies. The ARC'S special categorical 
programs and its supplemental grant program have 
made it possible to redistribute non-highway appro- 
priations with only general Congressional limitations. 
The DRBC has set basin-wide water quality regula- 
tions and issued abatement schedules for waste 
dischargers in the region. The Title V commission 
supplemental grant program, while much more 
limited than that of ARC, also has provided at least 
a minimum targeting of Federal regular aid efforts 
toward the special needs of their five regions. The 
primary emphases of the Title I1  river basin com- 
missions has been to serve as a planning information 
exchange for Federal and State water resource 
agencies and to prepare general framework plans. 
Water resource projects carried out within the 
regions generally will be in harmony with commis- 
sion framework studies, since Federal and State 
water resource representatives participate directly 
in the development of these studies. 

To overcome the defects of traditionally narrow 
approaches to economic development and water 
resources management, the commissions generally 
have been given broader program mandates then 
had been the case with earlier efforts. All involve the 
participation of more than one level of government 
and thereby benefit from a broader intergovern- 
mental input. Economic development is not viewed 
as limited to public works, but includes health, 
education programs, and other human resources 
activities. Water resources management is viewed 
as having multiple concerns, including water supply 
and quality, waste management watershed and flood 
plain management, power plant siting, recreation, 
and other water related land uses. 

To overcome the problem of insufficient scale of 
local government economic development activities. 
multicounty planning and development districts 
serve as the focus for local efforts in Appalachia and, 
while Title V commissions have only indirect 
relationships with local development institutions, 
their member States have assisted in organiring such 



multicounty agencies. The DRBC has maintained 
cooperative relationships with some of its larger local 
jurisdictions and with the Delaware Valley Regional 
Planning Commission, the comprehensive planning 
unit whose jurisdiction encompasses the Philadelphia- 
Camden metropolitan area. 

The Appalachian Regional Commission and the 
Delaware River Basin Commission have developed 
fairly strong administrative systems for program 
coordination. The ARC, through its staff and Federal 
co-chairman, acts as a broker in coordinating its 
programs with Federal government agencies in 
Washington. At the State level, the State representa- 
tive, who is the governor's designee to the commis- 
sion, works to pull together his State's efforts into a 
single coordinated program. The local development 
district is the agency for uniting actions of local 
government agencies within its multicountry area. 
Finally, both the States and local development dis- 
tricts are concerned with integrating private develop- 
ment efforts into the multi-level system. The Dela- 
ware River Basin Commission's procedures for 
program coordination are different, largely because 
of its more limited functional responsibilities and its 
stronger regulatory role. The Federal member is 
advised by a field interagency group to insure that 
national goals and policies are reflected in not only 
the commission's planning efforts but also its admin- 
istrative activities. Should Federal interagency dis- 
putes occur at  the field level, the Federal member 
may resolve the cc lflict or request an interdepart- 
mental committee headquartered in Washington to 
settle the matter. Coordination of State level water 
resources programs rarely is a problem, since the 
commission's State representatives are either heads 
of State water resource agencies or key members of 
the governor's personal staff. Contact with local 
officials also is maintained. Because of the substantial 
impact of the DRBC's activities on the special prob- 
lems of Philadelphia and New York, both cities pro- 
vide technical advisors to the commission. 

Commission composition and voting procedures, 
with the partial exception of the Title 11 agencies, 
tend to produce balance in the decision-making 
process. In the case of A R C  and the Title V's, com- 
mission decisions require an affirmative vote of the 
Federal co-chairman and a majority of the State 
members. In the case of DRBC, the affirmative vote 
of the Federal member is required to bind the 
Federal agencies to a commission decision. The 
development of Title 11 decisions, on the other hand, 
is by consensus. The large number of Federal agency 
mt;nilzrs on Title II's, the absence of a formal Fed- 
eral negative, and the State vice-chariman's right to 

present differing State views in writing combine to 
produce a different decision-making procedure one 
with protections for minority positions but one that 
stresses broad agreement. 

Finally, subject to certain constraints in the au- 
thorizing acts for each type of regional agency, the 
commissions have considerable flexibility in develop- 
ing their program strategies and their working 
relationships with other public agencies. As might 
be expected, some approaches have been very suc- 
cessful; while others have been of limited usefulness. 

LET THE EXPERIMENT CONTINUE 

The commission concludes that it is much too soon 
to make any final judgments on the overall effec- 
tiveness of the multistate regional programs operated 
by the ARC,  Title V, and Title 11 commissions. 
The legislation establishing these commissions and 
giving them their mandate should be retained in 
its present form. A half dozen years or  less in many 
cases, is too brief a span to permit anything but 
tentative findings on the 12 commissions 
established since 1965. Proposals for abolition, 
substantial program redirection, or drastic institu- 
tional overhaul are clearly premature. 

The two 1965 Acts leading to the creation of 
the six Federal multistate regional economic de- 
velopment commissions represented an unprece- 
dented effort in bringing together all levels of 
government in an intergovernmental institutional 
framework. Congress from the outset clearly 
recognized the experimental nature of the program 
and the unique organizational character of the 
resulting commissions. It also felt that a broad, 
new approach in providing assistance to economical- 
ly distressed areas was warranted, in that basic 
regional and local differences necessitate a decentrali- 
zation of much of the planning, programming, and 
decision making that formerly were alsmost exclusively 
handled a t  the Federal level. 

Both the ARDA and Title V legislation have 
been extended twice, the first occurring in 1969, 
and the second, in 1971. Presently, the expiration 
date for Title V commissions and A R C  is 1973 and 
1975, respectively. Each time extension was being 
considered, Congress had the benefit of reviewing 
a number of evaluation studies that judged the 
strengths and weaknesses of regional commission 
activities from several points of view. Yet, a t  neither 
time did Congress choose to make major substan- 
tive changes in either Act. Congress is continuing 
its oversight over these regional commissions and 



their programs. Hearings scheduled to be held later 
in 1972 by both Senate and House Public Works 
Committees will provide additional data and infor- 
mation for further appraisal and possible modifica- 
tions of these programs. 

In our judgment, the regional economic 
development commissions have succeeded in identi- 
fying some of the devices that offer hope and some 
that proved merely fanciful. We believe they 
have provided some useful lessons in how to develop 
a joint regional strategy. 

The additional two years, in the case of the Title 
V program, and the four-year extension of ARDA, 
will provide additional time for a more mean- 
ingful evaluation of the overall worth of this type 
of regional approach in solving the nation's eco- 
nomic development problems. 

Similarly, this commission believes that no changes 
are called for at this time with respect to Title I 1  
of the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965. The 
Title 11 river basin commissions have been assigned 
an extremely difficult, time-consuming task in 
developing general framework studies for the 
management of regional water resources. More- 
over, the linkage between the Title 11's and the 
Water Resources Council (WRC) has not resulted 
in a speed-up of commission operations. WRC's role 
after all is primarily one of coordination with 
limited authority. The long delay in reaching 
agreement on guidelines for the Title 11's planning 
program is illustrative of the complexities involved 
and the difficulties in WRC's coordinating role. 
Since only the Ohio River Basin Plan has been 
completed, and this framework effort was finished 
before that commission was formed, the program 
should be given adequate time to permit other 
river basin commissions to complete the initial plan- 
ning task. Activities now underway in all of these 
regions that provide for information exchanges among 
Federal and State water resource agencies, inventory 
studies which affect basin-wide water resources, and 
a forum for coordinating views on various Federal, 
State and local water resource management pro- 
grams and policies. All these are essential initial 
steps toward implementing a unified regionwide 
water resource planning and management pro- 
gram. 

This commission's conclusion that more time is 
required to appraise the impact and relevance 
of the regional commissions should not be inter- 
preted as either a promise of potential effectiveness. 
or as an excuse for faulty performance to date. The 
simple fact is that substantial time is required after 
passage of the enabling legislation to make appoint- 

ments, recruit and select staff, hold organizing 
meetings, establish by-laws and charters, formulate 
policies and programs and work out all the myriad 
intra- and intergovernmental arrangements that 
these programs require. in the case of the Title 
V and Title I1 commissions, there was the addi- 
tional hurdle of the designation process since 
neither statute identifies specific regions or river basins. 
All these efforts take time. Witness the fact that most 
of the Title V and Title I 1  commissions were not fully 
operational until late 1967 to early 1968. But 
above all, these 13 regional instrumentalities were 
and are novel cooperative ventures among States 
and between States and the Federal government. 
Precedents were a few. The institutional formula 
was untested. Their program strategy was wholly 
untried. 

Even with the DRBC, the oldest of the multi- 
state commissions, a number of years elapsed before 
that agency began to mount an effective water 
quality control program. And it was not until 1971, 
that it moved to the threshold of 4xpanding its 
responsibilities in the financing of regional sewage 
treatment systems. The same time delay requirements, 
at least in part, can be read into the slow DRBC move- 
ment into watershed and flood plain management, 
recreation, and hydroelectric power planning and 
regulation. The other compact commission, SRBC, 
has just been organized and, as of January 1972, was 
only beginning to recruit staff. 

The Title 11 river basin commissions are quite ex- 
plicit about the time requirement, particularly in 
formulating basin framework studies. Some ob- 
servers are critical of the Title 11's plodding pace, and 
they cite weaknesses in the legislative base and in the 
institutional form of these commissions as causes. Title 
11 supporters state that joint basin-wide planning 
is a new field requiring new information, more 
complicated analytical techniques, and new inter- 
agency and interlevel relationships--- only now in 
an early development state. ~ b m e  of these observ- 
ers feel that an earlier development by WRC of 
Title I 1  planning guidelines would have speeded 
the process. Moreover, they point out, there are 
many diverse interests to be reckoned with in water 
resources planning and development. These interests 
must be tapped, analyred and merged even though 
considerable time is involved. These defenders also 
note that framework studies musl come first and this 
is the most complicated phase of the planning 
process. This comnlission finds merit in most of these 
arguments. 

With respect to the economic development com- 
missions, the time required to gain operational ef- 



ficiency, not to mention effectiveness of program im- 
pact, is indeed great. In the first place, governmental 
intervention to stimulate on a multistate basis a 
regional economy that has been lagging for decades 
is a new and untested concept in this country. As 
in basin-wide water resources planning and develop- 
ment, there are no pat formulas applicable in any one 
or all regions to guide the process. It is a function 
which requires new data, new concepts and new 
planning processes which vary from region to region. 

ARC was created with substantial amounts of 
money in hand and effective controls over a set 
of categorical programs, especially a well defined 
highway program, closely linked to economic 
development needs. It was given an operational 
emphasis from the outset, and it gained stability 
and political strength thereby. It chose to launch a 
regional planning process based on and beginning 
with local and State planning inputs and policy 
decisions. Whatever the merits of this approach, it 
required months to work with States and their 
localities to organize and staff these components 
of a regional planning process, and the job is far 
from complete. In many ARC States, the planning 
function at State level was either non-existant or 
quite primitive, a condition which still exists to 
some degree. Time is required in this kind of 
planning process to overcome inertia and gain 
the commitment and expertise to upgrade these 
State and local planning functions to operate in a 
regional context and provide valid inputs to the 
regional development effort. 

The amount of time reasonably required to move 
the Title V commissions from point of creation to 
a full operational state is greater than that for ARC. 
Lagging economic regions had to respond to the 
invitation to form a regional commission, and a 
Federal co-chairman had to be appointed even be- 
fore the staff recruiting process' could begin. 

The more specific mandate of the Title V's to 
produce a document representing a comprehen- 
sive regional economic development plan, 
coupled with a much more modest assortment of 
programmatic and funding tools, combined to 
dictate basically a "top-down" planning process. 
Theoretically, this approach should take less time. 
Yet, i f  the plan is to be feasible and relevant, i f  im- 
plementation is to be achieved through State and 
local plans and policies, then the investment of 
time to gain subregional involvement and consensus 
is not only justified, but required. Moreover, be- 
cause of the heavier Federal oversight role in these 
commissions, the law requires a review by a vast 
section of the Federal bureaucracy before it can 

be transmitted to t i e  President "for such action 
as he may deem desirable." This review gauntlet 
is capable of producing not only a range of re- 
actions from sheer apathy to open hostility, de- 
pending upon "whose ox is being gored," but also 
an inordinate consumption of time. This review 
has been completed for only two of the Title V com- 
prehensive plans with submission to the President 
in September 197 1 and January 1972, respectively. 
The argument that better prepared plans would 
greatly reduce the time delay is rejected by this 
commission in the light of the pioneering charac- 
teristics and inherent complexities of region-wide 
economic development planning and the nature 
of the review process required to give the plan 
status. 

Turning to the issue of plan implementat~on as it 
relates to 12 of the multistate regional commission 
programs, excluding SRBC, it is apparent to us 
that the period has just now been reached when the 
emphasis can shift from planning to plan implemen- 
tation in most of these agencies. That judgment 
should be interpreted a little differently in the 
cases of ARC and DRBC since both of these commis- 
sions were really charged with a mandate to imple- 
ment a plan simultaneously. Basically, these two 
commissions have followed this strategy, even 
though the impact of their programs can not be 
fully assessed at this point. But, we see a clear need 
for even more time in the case of the Title 11's to 
capitalize on the investments made in the basin- 
wide framework studies and to move to the more 
detailed Type I1 studies. Similarly, the Title V com- 
missions should be given more time to shift to an im- 
plementation phase of their work and to test the 
feasibility of their comprehensive plans. 

Our inquiry has yielded little by way of hard data 
measuring the impact that the multistate commis- 
sions have had in carrying out their mandates. 
While DRBC did take steps to deal with the 
severe drought in 1965, we can not assess the Impact 
of this action in relation to any previous measures 
which might have been taken, or were taken by 
DRBC. The same problem of reservation exists in 
efforts to assess DRBC's pollution abatement 
program. Such data can be accumulated and, over 
time, evaluations can and should be made, but in 
our view such judgments now are premature. 

The impact of the Title I1 planning programs are 
likewise impossible to assess accurately, and this 
problem will not disappear in the immediate future. 
Basin-wide framework studies, yet to be completed 
by all Title I1 commissions, are the first step in their 
planning programs. Meaningful assessment of pro- 



grap  impact can not be made until the more de- 
tailed Type I1 studies are completed. And the effect 
of all this on State and Federal agencies as well as on 
Congress will not, be known for a number of years. 

With respect to the economic development com- 
missions-both the ARC and the Title V's-the 
implicit and explicit goals of these special programs 
are to raise income levels, job opportunities, and the 
basic quality of life in these regions to a position of 
parity with the rest of the country. The commissions 
have viewed these goals as requiring broader efforts 
in the fields of health, medical care, education, vo- 
cational training as well as efforts to upgrade trans- 
portation, industrial growth, and natural resources 
conservation which are more directly related to 
economic development. The point here is that the 
impact of these broader programs can be assessed 
only after a number of years of implementation 
efforts, and only then with some difficulty. We take 
note of the fact that ARC, which has had the longest 
implementation period, rejects the use of "success" 
indices expressed in terms of lowered migration 
rate, increased income levels, the number of ad- 
ditional jobs available, and similar data. In our 
judgment, it is still too soon to make a valid apprai- 
sal of such of these data as are available and to at- 
tribute any noted changes directly to the efforts and 
program of economic development commissions. 

On balance, this appraisal of regional commission 
advantages and accomplishments matched against 
what we believe are reasonable time requirements 
before the programs can be validly assessed, yields no 
other conclusion but to let the experiment continue 
in its present form until further experience pro- 
vides sufficient data on which more reasoned judg- 
ments can be made. Thus: 

It is too soon to prescribe specific reforms, major 
or minor. To do so would be tinkering or revising 
the mechanism without really knowing the impact 
of present efforts on these broad developmental 
problems. Also, such changes may dilute or de- 
stroy past and present investments of time, money, 
and meaningful intergovernmental relationships 
vital to the resolution of these problems. 

It is too soon to link the economic development 
commissions with a national growth strategy. This 
strategy has yet to be hammered out. Its com- 
ponent policies at the Federal and State levels are 
yet to be agreed upon. Widespread debate and 
major decisions on these critical views must occur 
before confronting the question of what role the 
regional economic development commissions as 
well as the river basin commissions might play in 
a growth policy procedure. 

It is too soon to link these multistate regional 
instrumentalities under any new national regional 
policy or program. As we have pointed out, dif- 
ferences in form and function among these 
regional mechanisms are far more prominent than 
their similarities. While developmental problems 
are, of course related, we find no objective basis 
at this point in time for the merger or combination 
of these instrumentalities under a single organiza- 
tional umbrella at the national and regional levels. 
There is little geographic or real functional over- 
lap among the existing commissions and the num- 
ber of commissions represents no basic problem of 
proliferation. Moreover, while the creation of 
some additional Title I 1  and Title V commissions 
has been requested, we do not believe the legal 
criteria prescribed for creating new commissions 
is so broad as to allow a troublesome proliferation 
of these mechanisms in all sections of the country. 

In our judgment, it is far too soon to merge this 
rather disparate group of multistate instrumentali- 
ties with theFederal Regional Councils that have 
been established in each of the ten Federal 
regions. For one thing, such a move would require 
a massive shifting of boundaries of either the 
various regional commissions, or the Federal 
regions, or both. Given what we believe to be the 
present mid-stream development of most of the 
regional commissions and especially of the Federal 
Regional Councils, such a course would produce 
confusion in programs and intergovernmental 
relationships. After all, the Federal Regional 
Councils have only recently been established-not 
all of the Federal agencies to be included have as 
yet joined as official council participants and the 
councils' role as coordinative, liaison, and decen- 
tralizing mechanisms is still being carved out. Our 
view then is that it would be wholly premature to 
recommend a pattern of regions and regional 
instrumentalities featuring such a combination at 
this time. 

Finally, our assessment of regional commission 
performance and the brevity of their experience 
to date support the judgment that it is far too soon 
to call for abolition of these mechanisms in favor 
of return to sets of one-to-one, Federal-single State 
relationships in these functional areas. The com- 
pact arrangements after all were initiated by the 
Stztes themselves and the other regional commis- 
sions were created at least partly because the 
traditional pattern of intergovernmental relations 
had not produced a sufficiently effective response 
to developmental problems. The record of their 
performance, in our view, is incomplete. They 



have not defaulted on their assigned tasks and 
there have been some accomplishments in their 
response to these developmental problems which 
are still with us. We believe, therefore, that these 
commissions should not be abolished at this time 
and that they should be given more time to demon- 
strate whether or not the experiments these pro- 
grams represent can be counted as successes or 
failures. 
In making these judgments, this commission 

is not unmindful of national developments which 
may affect, directly or indirectly, the role of 
regional commissions and the thrust of their pro- 
grams. The various general and special revenue 
sharing proposals, especially ' the Administration's 
rural revenue sharing measure, could have a direct 
impact on these developmental programs. The 
President's first Urban Growth Report, due in Feb- 
ruary 1972, and actions which may flow from 
it, conceivably might affect the role and programs 
of some or all of these regional commissions. We 
believe the existence of these possible or scheduled 
developments provide additional reasons for 
advancing a tentative recommendation regarding 
multistate regional mechanisms at this point in 
time. 

This commission's recommendation for status 
quo continuance of these regional mechanisms 
is not intended to thwart efforts by the commis- 
sions and the Federal agencies involved to make 
normal administrative and operational improve- 
ments. Findings of this report, in effect, constitute 
a primer of possible commission actions in these 
areas. 

In the State planning area, for example, there 
i s  enough evidence to suggest that some States do 
not take seriously enough their developmental 
responsibilities. It is apparent that State planning 
activity needs to be bolstered and that closer 
relationships between State and regional develop- 
ment plans are essent~al. The commission has de- 
veloped a model draft of a State planning bill 
pursuant to recommendations adopted in its re- 
ports on Fiscal Balance in the American Federal 
System and on Urban and Rural America: Policies 
for Future Growth. This measure still merits the 
attention of all who seek to upgrade the State 
planning process. 

Similarly, more emphasis might well be placed 
on merging the Title V comprehensive regional 
planning function with the planning and budget- 
ing efforts of member States. Further, Title V 
commissions and member States should adopt 
a procedure for formal review of State develop- 

ment plan and investment priorities for con- 
formance to the regional plan. Not only are State 
inputs essential to the regional plan, but State 
plans should reflect regional strategies. 

The State water resources planning process and the 
linkage with Title I1 commission framework studies 
could be strengthened. Effective implementation 
of an existing Water Resources Council regulation 
applicable to all Title 111 grants would help 
achieve this. The State application for a Title 
111 water resource planning grant is required 
to show the steps that will be taken for coordinating 
the applicant's program with the work of Title 
I1 River Basin Commissions in those areas of a State 
included within a commission's jurisdiction. A more 
rigorous WRC check of this procedure in State plan- 
ning efforts would help produce better State inputs 
into basin-wide framework studies. 

The funding levels for the Title V commissions 
are modest in comparisons to that for ARC and the 
funding of the Title 11's is quite low compared to 
expenditures for water resources development in 
the various regions. There are significant gaps 
between amounts authorized and monies appro- 
priated for these programs. Also, in the case of the 
Water Resources Council's Title 111 grants, the au- 
thorization-appropriations gap has slowed up 
State water resources planning efforts. This commis- 
sion has addressed itself previously to the general 
problems raised by authorization-appropriation 
gaps in the Federal budgetary process. Here we 
underscore the point in terms of two significant 
Federal-multistate endeavors. 

The overall record of the Federal co-chairman 
on the Appalachian and Title V commissions indicates 
considerable drive and talent on their part in 
serving as the recipients of, and leaders in, the 
battle over Federal funds for their respective pro- 
grams. It also suggests considerable skill in interacting 
with governors, alternates, and commission staff. But 
the record is less clear about a positive role on 
their part in resource allocation decisions and in 
evaluating individual State efforts as reflected in 
their development plans or planning programs 
and project proposals. All the arts of a skilled diplo- 
mat are called for in such an assignment but at this 
point, consideration might be given to whether this 
assignment sh'ould be avoided any longer. Increas- 
ingly, hard questions are being asked about State 
efforts under these programs and, just as frequently, 
some ask how the Federal interest is really protected 
in these joint endeavors. The Federal co-chairman is 
in a position to resolve many of these doubts and he 
can do it by becoming more involved substantively in 



commission deliberations, in applying its policies, 
and in the process of formal or  informal review of 
State planning efforts and projects. 

Some State members might resent this role for 
the Federal co-chairman. Yet, in the long run, most 
probably would welcome it, since it could con- 
tribute directly to strengthening the commis- 
sions' position and the regional thrust of its opera- 
tions. These goals, after all, are of as much concern to 
the member States as they are in the Federal interest. 
What is more, these are some of the advantages 
that such Federal-multistate efforts are supposed to 
produce. 

Greater attention might well be given by ap- 
pointing authorities to the selection of their 
designees serving on Federal-multistate commissions. 
The State designees should have the background, 
official position, and access to assure proper repre- 
sentation of their States: Moreover, the designee in 
many States is a pivotal official in all official State 
dealings with the commission and this makes the 
position one of critical administrative significance. 
One problem that has been troublesome is the 
negative impact of frequent changes in person- 
nel occupying this position. While new State 
administrations can not be expected to continue 
with the designee of an outgoing one, retention of 
the same representative during the tenure of a 
governor would give greater continuity and stabil- 
ity to the State's relationship with the commission. 
Finally, in those cases where the State designee has 
an alternate to serve in his place a t  commission 
deliberations, the alternate should not be a lower 
level functionary. This, too, becomes a guber- 
natorial responsibility, since it directly affects the 
quality of representation of his State. Further- 
more, on the Federal side, there is evidence 
that patronage considerations sometimes have been 
the primary factor in determining the selection of 
some Federal members. 

T o  strengthen the Federal representation on 
Title I1 commissions, consideration might be given 
to developing a selection procedure that is con- 
sistent from department to department. Presently, 
the Secretary of the Department of the Interior 
appoints his regional office coordinators to serve 
on the appropriate commissions. Other agencies 
generally adhere to varying practices. This 
complicates the task of coordinating Federal inter- 
agency views and consequently the job of the 
Federal chairman. Similar problems, of course, 
occur at  the State level when there is no single uni- 
fied water resource agency. 

Summing it all up, this commission believes it 

would be premature to make any final judgment 
at  this time on the effectiveness and continuing 
relevance in the federal system of these multistate 
regional commissions. They represent quite dif- 
ferent and novel intergovernmental approaches 
to broad regional problems in the economic and 
water resources development area. Their brief 
operational experiences provide a meager basis 
for accurate assessment. They appear to hold 
some promise as institutional devices for joining and 
implementathg certain Federal, State, and 
local policies. But, in our view, it is too soon to make 
any final judgments regarding their present 
effectiveness or ultimate fate. More time, much 
more time, is needed to gauge the value of these 
Federal-multistate experiments. Our recommen- 
dation then is that, for the present, these multi- 
state regional commissions should be continued 
under their present mandates pending the develop- 
ment of a more extensive record. 

RECOMMENDATION II. 
CONTINUED USE OF 

INTERSTATE COMPACTS 

The commission believes that there always will be 
a range of governmental problems and functions 
transcending the boundaries of two or  more States 
which will require interstate compacts. At the 
same time, the commission finds that the member 
States have not always exercised systematic over- 
sight of the activities of compact agencies. In light 
of these findings, 

The commission recommends that the States 
continue to initiate and Congress give consent to 
interstate compacts designed to meet governmental 
program problems-informational, planning, oper- 
ational, and regulatory-that require interstate 
arrangements. To a void proliferation, the commis- 
sion recommends that States when drafting a new 
compact consider the feasibility of expanding the 
scope, functions, and powers of an existing compact 
agency if such action would resolve the difficulty 
prompting consideration of the new instrument. The 
commission also recommends that member State 
legislatures adopt procedures to provide for a bien- 
nial audit and a periodic program review at a 
minimum of every five years of all compacts to 
which their State is a signatory party. The commis- 
sion further recommends that, whenever possible, 
signatory States avoid revenue bonding as the 
primary means of funding the operations of a 
compact agency. 



Interstate compacts are formal agreements be- 
tween and among State governments, which 
are enacted as statutory law. The history of their 
use dates back to the 1780's and for the next 150 
years the device was used almost exclusively for 
the settlement of boundary disputes among the 
States. The Federal interest in compacts stems 
from Article I of the Constitution which reads: "No 
State shall, without Consent of Congress . . . enter 
into any agreement or compact with another State 
or a foreign power . . ." While later judicial inter- 
pretation made it less clear that Congress must con- 
sent to all interstate compacts, as a matter of prac- 
tice almost all such documents are subjected to thos 
process. In a few fields, Congress has given advance 
consent for the enactment of interstate compacts. 
All Federal-interstate compacts, of course, must 
have Congressional consent. 

The compact device is available for use whenever 
political boundaries inhibit Federal, State and local 
jurisdictions from relating to one another, or from 
joining together in response to a governmental 
problem of common concern. In this study, the com- 
mission has examined a wide variety of compacts, 
ranging from forum-type consultative agreements to 
those which are fully operational in nature and 
which establish a compact agency mandated to carry 
out specified regulatory duties and responsibilities. 
The most contemporary forms of compacts are those 
fucused on problems of interstate water allocation, 
environmental control systems, natural resource 
development, health, public safety, transportation, 
education and other areas. The Delaware River 
Basin Commission and the newly organized Susque- 
hanna River Commission are classic examples, to 
date, of the use of the compact device for broad 
regulatory purposes. 

As the commission sees it, there are few problems 
involved in the extended uge of the compact 
device as a basis for forum-type consultative 
arrangements between and among states. Nor is 
there much concern about compacts designed 
for joint planning efforts. So long as the use of this 
process does not inhibit any necessary joint govern- 
mental action, the use of such compacts is all 
to the good. There are several valid concerns, 
however, in the use of compacts which are opera- 
tional or regulatory in nature and which are designed 
to solve specific problems or offer a single set of 
services. Special efforts should be made to see to it 
that the device is not used to develop a myriad 
of single purpose agreements or agencies as partial 
solutions to broader or more difficult problems. 
The commission is well aware that developing 

intergovernmental solutions to joint jurisdictional 
problems opens some doors to compromise which 
may yield a less than fully effective compact 
arrangement. This is especially true in operational 
or regulatory compacts establishing a separate 
agency, and in which the signatory parties are 
placed in the position of delegating, and thereby 
relinquishing, a portion of their responsibility and 
power. Care should also be taken to insure that 
compact agencies are responsive and responsible. 
Even though compacts are basically State enact- 
ments, they can be designed to include local govern- 
ment representation, when such is desirable. A key 
device to insure accountability is the representation 
on compact commissions of gubernatorially ap- 
pointed members. Other concerns involve the 
financing of compact agencies and legislative review 
and oversight of compact operations. 

On balance, the commission concludes that the 
compact device has proven to be a most useful 
instrumentality in the solution of problems 
shared by more than one State. As governmental 
problems increase in complexity, especially in and 
near metropolitan areas, compacts can and should 
be used to develop effective solutions. As a means 
of avoiding proliferation, however, the com- 
mission urges that specific steps be taken by States 
to explore the possibility of expanding and extend- 
ing existing compacts when responding to other 
interstate problems in the same geographic area. 
The commission has, on numerous occassions, cau- 
tioned against the use of single-purpose govern- 
mental institutions. In a like fashion, we urge 
States to avoid the overlapping and proliferation of 
single-purpose compact agencies. 

The commission also recommends that member 
State legislatures, adopt procedures to provide for 
a biennial audit and a periodic program review 
every five years, at the minimum, of all compacts 
to which their State is a signatory party. This 
commission has recommended periodic legisla- 
tive review and assessment in other intergovern- 
mental arrangements as a means by which experience 
with a program can be analyzed to determine 
whether it should be terminatied or redirected. 
Audit and comprehensive review procedures also 
would benef~t States in determining whether com- 
pact operations are being discharged effectively. 
Legislative audit and review also is necessary due 
to the insulation of compact agencies, for example, 
from normal legislative budget review and, in 
some cases, from annual reporting requirements to 
the State legislature. 

The recommended, biennial audit should be 



performed for and at the direction of the State legis- 
lature by the State comptroller or other appropriate 
fiscal officer on the basis of fiscal records and reports 
submitted by the compact commission. The commis- 
sion notes that there are several means of achieving 
a general periodic program review. Most 
States have a joint executive-legislative commis- 
sion on interstate or intergovernmental coopera- 
tion which could serve as one vehicle for reviewing 
compact operations. Another means of insuring 
review might be through a legislative requirement 
that the appropriate State agency heads prepare 
periodic reports appraising the State's participation 
in various functional compacts. Such requirements 
are presently in effect in New York State. The 
method for insuring legislative review can best 
be attained by making formal provision for it in 
the compact document itself. 

In sum, this commission urges periodic audit 
and legislative review so that compact operations 
can be judged in a normal political fashion. 
Moreover, such review may suggest other areas in 
which multistate action might be required and 
ways in which compact operations might be coor- 
dinated with general-purpose State and local 
governments. 

Most interstate compact agencies with significant 
operating powers finance their operations through 
revenue bonds. Such financing has been considered 
to have several fiscal advantages including: ( 1 )  the 
raising of revenue from private rather than public 
sources, (2) the financing of compact services through 
user charges rather than general taxation, (3) the 
flexible scheduling of bond sales, often through re- 
financing techniques, to a time when bonding 
funds are available at a low cost, (4) the absence of 
a need to refer bonds to the electorate, and (5) 

the systematic amortization of bonds from revenues 
generated by compact agency operations. Indeed, 
agencies such as the Port Authority of New York 
with its consolidated bonding authority have been 
able to pool revenues to permit more diversified 
funding of metropolitan transportation projects. 

Even though revenue bonds give compact 
agencies a fiscal independence whereby they 
can meet their long-term operational responsibilities, 
the commission recommends that, whenever 
possible, signatory States avoid revenue bonding 
as the primary means of funding. Rather, States 
might pledge annual or multi-year appropriations 
for a compact as they do now in the case of DRBC 
and ORSANCO. Or States might create bond-bank 
operations, similar to the one recently created in 
Vermont, which would be the sole purchaser 
of compact agency bonds. 

The commission makes this recommendation for 
several reasons. Financing of compact operations 
from State general revenues or State bonding 
powers would strengthen the fiscal position of 
smaller, unifunctional compact agencies; thus, 
their bond issues would receive a higher bond 
rating and interest costs in the issue would be re- 
duced. Partial financing of compact agencies from 
State sources would also increase the opportunity to 
review compact agency operations in detail and 
also see how their operations are coordinated with 
local governments in the compact area. Through 
these powers, States could strengthen their fiscal 
oversight, presently lacking in most compacts. More- 
over, since States would commit themsleves both to 
the compact agreement and as the primary 
source of compact financing, compact agency 
operations would not be jeopardized by an un- 
stable financing system. 







Appendix A 

OTHER POLICY POSITIONS 
ON FEDERAL- 

MULTISTATE REGIONAL COMMISSIONS 

1. Major Revision and Extension 

THE NEED FOR REFORM. Some observers find 
the record of the Federal-multistate regional com- 
missions sufficiently adequate to draw certain con- 
clusions, to arrive at certain judgments regarding their 
performance, and to call for major reform in certain 
of the regional programs. 

Most of these moderate reformers find the records 
of the Appalachian Regional Commission and the 
Delaware River Basin Commission generally satis- 
factory and that the minor changes needed can be 
achieved primarily by the commissions themselves 
and their State members. On the other hand, most 
find basic defects in the performance of the Title V 
commissions established under the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965 and the Title I 1  
commissions set up by the Water Resources Act of 
1965. Variation and many contrasts, not uniformity 
and strong similarities, are the hallmarks of the ex- 
perience thus far of the regional economic develop- 
ment and water resources commissions, they empha- 
size. A number of factors, they believe, explain the 
differences between the ARC and the Title V's and the 
contrasts between the Title I 1  commissions and 
DRBC and SRBC, including their contrasting legal 
base and mandates, their va~ying level of political and 
fiscal support, and their resulting capacity to influence 
Federal, State, and local governmental actions. 

Implicit in their general position are three assump- 
tions. They generally accept the proposition that ef- 
fective joint Federal-multistate economic develop- 
ment and water resources instrumentalities are needed 
now and in the future. They also accept the argument 
that the record of some of these instrumentalities 

suggests ways and means of achieving reform. Final- 
ly, most of these observers do not feel that a need ex- 
ists now or in the years immediately ahead for merg- 
ing functionally different commissions operating in 
the same region or that the record suggests the need to 
add broad new charges to regional economic devel- 
opment, river basin, or consolidated regional com- 
missions functioning in all sections of the country. 
Basically then, they find that the overall record high- 
lights sufficient elements of strength and weakness for 
developing a realistic, yet fairly dramatic agenda of 
reform in the existing regional economic development 
and water resources program areas. 

STRENGTHENING THE APPALACHIAN 
REGIONAL COMMISSION. Most of these ob- 
servers believe that the experience of the Appalachian 
Regional Commission on balance has been good to 
excellent. To correct those of its operational features 
which appear somewhat defective they urge: 

-improvement of the policy focus of State devel- 
opment plans and of the linkage between them and 
their project appendices; 
-expanding the role of member State legislatures 

. in the review of State participation in Appalachian 
programs; 
-more careful attention by the governors to the 
selection of the State representative and his alter- 
nates; 
-strengthening the commission's review and ap- 
proval process as it relates to State development 
plans and their appended list of proposed projects; 
-augmenting the role of the Federal co-chairman 
to achieve a better balancing of Federal-State in- 
terests by more continuous, substantive involve- 
ment on his part and that of his staff in ARC'S 



program and policy decisions and in the State 
planning and project review process; 
-development by the commission and by some 
States of more precise policies for effective moni- 
toring of the planning and program responsibilities 
of the local development districts established pur- 
suant to the Act; 
-provision for consideration of the views of appli- 
cable major general units of local government or 
associations of general units of local government, 
including the use of associate commission mem- 
bership for such units or groups and some type of 
partial voting procedures to assure adequate repre- 
sentation; and 
-establishment of ongoing linkages with other 
multistate bodies in the ARC region. 
This group of regional analysts is convinced that 

action on each of these eight procedural fronts would 
make ARC an even better regional resource alloca- 
tion mechanism than it is now. In the State planning 
area, they find enough evidence to suggest that some 
States do not take their developmental responsibilities 
too seriously. The continuing reliance by some on 
outside consultants, the feeble connection between 
some plans and their appendix of proposed projects, 
the excuse raised that it is difficult to plan and pro- 
gram for only segments of a State, the continuing 
administrative quandary in some as to where to assign 
the responsibility-all these, they contend, are signs in 
some member States of weakness and lack of direc- 
tion in the policy making and program development 
efforts called for under ARDA. This is not to say, they 
quickly point out, that State planning efforts outside 
the region are necessarily any better. Most authorities 
would judge they are not. But they stress that defin- 
able purposes with clear program payoffs are involved 
in this undertaking and these considerations should 
produce a better product than normally is the case. 
They admit that significant improvements have been 
made recently in the quality of State development 
plans, especially since the adoption of ARC'S code 
requirements regarding these instruments. But the 
Appalachian program, they argue, is supposed to be a 
joint Federal-State endeavor and effective State  
planning inputs are a vital feature of the program's 
joint decision-making process. Hence, they urge that 
where lacking, member States should develop their 
ongoing planning effort with their own staff, should 
closely interrelate their developmental plans with 
proposed project listings, and should assign the Ap- 
palachian planning assignment to the unit responsible 
for statewide efforts which preferably should be di- 
rectly under the governor. All member States should 
treat the Appalachian program as if it were here to 

stay, so their argument runs, and should view their 
planning difficulties under i t  as a commentary on !heir 
overall planning capabilities. 

To correct the impression, if not the fact, that the 
governors are the primary beneficiaries of the ARDA 
at the State level, these reformers recommend that the 
legislatures of the member States should institute 
procedures to assure adequate review of State partic- 
ipation in Appalachian programs. As things stand 
now, that review generally is partial, sporadic, and 
ineffective and the legislative committee structure has 
not been changed to provide a continuing focus on 
ARC-State relations. Most of the legislatures, they 
note, have no clear role in the State planning process, 
which is in marked contrast to the procedures outlined 
in the draft bill of this commission on State planning. 
Most of the matching funds required for ARC pro- 
grams are buried in the budgets of general line agency 
programs. Moreover the extent of State matching in 
the Appalachian non-highway programs generally has 
been so modest that fiscal review and specific program 
oversight in these areas has been minimal. More buy- 
ing in, more of an Appalachian focus in committee 
structure and deliberations, and a more collaborative 
legislative role in the State planning process, they ar- 
gue, would go far toward assuring proper participa- 
tion of the legislatures in the efforts of the individual 
Appalachian States. Failure to achieve these reforms, 
they warn, will leave the program in the governor's 
domain, will belie the claim that this is a broad State 
based program, and above all will signify that the leg- 
islatures still consider Appalachia a temporary, pri- 
marily Federal effort-of no real consequence to their 
respective States, or to their institutional well-being. 

On the matter of designees, these observers believe 
that the member governors should see to it that their 
State representatives have the background, adminis- 
trative position and official access to assure proper 
representation of their States. They note that the State 
representative in many States is a pivotal official in all 
State dealings with the ARC and this also makes the 
post one of critical administrative significance. Not to 
be overlooked, they caution, is the negative impact of 
frequent changes in the personnel occupying this 
position. New State administrations can not be ex- 
pected to continue with the State representative of the 
outgoing one. But retention of the same man, as- 
suming he has the necessary qualifications can be 
reasonably expected during the tenure of a governor, 
they assert, and this would help inject greater contin- 
uity and stability in State-ARC relationships. Finally, 
they believe that the alternate of the State representa- 
tive who sits in the latter's absence at all ARC delib- 
erations, should not be merely a low level func- 



tionary, as he frequently is at the present time. This 
too becomes a gubernatorial responsibility, since it 
directly affects the quality of representation of his 
State. 

Regarding ARC's annual review of State devel- 
opment plans and project listings, these reformers call 
for certain procedural innovations. At the present 
time, much of this process assumes a pro forma guise. 
Plans are reviewed and some are modified as a result 
of informal negotiations. Projects are reviewed and 
some are revised when they are found faulty and not in 
conformance with the plan or ARC code require- 
ments. These critics find that at this time a more 
rigorous ARC approach to this critically significant 
function is warranted. ARC at present clearly has the 
political strength, the judgment, and the requisite 
personnel, they argue, to make the review and ap- 
proval process a basic means of sustaining a more 
effective regional strategy. They point out that this 
process, after all, could give ARC leverage in imple- 
menting its code policies, in applying its growth 
centered strategy, and in influencing the quality and 
thrust of State development plans, which is the focal 
point of all such planning under the ARDA. The 
reformers agree that all that is called for here is merely 
a shift in attitude on the part of the ARC's members 
and especially its executive committee. It would be a 
controversial move, they concede, but one that would 
strengthen the ARC program and the foundations on 
which it rests-the member States. 

This group of moderate reformers generally be- 
lieves that the time has come to clarify the role of 
ARC and the States with respect to the local devel- 
opment districts established pursuant to ARDA. The 
ARC's code provisions dealing with these districts are 
detailed on staffing questions but general to vague as 
to program purposes. As a result, the States have had 
considerable leeway in determining the actual role of 
these substate regional mechanisms. The ARC has 
encouraged their foundation, assisted them to the tune 
of more than $6 million, and provided technical as- 
sistance when requested. Nonetheless, these observers 
find that ARC's overall role with respect to the Local 
Development Districts (LDD) is essentially ambigu- 
ous. With some States, the LDD's have been a basic 
component in the State developmental planning pro- 
cess, but in others they have been restricted to a review 
and comment role on multicounty cooperative func- 
tions. Some of these critics claim that the economic 
development districts in the region are more effective 
and explain this in terms of EDA's bypassing the 
States do deal directly with the multicounty level. In 
light of these developments and criticisms, these ob- 
servers recommend that ARC and the States involved 

should join in clarifying the role of the LDD's in the 
program. They urge that the commission should 
modify its code to specify more adequately the func- 
tions of these districts and as a minimum, the re- 
quirement should be adopted that the LDD's be an 
integral part of the State developmental planning 
process; otherwise, the claim that there are local in- 
puts in this effort will remain a claim, not a fact. In 
addition, they stress that in the relevant States ap- 
propriate procedures should be instituted to make this 
process a State-local phenomenon, not merely that of 
the State alone. The draft State planning bill of the 
ACIR sometimes is cited in this connection since it 
assures consideration of substate regional efforts. 

Observers who seek to strengthen the regional 
commission mechanism, including ARC, the Title V's 
and the Title II's, urge the adoption of provisions to 
give ample consideration in commission matters of 
the views of large local jurisdictions or association of 
local governments within the region. The issue of local 
representation is a thorny one and any statutory pro- 
visions should be sufficiently broad to allow both ex- 
perimentation and variations in procedures among the 
commissions. Some observers feel that local units or 
groups might be granted associate memberships and 
partial voting privileges, with the proviso that the to- 
tal vote of associate members should not exceed the 
weight of the vote accorded to their State. This type of 
representation, these observers contend, would permit 
local governments a voice in regional commission 
decisions, but would not change the essentially 
Federal-State character of the commission. 

Finally, these observers agree that the ARC should 
take immediate and specific steps to establish and 
maintain continuing liaison with Title I1 River Basin 
Commissions, compact agencies and any other mul- 
tistate bodies operating in the Appalachian region. 
ARC, they feel, is in a commanding and logical posi- 
tion to do this both in terms of its broad-gauged func- 
tions and in terms of the strong political base which it 
enjoys. The problems involved in regional economic 
development, after all, do relate in one way or another 
to almost all regional activities. The input growing out 
of these linkages with other multistate agencies in the 
comprehensive regional development program, they 
argue, could have a salutary effect. Moreover, such 
continuing liaison should further strengthen and 
broaden ARC's political base and would serve as a 
model for other regional commissions. 

REFORMING THE TITLE V's. This cluster of 
moderate reformers generally believes that the record 
of the Regional Action Planning Commissions estab- 
lished under Title V of the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965 generally has been 



fair-to-poor. T o  strengthen these Title V commissions 
that they might perform more effectively in the future 
as joint Federal-State decision making bodies for re- 
gional development, these observers recommend such 
proposals as: 

--make the commissions directly responsible for 
Federal administrative purposes to the President; 
-authorize the President to designate any new eco- 
nomic development regions and to invite and en- 
courage governors within such regions to establish 
multistate regional commissions; 
---make the President responsible for effective and 
continuing liaison between the Federal government 
and the commissions and a coordinated review of 
plans and recommendations submitted to him by 
the commissions; 
-appropriate all Federal funds for commission 
activities to the President for allocation to each of 
the Federal co-chairmen of Title V commi&ions; 
-establish, at the discretion and expense of the 
member States, the position of States' regional rep- 
resentative to serve as a continuing focal point of 
State participation in commission activities; 
-authorize the commissions to determine the spe- 
cific funding allocations in broad functional pro- 
gram areas specified by Congress as essential for 
regional economic development; 
---enact a specific Congressional appropriation for 
these modified block grant purposes: 
--authorize the use by the commissions of supple- 
mental funds to reduce the non-Federal matching 
required in these broad but specified functional 
programs, in accordance with local funding ability, 
but generally, not less than 20 percent of costs; 
-make the commissions responsible for a program 
of regional technical and planning assistance with 
special emphasis on State and substate develop- 
ment planning, with the proviso that member State 
plans be reviewed by the commissions and serve 
as a basis for State inputs in the regional planning 
and project review processes; 
-assign to Federal co-chairman of Title V com- 
missions the functions of the Secretary of Com- 
merce under Title I V  of the Public Works and Eco- 
nomic Development Act of 1965 as they relate to 
economic development district designation within 
commission regions and permit the waiver of cer- 
tain statutory criteria required as a basis for desig- 
nation; and 
s e e k  a higher degree of awareness and general 
oversight on the part of State legislative bodies in 
regional economic  development program and  
plans. 
The experience of the Title V commissions and 

A R C  over the past half-dozen years, these analysts 
contend, has made it abundantly clear that stimulat- 
ing and guiding the growth of lagging regional econ- 
omies involves much more than funding or  creating 
investment capital, important as this effort is. Equally 
important, they feel, is the need to assist the people of 
the region, more often than not substandard in health 
and educational levels and lacking in social and eco- 
nomic skills, so that they can meet labor force re- 
quirements and participate fully in the economic 
growth of their community. On the physical facilities 
side, beyond the plants and business establishments 
required to create jobs and income, generally there 
also is a need for more and better housing, adequate 
sewer and water supply systems, transportation fa- 
cilities and other infrastructure essential to sustained, 
dynamic economic growth. The process, as they see it, 
also involves important decisions with respect to land 
use and environmental control policies, and hard 
choices about where to develop new or enlarged cen- 
ters of industrial growth. In short, the process of eco- 
nomic development and redevelopment, they believe, 
must be based on a compatible mix of a wide variety 
of governmental programs, services, and policies at  
Federal, State, and local levels. 

This involves political and administrative decision 
making at  the highest level. In the context of a 
Federal-multistate commission, these analysts main- 
tain that it is the governor at  the State level and only 
the governor who can direct the interplay of the quite 
varied governmental planning and operational activi- 
ties essential to growth. Correspondingly, at  the na- 
tional level responsibility for administrative direction 
of Federal activities and policy development for re- 
g ional  economic  growth must  c o m e  f rom the  
President. I t  is only his office which can represent the 
kind and degree of Federal commitment essential to 
the achievement of broad regional economic devel- 
opment goals. The direct line of responsibility from 
the Federal co-chairman of A R C  to  the President, 
stipulated by the ARDA, has been an instrumental 
factor in its success to date, these observers contend. 
On the other hand, they feel that the weakness of the 
office in the Title V commissions is related to the fact 
that these Federal co-chairmen are appointed by the 
President, but are responsible to the Secretary of 
Commerce. Moreover, while the Presidential ap- 
pointment of Title V Federal co-chairmen under the 
present system gives them some status, experience has 
indicated that this alone does not insure smooth and 
responsive administrative relationships either within 
the Department of Commerce, or with othcr Federal 
departments and agencies whose programs and uc- 
tivities impinge on economic development. For these 



reasons, these reformers propose that Title V Federal 
co-chairmen, like their counterparts in ARC,  be made 
directly responsible for Federal administrative pur- 
poses to the President. They also propose that the 
President, not the Secretary of Commerce, should be 
assigned the responsibility of designating any new 
economic development regions under the broad criter- 
ia set forth in the P W E D  Act. Following designation, 
he should invite and encourage the governors of the re- 
gion to establish a multistate regional commission. 
This procedure, it is argued, would produce the essen- 
tial confrontation, agreement and commitment of 
Federal and State chief executives essential at  the 
outset of any response to the problems of economic 
development and growth. Collectively, including 
ARC,  these six commissions serve a total population 
of some 31 million citizens. For this vast number of 
citizens, plus the population of any new regions, it is 
entirely appropriate, so this argument runs, that the 
programs and activities affecting significantly their 
economic and social well-being receive the direct at- 
tention of chief executive officers at  both Federal and 
State levels. 

On the questions of liaison between the Federal 
government and the commissions and of the review of 
plans and recommendations submitted by the com- 
missions, these observers propose improved liaison 
and coordination by assigning these functions to the 
President. The Appalachian Regional Development 
Act is the model here because it places this responsi- 
bility on the President. Other sections of the Act au- 
thorize the A R C  to make recommendations to the 
President, as well as to State governors and appro- 
priate local officials, with respect to the programs and 
expenditures of other agencies which relate to devel- 
opment activities. Under the enabling legislation for 
the Title V commissions, this same responsibility for 
liaison, review and implementation of commission 
recommendations is assigned to the Secretary of 
Commerce. These observers contend that this is al- 
most an impossible task for a secretary to discharge 
effectively and that it is not realistic to expect him to 
perform the kind of liaison with other Federal de- 
partments and agencies which might result in the 
strengthening of commission programs at the expense 
of a contraction or  substantial alteration of their pro- 
grams. The experience of the Title V commissions and 
the administrative history of many other agencies, 
they maintain, indicate that peer group persuasion 
seldom. if ever, yields effective program coordination. 
Hence, they contend that the Title V enabling legisla- 
tion should be amended to place the President in the 
posit ion of d i rec t  responsibil i ty for  commiss ion 
liaison -with pertinent Federal departments and agen- 

cies, as is now the case with ARC. 
Their proposal to use the President as the channel 

through which funds appropriated by Congress flow to 
the commissions is an important plank in a revised 
funding structure for the Title V's. This recommended 
change is a concommitant of their proposal to make 
the President, not the Secretary of Commerce, re- 
sponsible for Title V commission activities. As has 
been indicated, both of the recommended changes are 
modeled after the A R C  pattern. The present Title V 
funding system includes separate commission fund- 
ing, but as a part of the Department of Cotirnlerce 
budget where it must compete with other major com- 
ponents of that budget, and where the thrust of special 
and differential regional needs in part is submerged. 
Under the proposed change, funds for a broadened 
and extended regional development program would be 
appropriated by Congress to the President and allo- 
cated by him to the Federal co-chairmen of the Title V 
commissions. As in the case of ARC, the Title V's 
would disburse their special program funds through 
the appropriate Federal agency with responsibility in 
that program area. These proponents maintain that 
this change would give the commissions a stronger 
and more independent budget status, involve the 
White House more directly in regional development 
programs, and permit better coordination of the dis- 
bursement of commission monies with regular Fed- 
eral grant assistance. 

In urging the establishment of a States' regional 
representative, these observers focus on the role and 
effectiveness of the governors serving 3s State mem- 
bers of Title V commissions. The full activation and 
meshing of gubernatorial participation in the activi- 
ties of these commissions has varied, they note, but in 
general it has been less than that required for a fully 
effective Federal-State partnership arrangement. 
They concede that most of the governors are inter- 
ested in the regional development process and their 
record of commission meeting attendance is fairly 
good. Yet, turnover among governors and alternates is 
quite marked so that the leadership and policy- 
making structure is disadvantaged and lacking in 
stability. These analysts feel that one way ro offset this 
difficulty, which has been used successfully in the 
A R C  and quite recentl? in one Title V commission. is 
for the State members to  create the position of States' 
regional representative to be filled by a properly 
qualified person jointly appointed by the State mem- 
ber governors for whom he serves as a continuing 
agent in regional afhirs. Establishment of this office, 
they maintain, could have the effect of creating an in- 
tegrating force to coalesce the interests and efTorts of 
the governors and of adding stability to the leadership 



structure of the Title V commissions. They believe it 
could help provide a continuing counterbalance to the 
power and position of the Federal co-chairman and 
inject more of a multistate focus into commission de- 
cisions. The States' regional representative, as they see 
it, should function as the governors' man and his 
salary should be supported fully by the States. 

These reformers tend to regard their recommended 
change in the funding pattern, as the heart of their 
proposals to strengthen the role and functioning of the 
Title V commissions. More than any factor, they ar- 
gue, the appropriation by Congress of substantial 
amounts of funds for commission use in meeting 
development needs is the best reflection of the degree 
of Federal interest in regional economic development 
and of support for these Federal-multistate in- 
strumentalities. They emphasize that the comparative 
strength of ARC and weakness of the Title V com- 
missions is primarily due, directly or indirectly, to the 
availability in ARC of special program funds over 
which that commission exercises a degree of admin- 
istrative and disbursement control. The Title V 
commissions have no comparable funding mechanism 
or authority. The ARC Act establishes ten special 
programs-highways, health, land conservation, 
timber development, mine restoration, water re- 
sources, housing, vocational education, sewage 
treatment, and local development district as- 
sistance-and, over the life of ARC, Congress has 
provided a total of $1.1 billion in Federal funds for 
these programs. Under the Act, these funds are ap- 
propriated to the President and allocated by him to 
the ARC Federal co-chairman for disbursement by 
the commission through the appropriate Federal 
agencies responsible for the designated programs. 
This pattern provides ARC with a method of coordi- 
nating the use of these special program funds and ef- 
fective leverage in stimulating and guiding the flow of 
other Federal and non-Federal funds toward regional 
economic development goals established in these 
program areas. 

The reformers' proposal is geared to giving to the 
Title V's the kind of program thrust that ARC now 
has. Under it, Congress would designate specific pro- 
gram areas required for regional development activi- 
ties and funds for these programs would be authorized 
and appropriated under a separate, but single block- 
type grant for each commission. The latter, in turn, 
would be authorized to determine the specific alloca- 
tion of funds among the stipulated programs bearing 
in mind its own particular regional developmental 
needs. Subsequent commission reports and budgetary 
justifications would provide an adequate basis for 
Congressional oversight with respect to these funds. 

The amounts spent under each authorized program 
category would be known and the specific programs 
and projects for which they were expended would be 
described. This approach, they believe, strikes a bal- 
ance between Congressional preference for specificity, 
categorical grants, and effective bases for oversight, 
on the one hand, and the commissions' need for 
greater program authority, greater discretion with 
reference to unique regional problems, and greater 
leverage vis-a-vis Federal and State line agency peo- 
ple, on the other. 

In recommending that the Title V's be authorized to 
use supplemental grant funds to reduce non-Federal 
matching requirements in the special program funds 
described above, these observers seek to enhance 
commission funding discretion and leverage. The 
commissions' present supplemental grant authority, 
they note, can only be applied to regular Federal as- 
sistance programs and operates under many con- 
straints. The result is that the commissions' discretion 
is quite limited and projects thus funded may be only 
distantly related to development strategy and priori- 
ties. These analysts urge that the authority of Title V 
commissions should be expanded to allow the use of 
supplemental grants to reduce the non-Federal share 
required in the broad functional area block-type 
grants described above. This expanded authority 
would be comparable to that now available to ARC 
and have the effect of increasing the flexibility, dis- 
cretion and leverage of the Title V commissions in 
implementing regional development plans. The 
proposal would continue the existing statutory limit 
which states that supplemental grants may not be used 
to reduce the nowFederal share below 20 percent. 

Turning to regional planning and technical as- 
sistance, this opinion group seeks a reorientation and 
expansion of these Title V activities with a view to 
achieving more discriminating underpinning of State 
planning programs and increased support of local 
district planning. The Title V's now support State 
planning by means of low level, uniform grants dis- 
tributed almost automatically each year. These re- 
formers feel the amount should be increased, but more 
importantly, that the commissions should be required 
to make a substantive review of State developmental 
plans to achieve conformity with its established 
guidelines. Their goal here is to meld State and re- 
gional plans and to develop a meaningful process for 
guiding balanced growth. The best regional develop- 
ment strategy, they stress, will exist only on paper. 
unless the regional commissions exercise both the 
courage and the funding discretion to require a mean- 
ingful, realistic State plan which carries forward and 
implements regional development alternatives. 





panoramic planning mandate, the breadth of their ju- 
risdictions-all these and other hurdles, including the 
very brief history of all these commissions, cannot be 
overlooked in arriving at a fair assessment of the Title 
11's. But after having pondered these major con- 
straints, they still pose the question: Can these mech- 
anisms as presently constituted ever achieve a sig- 
nificant role in river basin planning, not to mention 
management? Most of these critics conclude that the 
answer here must be a negative one. Basic structural, 
operational, and fiscal reforms, as they see it, are 
needed if these commissions are to be converted into 
viable, respected joint water resources planning and 
management instrumentalities. 

They believe that at the outset there is a need to 
confront the representational quagmire that these 
commissions presently find themselves in with a view 
toward making them genuinely joint Federal-State- 
local mechanisms. On the Federal side, they propose 
that a single member, the Federal co-chairman, serve 
as the focal point of all Federal participation, liaison, 
and agency contact with each commission. They be- 
lieve he should be appointed by the President, as the 
Federal chairman is now, and empowered with a veto. 
He should be authorized to convene a field advisory 
committee composed of representatives of all Federal 
agencies operating in the river basin so that he is in a 
position to hzrnmer out a Federal position on pro- 
spective and potentially controversial commission 
actions. If interagency conflicts can not be resolved at 
the field level, then the Federal co-chairman should 
have easy and immediate access to the mediating 
services of the Water Resources Council (or its suc- 
cessor agency, if the proposed Department of Natural 
Resources is established) in Washington. This ap- 
proach to revamping Federal representation on the 
commissions obviously draws heavily on the experi- 
ence of DRBC. But it also constitutes a reaction to the 
present Title I1 situation where all Federal agencies 
having operations in the river basin--the average 
number is ten-are directly represented and the Fed- 
eral chairman is not much more than primus inter 
pares. In the opinion of these observers, it 1s this fea- 
ture of the commissions, as much as anything else, 
that gives them the image of slightly reconstituted, 
old-style interagency river basin committees. Out of 
these proposed reforms, they feel, would come viable 
agencies for coordinating Federal field water resource 
efforts in these basins. The Federal co-chairman's 
position would be enhanced and his potential veto 
would sufftce to protect the Federal interest in any 
commission undertaking. 

Turning to the State side of the representational is- 
sue. they recommend that the post of State vice- 

chairman be upgraded to the level of State co- 
chairman which is more in keeping with the partner- 
ship formula. Moreover, they believe that the States 
should be permitted, if not encouraged, to establish 
and finance the position of States' representative. This 
official would be selected by the State members with 
the concurrence of the other nowFederal members. 
All this assumes the need for ongoing State contact 
with, involvement in, and supervision of commission 
activities and it presupposes that these activities are of 
sufficient significance to warrant this kind of State 
commitment and expenditure. More on the latter 
point will be discussed in a later proposal. 

The matter of local representation on regional 
commissions raises many thorny questions, not the 
least of which is why is it necessary if these are 
Federal-multistate mechanisms? In the case of the 
river basin commissions, these observers are of the 
opinion that a good argument can be made for some 
form of local participation. Most of the existing 
commissions have a jurisdiction that includes signifi- 
cant urban populations. Most are planning for the 
water resources needs of intra-state local jurisdictions 
as well as river basins as a whole. Moreover, if their 
functions are expanded. as these critics propose, their 
activities will have a direct impact on various locali- 
ties, large and small, located within their jurisdiction. 
The formula developed by this group is by no means 
the final answer to the problem of how to achieve lo- 
cal representation without compromising the essential 
Federal-multistate character of the commissions. Few 
actual precedents exist, of course, and no approach 
would satisfy all of the interested parties. Yet their 
partial voting proposal for large localities and/or as- 
sociations of local governments with the total for a 
single, member State never exceeding the voting 
strength of that State would give a roughly propor- 
tionate weighting to State and local responsibilities in 
the water resources field. All this along with the 
proposed veto for the Federal co-chairman, they ex- 
plain, assumes a shift from the present stress on deci- 
sion by consensus to an emphasis on decisions by ma- 
jority vote subject, of course, to the special, but vital, 
constraini of the possible Federal negative. 

These observers firmly believe that the operational 
mandate of the Title 11 river basin agencies must be 
expanded. The present focus on broad framework 
studies and on comprehensive river basin plans sup- 
plemented by project feasibility studies is, of course, 
necessary. But they firid that there has been too great a 
time lag here between framework studies and specific 
sub-basin studies, and between planning and opera- 
tional activities. They find a consequent lack of vital 
State and even some Federal agency interest In the 



commissions' long-range planning and coordinating 
endeavors. To curb these tendencies, they propose as- 
signment of some management functions to the river 
basin commissions and urge consideration of a range 
of possible powers. On one side of their spectrum is 
the required review and comment function vis-a-vis all 
proposed pollution abatement schedules for any por- 
tion of the river basin. In the middle range is the pow- 
er to review and approve all member State water re- 
source plans funded in part by Title 111 of the 1965 
act. On the bolder end of the spectrum would be a 
statutory requirement that all Federal and federally- 
assisted water resource and land related projects in 
Title I 1  river basins receive the prior approval of the 
relevant commission before being considered by the 
Congress for authorization and funding. They believe 
that any one or a combination of these functions (and 
perhaps others that might emerge as modifications of 
the above) would begin to give these river basin 
commissions some managerial and even quasi- 
regulatory authority. The extent of this authority 
would not match that of the compact-based DRBC, 
but, as they see it, it would achieve a healthy infusion 
of operational realism, headaches, and controversy 
into what otherwise tends to be a rather moribund 
effort. A healthier balance between planning and 
management concerns, they claim, would be achieved 
and both might benefit as a result. 

Closely linked with the above is their worry over 
more money and more staff. Even in light of their ex- 
isting mandate, the commissions are underfunded and 
understaffed. Heavy dependence on interagency and 
Federal-State agency work groups for portions of the 
framework studies has resulted. A small central 
commission staff has not been in a position to exercise 
much real supervision and the job of melding the 
various separately drafted plan components has been 
a near impossibility. Hence the pleas for later dead- 
lines. Hence the delay in getting to the more challeng- 
ing, from the States' viewpoint, sub-basin studies and 
project formulation plan. These factors, in their opin- 
ion, provide much of the explanation for the unim- 
pressive record to date of the Title 11's. 

If these commissions are to achieve the broad 
planning mandate that obviously is theirs, these fiscal 
and personnel hurdles, they believe, must be sur- 
mounted. If a broadened mandate is ass~gned, and 
these observers believe that it should, then additional 
Title I1 funding and equivalent State matching should 
be authorized and appropriated. In short, they call for 
a raising of the $250,000 Federal authorization ceding 
per commission. 

Finally, these reformers recommend that all Fed- 
eral funds used for water resource planning sludies in 

Title I1 river basins be consolidated and incorporated 
in the budgets of the pertinent commissions. At the 
present time. the bulk of all such monies is spent by 
Federal operating agencies or federally-assisted State 
water resource planning units. The Title I1 budgets are 
puny by comparison. Yet these commissions, the crit- 
ics point out, have been charged by Congress to plan 
for the development of water and related land re- 
sources of the basins over which they have jurisdic- 
tion. How can the commissions be expected to per- 
form this vital function, they argue, if fragmented 
planning and funding of these planning efforts con- 
tinue to be the order of the day? How can they 
reasonably be expected to achieve a proper and bal- 
anced melding of plan components, when key deci- 
sions concerning the focus 'of the various planning 
studies in their basins are made by others? The re- 
sponse to both of these questions. for these observers, 
is that the commissions can not be expected to achieve 
these impossible assignments, given the present pat- 
tern of proliferated funding. To correct this situation, 
they endorse the proposal of the Water Resources 
Council that there be central management and fund- 
ing of all planning activities in Title I1 basins by their 
commissions. This, they maintain, would give the 
commissions the kind of leverage they need to close 
the existing promise-performance gap in the river 
basin planning field. 

EXTENDING THE MIILTISTATE COMMIS- 
SIONS. On the question of extension to other regions, 
this group of moderate reformers believe that mul- 
tistate regional instrumentalities, reformed along the 
lines cited above, should be established elsewhere 
when reg~onal groupings of States indicate a strong 
interest in and meet the statutory requirements of 
these regional economic and/or water resources 
development programs. The ARC, of course, is es- 
tablished directly by statute and is really "not for ex- 
port." The proposed reforms, it should be noted, 
eliminate most of the dramatic differences between 
ARC and the Title V's. 

They believe that the present procedures, under 
which regional commissions are established, in a 
formal sense, are not bad. With the Title V's, the 
Secretary designates an economic region (it would be 
the President under the changes proposed above) and 
the governors of the States then are requested to form 
a comn-iission. With the Title II's, the President may 
establish a rlver basin planning commission upon 
written request of the Water Resources Councd or by 
a Stale in the proposed area. In  either case, the written 
concurrence of at leasf half the States involved must 
accompany the request and, in practice, all t h s  States 
must concur. These prmadirrcs, tbcy Eiird, while 



somewhat federally-oriented do give the potential 
member States ample opportunity to express them- 
selves and to negate any such proposed regional 
commission in their area. What these critics empha- 
size here, however, is the obvious fact that the ultimate 
success of any such undertaking rests in large measure 
on the full commitment of the States involved and on 
their willingness to develop or redirect the means of 
providing the inputs necessary to make the effort a 
genuinely joint affair. These factors, they stress, 
should be given careful consideration in the designa- 
tion process of these two programs. Informal admin- 
istrative procedures may suffice to achieve this goal, 
they point out, but if, after a reasonable period, they 
prove defective, then Congress should amend the rel- 
evant provisions of the authorizing legislation to put 
this matter on a firm statutory basis. 

THE DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMIS- 
SION. This group of observers considers the ten-year 
record of the Delaware River Basin Commission to be 
essentially a good one. Most of them, therefore, agree 
that the States affected and the Congress should ex- 
tend the Federal-multistate compact device with the 
necessary adaptations to meet the particular needs of 
those major interstate river basins that seek and re- 
quire an authoritative regional management of their 
water resources. 

At present, they note, numerous large river systems 
confront their inhabitants, their State and local 
governments, and the nation with serious interstate 
water resource challenges. In the East, serious pollu- 
tion occurs in such rivers as the Merrimack, the Con- 
necticut, and the Potomac and in the Midwest in the 
Great Lakes. In the West, serious water supply and 
flooding problems have affected such rivers as the 
Upper and Lower Colorado, the Columbia, and the 
Missouri. These and other river systems, they believe, 
could benefit from an authoritative regional device to 
handle these various respective water resource diffi- 
culties. 

Only three river basins in the country, they point 
out, have central regional management of their water 
resource concerns-the Delaware, Susquehanna, and 
Tennessee. The first two, as this study has indicated, 
have utilized the Federal-multistate compact agency 
approach while the last has employed the Federal 
corporation device to provide multiple-purpose water 
resource management, with the exception of water 
quality control. 

These analysts commend the performance of the 
DRBC and point to it as one model for other river 
basins to follow when they require regional manage- 
ment of their water resources. Such a recommenda- 
tion, they stress, i s  not meant to denigrate the record 

of the TVA, but rather to show a preference for the 
partnership approach to river basin management 
embodied in the Federal-multistate compact device. 

During the past ten years, the DRBC, in their view, 
has emerged as an effective regional administrative 
agent for its signatory parties. It has demonstrated its 
ability to manage regional water supply and to adopt 
basin-wide water quality standards with accompany- 
ing pollution abatement schedules for the area's ma- 
jor waste dischargers. It has performed these func- 
tions in cooperation with various Federal and State 
agencies. It has consistently encouraged and adopted 
regional solutions to water resource problems that 
probably would not have developed if handled by the 
Federal or State governments alone. It has taken 
some of the direct pressure off member States with 
respect to water quality and supply issues and 
achieved the resolution of such questions within 
the broader regional context. Thus, New York has 
had to consider downstream water supply require- 
ments in building reservoirs at the headwaters of 
the river and New Jersey and Pennsylvania in their 
pollution abatement programs have had to recog- 
nize Delaware's downstream interests in high wa- 
ter quality standards. The regional agency has 
evolved into a device wherein the States can monitor 
each other's actions and those of the Federal 
government to insure that basin water resource de- 
mands are met on a regional rather than sub-regional 
basis. Above all, these observers stress, it has a firm 
legal base for developing its various responsibilities 
and for relying on judicial means, where necessary, to 
see to it that its actions are respected. 

They emphasize that the mandate of the DRBC al- 
so prevents it from usurping the water resource re- 
sponsibilities of the State and Federal agencies in the 
basin. The requirement for a unanimous budget vote 
and the Federal veto are means of protecting legiti- 
mate State and Federal interests in the region. Several 
other sections of the compact, they note, require the 
DRBC to make use of the services of existing Federal 
or State agencies, to the maximum extent possible. 
These factors, in their opinion, have combined to keep 
the operational role of the Delaware River Basin 
Commission a modest one, allowing it to concentrate 
primarily on its regional planning and regulatory re- 
sponsibilities. They believe that such a division of 
labor has promoted regional water resource policies 
without reducing the significance of Federal, State, 
and local responsibilities in regional water resource 
management. 

At the same time, they do not claim that DRBC 
should not launch efforts to improve its operations 
and effectiveness. A 1971 study by the University of 



Pennsylvania's Institute for Environmental Studies, 
they note, recommended important changes in the 
DRBC's program and priorities under the present 
mandate. Hence, they urge action which gives in- 
creased emphasis to planning and programs for flood 
plains, marshes and other wetlands. This would in- 
clude mapping, enactment and implementation of use 
standards for such areas and research as to the value 
of these areas. 

The DRBC, they believe, should augment its com- 
prehensive plan to protect water-related natural, his- 
toric and scenic areas. It also should amend the com- 
prehensive plan to include "policies and proposals for 
basin-wide allocation of water for use, consumption, 
and water assimilation." Finally, they feel the agency 
should seek increased higher appropriations to carry 
out these and other program improvements. These 
new departures are essential, in their view, and should 
be implemented by the DRBC. 

On balance, however, they find that the DRBC has 
chalked an impressive record. Hence they urge the 
States in other major interstate river basins and the 
Congress to establish Federal-multistate compact 
agencies for those river systems which require decisive 
regional management of their water resources. Three 
types of river basin candidates are cited. One type 
would be those that now lack Title I1 commissions 
and where no clearinghouse for even joint basin plan- 
ning exists. An interstate compact for one or another 
river basin activity may exist along with some form of 
Federal interagency committee. Here the Federal- 
multistate compact approach would provide an au- 
thoritative means of joining the Federal and State ac- 
tions in a river system and on a basis that would permit 
authoritative action at the inception of the partner- 
ship. 

A second type of candidate would be a Title I1 Riv- 
er Basin Commission whose members had reached 
the point where they wanted stronger management 
and regulatory dimensions in their operation. As 
presently constituted, none of the Title I1 commis- 
sions possess these kinds of authority. With the 
reforms cited earlier, they would somewhat resemble 
the compact agencies in structure and would have 
more of a managerial role than they have now. But 
even with these modifications, their legal base would 
not match that of a DRBC and they still would 
lack key regulatory powers. These observers be- 
lieve that the Federal-multistate compact might 
well serve as the final developmental stage of many 
Title I1 commissions. At the same time, they caution 
that the extensive geographic scope of some of these 
instrumentalities suggests that perhaps not all com- 
missions are good candidates. The DRBC and 

SRBC after all include only one major river basin, 
not a series of distinct, but related basins as is the 
case with most Title I1 commissions. The ultimate 
answer to whether a compact agency is suited for 
a large basin system, they maintain, clearly rests 
with the States affected. 

A third type would be a subregional basin under a 
Title I1 commission's jurisdiction. All of these com- 
missions have such basins and a few even have inter- 
state compact agencies that handle selected water re- 
source assignments. A number of these smaller basins 
are prime candidates for the Federal-multistate com- 
pact device. Their location within Title 11's jurisdic- 
tion raises no special problem, since the precedent al- 
ready has been set for compact agency membership on 
the larger commissions. Moreover, the existence of 
such a compact agency would afford the Title I1 
commission a better opportunity for implementing its 
subregional planning goals for the basin in question. 

COORDINATING MULTISTATE COMMIS- 
SIONS. Finally, these moderate reformers believe 
that, as a minimum, provision should be made for re- 
quiring continuing contact and joint planning review 
procedures among river basin, economic development 
and other Federal-multistate instrumentalities oper- 
ating in the same region. Given the present and pros- 
pective rate of development of Federal-multistate 
agencies and their very different mandates, these crit- 
ics believe that the Congress and the President should 
take appropriate measures to insure that the various 
regional programs are coordinated. There already is 
considerable overlap in the boundaries of the existing 
regional economic development and water resource 
management agencies. The boundaries of ARC, they 
point out, overlap the areas of five other regional in- 
strumentalities: the Delaware River Basin Commis- 
sion, the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Great Lakes Basin 
Commission and the Ohio River Basin Commission. 
The boundaries of the Title I1 and Title V commis- 
sions in New England and Great Lakes areas also 
overlap. Finally, the jurisdiction of the Title I1 and 
Title V commissions in New England and Great 
Lakes areas also overlap. Finally, the jurisdiction of 
the Title I1 and Title V commissions, proposed re- 
spectively for the Missouri River Basin and the Upper 
Missouri, will overlap. 

Nearly all of these observers agree that problems of 
economic development and water resource planning 
and management are functionally related. Yet, they 
find no evidence that the various existing commissions 
have fully faced up to these problems of intra-regional 
coordination. They do not feel, however, that these 
difficulties necessitate mergers. 



They note several courses of action that, if taken, 
would forestall future conflict among the responsi- 
bilities of these several instrumentalities. 

These include: 
-the development of memoranda of agreement 
between regional agencies for joint planning re- 
view-limited cooperation of this nature has already 
occurred between Title I1 and Title V commissions 
in New England; 
-amendment of Title 11, Title V, and ARC leg- 
islation to provide for formal joint planning review 
procedures where these commissions overlap one 
another; 
-amending the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act of 1968 to require that all regional agencies 
having overlapping jurisdiction and receiving Fed- 
eral assistance submit their plans, policies and 
proposed projects to one another to insure that they 
are not in substantial conflict; and 
-making joint planning review a condition for 
Federal consent to any future Federal-multistate 
water resource or economic development compact 
as well as amending the Delaware and Susquehanna 
compact to reflect this requirement. 
These analysts believe that any or all of these steps 

would result in improved coordination between re- 
gional economic development and water resource 
agencies. Potential or actual conflict could be avoided 
and moves to merge these instrumentalities into pow- 
erful, and to some threatening, multi-function re- 
gional agencies would be forestalled. 

2. Revision and Utilization of Regional 
Commissions Under a National 

Growth Policy. 

RELATIONSHIPS T O  NATIONAL GROWTH 
ISSUES. Another group of regional observers goes 
far beyond the general position of the moderate re- 
formers discussed above. Members of this group gen- 
erally agree that it makes little sense at this point in 
time to merely continue with the Federal-multistate 
commissions as they are presently constituted and 
charge that even major reforms geared to permitting 
them to better meet their presently assigned respon- 
sibilities would miss the mark. These observers believe 
that the purposes of the existing commissions as well 
as efforts to extend these mechanisms and programs 
to other regions will only prove productive if the 
commissions are geared to providing regional inputs 
and regional implementation mechanisnis for Federal 
and State growth policies. 

Hence, they propose that Congress amend the Ap- 
palachian Regional Development Act and the Public 

Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 with 
a view towards establishing a national system of re- 
gional development commissions whose basic purpose 
is to develop and implement multistate growth poli- 
cies that complement Federal and individual State 
efforts in this area. They also recommend that Con- 
gress amend Title 11 of the Water Resources Planning 
Act of 1965 to make the river basin commissions 
more effective joint decision-making bodies for re- 
gional water resources planning and regulation and 
for other environmental concerns, and to require con- 
sideration of national, regional and State growth pol- 
icies in the formulation and administration of their 
river basin plans or programs. Finally, they urge that 
affected States and the Congress consider the use of 
adapted Federal-multistate compact devices in those 
major river basins that require authoritative regional 
management of their water resources and that all wa- 
ter compact agencies take into account national, re- 
gional, and State growth policies in carrying out their 
water management responsibilities. 

They note that the Congressional reassessment and 
renewal of the Appalachian and Title V commissions 
in 1971 did not result in any efforts to link these in- 
strumentalities with a national growth policy. 
Moreover, they judge that the outcome of the Admin- 
istration's own reappraisal of these programs and 
commissions produced little by way of support for this 
position. 

DEVELOPMENTS RELATED T O  T H E  NEED 
FOR NATIONAL GROWTH POLICY. Yet, nothing 
in their view has happened to cause any doubts re- 
garding the need for a national growth policy. Noth- 
ing, as they see it, has diminished the need for a mul- 
tistate thrust in the development and implementation 
of such a policy. I f  anything, they believe the distor- 
tions, disruptions, and dangers caused by the recent 
course of urban development to be as severe, if not 
more severe, than they were a decade ago. And they 
cite various facts and figures garnered largely from the 
1970 census to buttress their argument: 

Location of Growth 

Metropolitan areas continued to experience the 
nation's largest growth betfieen 1960 and 1970, 
growing by 15 percent during that period. By com- 
parison, non-metropolitan areas grew by only six 
percent. 

In this process of metropolitan expansion, sub- 
urbs csmtinued to be the large gainers. They grew by 
30 percent during the decade compared to a two 
percent growth rate for central cities. 

L.arge central cities, for the most part, continued 



to lose population in 1970, 59 lost population be- 
tween 1960-70; 26 gained population only as a re- 
sult of annexation or consolidation; and only 68 
showed population increases within their 1960 lim- 
its. 

Within metropolitan areas, the greatest growth 
rates occurred in those SMSA's with populations of 
1-2 million. These areas grew by 27 percent between 
1960-1970; the 12 largest metropolitan areas grew 
by 12 percent; while the 32 between 500,000- 
1,000,000 grew by 18 percent. Larger metropolitan 
areas, then, still continued to attract the bulk of 
American population growth. 

Migration Patterns 

Migration patterns during the last decade con- 
tinued to be directed towards large metropolitan 
States and away from the interior, more sparsely 
settled areas of the nation. Thus, California, 
Florida, New Jersey, Maryland, and Washington 
experienced the greatest volume of in-migration 
while Mississippi, West Virginia, Alabama and 
Iowa experienced some of the heaviest volumes of 
out-migration. 

Non-white migration continued unabated from 
the South with a net out-migration of 1.4 million 
blacks. States experiencing the largest in-migration 
of blacks were New York, California, New Jersey, 
Illinois and Michigan, all with large metropolitan 
areas. 

Racial Composition 

Blacks continued to concentrate in large metro- 
politan central cities. In 1970, they comprised 12 
percent of total metropolitan population; 2 1 per- 
cent of central city population in metropolitan 
areas of 2,000,000 or more. 

The white exodus to the suburbs also continued 
between 1960 and 1970. White populations, for ex- 
ample, declined by 29, 30, and 37 percent, respec- 
tively in Detroit, St. Louis, and Newark. Black 
population in these cities, on the other hand, in- 
creased by 37, 19, and 50 percent, respectively. 
Similar patterns occurred in most metropolitan 
areas over 500,000 population. 

Rural Population 

America's rural populatiorl declined nr.!;. s!igh?ly 
between 1960 and 1970-down from 30 to 26 per- 
cent of the total. Farm population, however, de- 
creased from 15 million in 1960 to 10.3 million in 
1970. 

Metropolitan-non-metropolitan comparisons of 
population growth, educational and health facilities, 
housing and income levels continue to suggest ma- 
jor disparities for every index, placing rural 
America in a disadvantaged position. 

Metropolitan Disparities 

Central cities of the country's metropolitan areas 
continue to face greater public service problems 
than their suburbs. They have to contend with 
problems of greater crime rates, more obsolescent 
housing and more dependent populations-all fac- 
tors creating a heavier tax burden in central cities 
than suburbs. 

Future Population Projections 

Future estimates indicate a national population 
increase of up to 75 million by the year 1990, prac- 
tically all of it urban. The lion's share of the in- 
crease will come in the largest, fastest growing ur- 
ban areas, and the South and West will continue to 
experience the greatest percentage gains. 
These growth policy proponents cite still other 

developments to support their case that balanced 
growth is really at the top of the nation's domestic 
priority agenda: 

The work of the National Committee on Urban 
Growth Policy, organized in the fall of 1968 and 
jointly sponsored by the National Association of 
Counties, the National League of Cities, The 
United States Conference of Mayors and Urban 
America, Inc., which concluded that impending 
urban growth represented a threat to cities, suburbs, 
and rural communities alike. The committee 
defined the threat as successive urban crises which 
destroy the very fabric of society. In its report, the 
committee called for a national urban growth poli- 
cy and a new mechanism in the executive branch to 
serve as a focal point on matters dealing with urban 
growth and recommended that  the Executive 
Branch and the Congress formulate a national pol- 
icy designed to coordinate and guide a variety of 
programs which would insure a more national pat- 
tern of urban growth. 

An executive order, one of the first acts of the new 
administration, signed by President Nixon on Jan- 
uary 23, 1969 established a Council for Urban Af- 
fairs lw:t!? f e x t i o n c  which include, among others, 
actions to "insure that policies concerning urban 
affairs shall extend to the relations of urban, sub- 
urban and rural areas, to programs affecting them, 
and to the movement of population between them." 



The Urban Affairs Council was later included in the 
Domestic Council established July 1, 1970. 

A definitive statement in May 1969 by Daniel P. 
Moynihan, then Assistant to the President for Ur- 
ban Affairs, pointed out that the burgeoning of 
domestic programs-from 45 to 435 in the eight 
years from 1960 to 1968-tended to fractionate, not 
solve, the urban problem and that a coherent re- 
sponse in terms of a national urban policy was re- 
quired to meet the crisis. Professor Moynihan 
called upon the Federal establishment to become 
sensitive to its ''hidden," sometimes conflicting pol- 
icies implicit in the many urban programs and 
defined the fundamentals of a broad urban policy 
ranging from urgent efforts to overcome the poverty 
and social isolation of minority groups in cities to 
corrective action against destructive migrational 
patterns. 

Three organizations representing local general 
purpose units of government, the National Asso- 
ciation of Counties, the National League of Cities, 
and the U.S. Conference of Mayors, all adopted 
policy resolutions in 1969 urging development of a 
national urbanization policy. The thrust of these 
policy statements recognized that growth and social 
disarrangement had caused severe national prob- 
lems; they called for a broad-gauged and concen- 
trated attack by all levels of government. 

President Nixon's State of the Union Message, 
January 22, 1970, noted the claim raised by some 
that a "fundamental contradiction had arisen be- 
tween economic growth and the quality of life, so 
that to have one we must foresake the other," and 
which rejected this argument with the proposal 
"that before these problems become insoluble, the 
nation develop a national growth policy. Our pur- 
pose will be to find those means by which Federal, 
State, and local government can influence the 
course of urban settlement and growth so as to 
positively affect the quality of American life. 

The National Governors' Conference in August 
1970 adopted a series of policies dealing with na- 
tional urban growth. These wide-ranging policies 
covered 17 different areas dealing with growth re- 
lated problems. One labeled, "The National Popu- 
lation Growth and Distribution Policy," under- 
scored the "rural-urban balance of needs and re- 
gional potentials." 

The recognition by the Council on Environmen- 
tal Quality in its First Annual Report, August 1970, 
of the basic relationships between national growth, 
land use and the quality of the environment. The 
council urged action to begin shaping a national 
land use policy. The Administration sought to carry 

out this recommendation by introducing a National 
Land-Use Policy Act of 1971, now under con- 
sideration by the 92nd Congress. 

The Agricultural Act of 1970 took the first steps 
toward establishing the principle of rural-urban 
balance in the provision of government services. 
Federal executive agencies are directed by the 
Act to establish procedures for locating new facili- 
ties in areas of lower population density. 

The recognition in the 1970 Federal Aid Highway 
Act of the need to demonstrate the effect of highway 
improvements on economic growth centers. A 
provision of this Act may set a precedent for estab- 
lishment of new criteria which reflect growth effect 
in highway development. 
In short, these observers believe that the facts of 

recent urban growth as well as the positions and ac- 
tions of various decision makers at all levels combine 
to underscore the need for the development now of a 
national urbanization policy involving all levels of 
government along with the private sector. 

In defining the elements of such a policy, these ad- 
vocates frequently rely on this commission's earlier 
report on Urban and Rural America: Policies for Fu- 
ture Growth. This report suggested certain guiding 
principles for a national policy including efforts to 
influence "the movement of population and economic 
growth among different types of communities in 
various ways so as to achieve generally a greater de- 
gree of population decentralization throughout the 
country and a greater degree of population dispersion 
within metropolitan areas." A second cluster of goals 
called for policies "designed to encourage the wide 
availability of low and moderate cost housing, the 
adoption of land-use and development measures 
which would help to produce the most desirable pat- 
terns and types of future growth, and the strengthen- 
ing of government at all levels to equip them to deal 
with the challenges of population growth and increas- 
ing urbanization." 

The report also presented for consideration a series 
of detailed proposals geared to encourage migration 
into alternative centers for urbanization; to establish 
the organizational and financial framework to foster 
the most desirable patterns of urbanization in growth 
centers, large-scale urban developments and new 
communities; and to provide other intergovernmental 
means for more orderly urban growth. including es- 
pecially new planning and land-use regulations. These 
proposals are frequently cited by urban growth policy 
proponents in their efforts to focus national attention 
on this priority issue. 

Financial incentives, the study noted. are needed to 



encourage business and industrial site decisions that 
will further the twin goals of revitalizing the economic 
base of core city neighborhoods and of providing job 
opportunitites in non-metropolitan, uncongested 
growth centers. 

At the national level, tax credits, below market 
rate loans, or direct grants could be used to facili- 
tate such location decisions. 

At the State level, a program could be launched 
to make loans more readily available to firms seek- 
ing to locate in areas designated under State policy 
for more intensive economic development; the 
ACIR has prepared draft legislation to achieve this. 

In addition to such new undertakings, several ex- 
isting governmental programs having impact on 
industrial location decisions should be reassessed 
and, where necessary, modified to conform to ur- 
ban-rural strategies. 
This group of policy strategists also believes that 

certain people-related programs constitute another 
vital component of a full-fledge urbanization policy. 
Individual motives prompting migration as well as 
non-migration are complex, fairly confusing, and not 
as obvious as some would have us believe. Yet, they 
note that students on the subject have identified a 
number of economic and non-economic factors that 
policy makers should weigh in developing the social 
dimension of a balanced growth policy. The earlier 
ACIR report, they point out, urged consideration of 
policy innovations in the migration and manpower 
fields, innovations geared to encouraging individuals 
and families to select less congested, but viable loca- 
tions for working and living. These include: 

-establishment of a Federal-State program of re- 
settlement allowances for low-income persons 
moving from labor surplus areas in core cities and 
the countryside to areas designated for economic 
growth under their respective growth policies; 
-expansion of the Department of Labor's on-the- 
job training program and giving a preference to 
private employers locating in designated growth 
centers and in core city neighborhoods; and 
-launching a nationwide computerized job in- 
formation system which provides accurate data on 
job vacancies, skills, and openings, which focuses 
tspecially on the opportunities in rural growth cen- 
ters, independent urban centers, new communities, 
and non-labor surplus suburbs. 
The welfare and health fields, it was felt, provide 

another possible people-related component of a na- 
tional urbanization policy. This component should not 
be ignored, if some basic negative factors affecting 
mobility and immobility are to be covered. Hence, 

these urban growth policy proponents believe that 
serious consideration should be given to the ACIR's 
proposal for a Federal takeover of full financial re- 
sponsibility for public assistance. 

Turning to the physical development dilemma, 
these observers feel that more effective land-use regu- 
lations and the need for massive building and rebuild- 
ing provide the focus for this component of a balanced 
urban growth policy. No such policy, they emphasize, 
would be complete without adequate treatment of the 
fundamental question of where and under what cir- 
cumstances America's future population will live. 
Phenomenal large-scale urban development, in their 
view, is going to occur over the next three decades. 
But, will it assure a more healthful, more pleasing, 
more productive, and less pressured pattern of future 
living than we have now? These observers believe that 
it must and consequently that all levels of govern- 
ments, in cooperation with the private sector, must 
join in an all-out effort to achieve this vital goal of a 
balanced urban growth policy. 

At the outset, they urge that attention should focus 
on the fact that land-use planning and zoning are fun- 
damentally a State-local matter under our system and 
their effectiveness directly relates to the strength or 
weaknesses of these levels of government. Numerous 
competing local jurisdictions with zoning authority, 
fragmented urban units with vast social and fiscal 
differences, proliferating areawide agencies with a 
planning capability but no direct implementing au- 
thority, rural counties with little to no land-use au- 
thority or concern, these, they warn, are all too com- 
mon structural deficiencies that can not be papered 
over with plans, planning requirements, or even 
with planning assistance dollars. 

To provide an arsenal of possible alternatives for 
the areawide problem, these innovators as well as this 
commission have proposed State action to: 

-strengthen urban counties and facilitate county 
consolidation; 
-permit counties to set up subordinate service 
areas; 
-allow the voluntary transfer of functions between 
cities and counties as well as joint service arrange- 
ments; and-empower metropolitan multi-func- 
tional authorities to provide services that require 
areawide handling. 

Each of these options is geared to providing a repre- 
sentative areawide entity with competence in matters 
of regional concern. 

Of equal structural significance, they believe, are 
certain ACIR State oriented recommendations. Here, 
the commission has called for an effective compre- 



hensive and continuous planning operation at the state 
level as was noted previously. Such an operation 
should recognize the governor as the State's chief 
planning officer and the legislature as the ultimate 
arbiter of a State's longe-range physical, economic, 
and human resource priorities. It also must recognize 
that these efforts are conditioned by counterpart 
efforts at the substate regional level. For this reason, 
the ACIR's draft legislation on this subject provides 
for clear linkages between the State and regional 
efforts. 

On a bolder note, these proponents support the 
ACIR recommendation that States weigh the merits 
of establishing State land-development agencies to 
undertake large-scale urban and new community 
development. Such agencies could be empowered to: 

-acquire land by negotiation and through the ex- 
ercise of eminent domain; 
-arrange for site development and construct or 
contract for the construction of utilities, streets, and 
other related improvements; 
-hold land for later use; 
--sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of land or rights 
thereto to private developers or public agencies; and 
-establish local or regional land-development 
agencies. 
To round out the structural reform in State 

government required for an effective State role in fu- 
ture urbanization policies, they sanction the ACIR 
proposal that State (or alternatively, a multicounty) 
boundary adjustment boards or commissions be es- 
tablished. Such a unit, they maintain, would help im- 
plement a State policy geared to reducing the number 
of units of local government, especially special dis- 
tricts and especially in metropolitan areas. 

Turning to the specific issue of what kind of land- 
use planning and regulations are needed, these obser- 
vers, in effect, sanction a blend of the traditional and 
more innovative approaches and generally support 
ACIR draft bills which: 

-assign the responsibility for areawide coordinat- 
ing of planning and zoning matters to the county; 
-give larger municipalities extraterritorial control 
over planning, zoning, and subdivision regulation 
where the county involved lacks such controls; 
-permit larger municipalities to annex adjacent or 
to "skip annex" non-adjacent unincorporated terri- 
tory for new communit~ and urban development, 
subject to approval of a State (or local) boundary 
adjustment board; 
-permit certain Localit~es to adopt an official rnap 
reserving designated lands for specific periods of 
time for a range of public uses, including streets, 

public facilities, parks, and schools; 
-allow such localities to require dedication of land 
by developers for park and school sites or, at the 
local government's option, a cash payment in lieu 
of such dedication; 
-empower them to enable adoption of "planned 
unit development" regulations to replace certain 
rigid conventional zoning standards with broad 
general standards, but with detailed administrative 
review and approval of site plans; and authorize 
"unmapped" or "floating" zones, which are defined 
in the text of a zoning ordinance but not specifically 
located on the accompanying zoning map. 

In going beyond this need for more effective guid- 
ance and regulation of future urban development, 
these innovaters raise the basic question of whether 
governments should subsidize or directly involve 
themselves with new large-scale urban developments, 
specifically including new communities? They note 
that in its report, Urban and Rural America: Policies 
for Future Growth, the AClR concluded that the rec- 
ord of new communities to date indicates that some 
form of subsidy is required. They also face the fact 
that others contend that new communities have, can, 
and should make it on their own. 

If subsidies are proeided, they question whether 
they should be restricted only to those new develop- 
ments that clearly promote a public purpose, such as 
accommodating their due share of low-income hous- 
ing? The ACIR endorsed this position, these observers 
note, while others are much more ambivalent, and 
still others argue against such a proviso, claiming that 
it would probably topple an edifice whose foundations 
are already none too secure. 

Should the Federal and State roles be largely indi- 
rect or a combination of direct and indirect ap- 
proaches? In pondering this strategic issue, these ur- 
ban growth policy proponents generally urge that 
serious consideration be given to a combined ap- 
proach, given the complexity of the task and the re- 
sulting need for flexibility. 

With Part A of Title VII of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1970, they observe that Congress 
began the process of hammering out an urban growth 
policy at the national level. They call attention to the 
fact that in stating its rationale for the legislation, 
Congress found that "the rapid growth of urban 
population and uneven expansion of urban develop- 
ment in the trnited States, together with a decline in 
farm population, slower growth in rural areas, and 
migration to the clties, has created an imbalance be- 
tween thc nation's needs and resources and seriously 
threatens our physical environment, and that the eco- 



nomic and social development of the nation, the prop- 
er conservation of our natural resources, and the 
acheivement of satisfactory living standards depend 
upon the sound, orderly, and more balanced devel- 
opment of all areas of the nation. Eight broad goals 
were subsumed under the declaration as to what the 
National Urban Growth Policy should achieve: 

-favoring patterns of urbanization and economic 
development and stabilization which offer a range 
of alternative locations and encourage the wise and 
balanced use of physical and human resources in 
metropolitan and urban regions as well as in smal- 
ier urban places which have a potential for accel- 
erated growth; 
-fostering the countinued economic strength of all 
parts of the United States, including central cities, 
suburbs, smaller communities, local neighbor- 
hoods, and rural areas; 
-helping reverse trends of migration and physical 
growth which reinforce disparities among States, 
regions, and cities; 
-treating comprehensively the problems of pover- 
ty and employment (including the erosion of tax 
bases, and the need for better community services 
and job opportunities) which are associated with 
disorderly urbanization and rural decline; 
-developing means to encourage good housing for 
all Americans without regard to race or creed; 
-refining the role of the Federal government in 
revitalizing existing communities and encouraging 
planned, large-scale urban and new community 
development; 
-strengthening the capacity of general govern- 
mental institutions to contribute to balanced urban 
growth and stabilization; and 
-facilitating increased coordination in the admin- 
istration of Federal programs so as to encourage 
desirable patterns of urban growth and stabiliza- 
tion, the prudent use of natural resources, and the 
protection of the physical environment. 
A biennial urban growth report from the President 

was called for which would chronicle various aspects 
of urbanization and the progress of Federal-State- 
local efforts in carrying out the overall policy and 
which would include such recommendations as the 
President might propose. The first such report is 
scheduled for February 1972. 

Also among the items to be covered in the report, 
these observers emphasize, is "an assessment of the 
policies and structure of existing and proposed inter- 
state planning and developments" affecting the na- 
tional growth policy. This provision, the) believe, 
suggests that existing and future multistate regional 

instrumentalities and programs do have relationship 
to such a policy. 

In the opinion of these analysts, these instrumen- 
talities and programs, if properly iedirected, would 
serve as a vital means of providing regional imple- 
mentation of and regional inputs into both national 
and State growth policies. 

A NATIONWIDE STRATEGY. The primary 
vehicles for achieving these purposes are, as they see 
it, the ARC and the Title V commissions, strength- 
ened initially along the lines of the reforms sanctioned 
by the moderate reformers. The various water re- 
source commissions would have a role, they ac- 
knowledge, but the "lead" regional instrumentality 
would be the restructured Title V's, with a new man- 
date providing the basis for expanding the efforts of 
the existing commissions and for extending them to 
all other regions of the nation. The concept of a 
national policy and the factors prompting its enact- 
ment, as they see it, involve economic, social, en- 
vironmental, and resource problems that one way or 
another affect all parts of the country. 

These strategists find that the experience of the Title 
V's, but especially of Appalachia, suggests that these 
commissions if revitalized and redirected, could play a 
major role in developing and implementing national 
and State growth policies. They feel that the reforms 
sanctioned by the moderate reformers would give the 
Title V's the structural, fiscal, and program authority 
as well as the increased accountability needed to 
permit them to play a much greater role in regional 
economic development. With this expanded authority 
and new prestige, they believe, these commissions 
could really begin to grapple with the tough locational 
decisions that are at the core of a regional develop- 
mental strategy and they could exercise a greater le- 
verage vis-a-vis Federal grant programs and State 
planning and programming efforts. 

To fully meet the multistate requirements of a na- 
tional growth policy, however, they recommend that 
new scope, new powers, and a new mandate be given 
these recast regional developmental commissions 
(RDC's). Their scope in terms of geography, they 
urge, should include ultimately all regions of the coun- 
try, not simply the existing Title V and Appalachian 
jurisdictions. The question of what States should be 
included in what regions, they generally agree, should 
be left largely to the States involved with the President 
exercising the ultimate power to designate and ap- 
prove the regional configuration, as he would under 
the changes advanced by the moderate reformers. The 
issue of whether the whole or part of a State should be 
included similarly should be left iargely to the States 



involved, although they find some merit in whole State 
inclusion because of its tendency to give greater focus 
to State planning and developmental efforts. With re- 
spect to the existing commissions, they propose that 
the member States be given the option with a time 
limit to regroup, expand, or contract to achieve the 
kinds of practical regional answers to the whole 
State-part State and one commission--two com- 
missions, dilemmas that many member States now 
find themselves in. All this, they stress, presupposes a 
nation-wide strategy and a major national focus on 
the critical role of RDC's in achieving the goals of 
balanced growth. With these bases, much of the 
boundary question, in their view, becomes a matter of 
relatively easy adjustment and decision, and the in- 
terstate metropolitan dimension of it becomes the 
toughest issue to resolve, which it is. They warn that 
without this national policy and focus, boundary is- 
sues can assume inflated importance and countless 
hours could be spent debating them. 

This new mandate for these essentially new com- 
missions would be a charge to develop regional 
strategies or plans to provide the basis for channeling 
economic and population growth into certain devel- 
oping areas, for designating "building areas" for fu- 
ture development, for assigning some a "protected 
status," posting a "no-development" sign on others, 
and finally for determining what, in effect, are over- 
developed areas with a not-so-subtle "keep out" poli- 
cy implied. If all this sounds arbitrary, they remind 
their critics, let it be remembered that the RDC deci- 
sion-making process is one in which States have a key 
role. Moreover, they warn, nothing less than this kind 
of locational strategy will suffice to implement a na- 
tional growth policy. In essence, it is their firm belief 
that our failure or unwillingness to grapple with this 
locational question has made urban and rural growth 
policy a matter of rhetoric not reality. They tend to 
agree with the claim the Federal government lacks the 
authority and the political strength to devise such a 
strategy on its own. They also concur in the assertion 
of others that most States, while having the legal au- 
thority, lack the political stamina to mount strategies 
of their own. But they emphasize that the experience 
of ARC suggests that a Federal multistate in- 
strumentality can develop a strategy, can rely on State 
implementation, can produce a joint planning pro- 
gram and political process that actually affects certain 
areas differently from others. This lesson, in their 
opinion, should not be ignored bv those who claim the 
federal system is incapable of responding to the tough 
locational necessities of any effective growth policy. 

They believe, then, that strengthened regional 
developmental commissions can play a strategic role 

in helping to devise and to implement the underlying 
geographic strategy which is at the heart of a genuine 
urban growth policy. They are almost ready to assert 
that no other instrumentality has the required blend of 
fiscal leverage, joint planning, project approval, pro- 
gram innovation, and political balance to take on this 
hazardous assignment. But in order to make this as- 
signment less difficult and to assure a halfway even 
match between the commissions and the innumerable 
special interests, both public and private, that falter 
before, deny, or ignore the need to cope with the ugly 
byproducts of careening congestion and the agonizing 
aftermath of rural decline, they propose that the 
Congress and the States join in assigning the com- 
missions a broader range of planning, fiscal, program, 
and review powers than is envisaged under the 
changes urged by the moderate reform advocates. 

THE ROLE OF RECAST REGIONAL DE- 
VELOPMENT COMMISSIONS. This group of poli- 
cy strategists believes that RDC's should be autho- 
rized to assume a pivotal role in developing regional 
locational strategies and should be equipped with a 
range of program funding authority that will facili- 
tate implementation of their respective geographic 
game plans. They should be assigned certain added 
non-fiscal powers, it is argued, to achieve the same 
objective. Finally, to broaden the representational 
base of the RDC's, certain institutional reforms are 
proposed. 

With respect to developing regional locational 
strategies, they believe that the regional develop- 
ment commissions can provide the institutional 
mechanism needed to combine regional urban growth 
goals with national policy and to harmonize State ob- 
jectives with these goals. In developing a regional 
planning strategy, they find that two apparently con- 
tradictory principles are involved. First, there must be 
inputs from all levels of government, and second, the 
commissions' decision making must produce a dif- 
ferentiated resource allocation process that is effec- 
tive. These principles at first glance, would appear to 
be in conflict with one another, but these analysts 
maintain that they can be harmonized if the regional 
mechanism has a proper representational base, strong 
and separate program and funding authority, skillful 
political leadership and a well developed planning ef- 
fort-one with linkages to the States, substate re- 
gional bodies, and to the Federal agencies. 

They recommend that RDC policies be sufficiently 
specific to provide the basis for delineation of the re- 
gion into "overdeveloped," "developing," "holding," 
and "protected" areas. Potential urban growth centers 
then could be designated and new community or 
large-scale development sites selected in the region's 



developing and holding areas. Agriculture, recreation, 
nature conservancy, water conservation, and Rood 
control areas could be classified as unsuitable for ur- 
banization (protected areas). Finally, policies for 
substantially developed urban areas (over-developed 
areas) could, in time, be formulated that primarily 
focus on renewal, redevelopment, and rehabilitation 
efforts to upgrade built up communities. 

The eight-point national growth policy set forth in 
Title VII of the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1970, they believe, in effect, provides a broad policy 
framework for formulation of a regional locational 
strategy. While broad in scope and addressed in some 
instances only to the Federal government, these policy 
components of a national urban growth policy, in their 
opinion, constitute an excellent point of departure 
for efforts-especially beginning efforts--to develop a 
well-balanced regional strategy. In short, they urge 
that Congress assign the RDC's a major role in put- 
ting the national policy into operation and in doing so, 
the commissions would achieve a focus in all their ef- 
forts that otherwise might be lacking, given the 
vagueness of the balanced growth concept in the 
minds of many. 

To help provide the wherewithal for launching and 
sustaining the planning process, these strategists 
propose that the existing comprehensive planning as- 
sistance program be redirected so that the RDC's 
become the primary recipient of a significant portion 
of these funds. The commissions, in turn, should be 
empowered to administer all State comprehensive 
planning grants according to their own allocational 
formula. For RDC's that start fresh, a period of time, 
perhaps two years, should be allowed to develop a re- 
gional strategy and guiding policies. Member States, 
they explain, would be allotted funds to support the 
development of State planning inputs. The program- 
funding mechanisms, subsequently described, would 
not come into play until this initial strategy develop- 
ment phase had been completed. With RDC's that are 
successive to existing regional economic development 
commissions, this phase would be made shorter, given 
the planning efforts already underway in these juris- 
dictions. 

They explain that the linkage between RDC and 
State urban growth planning efforts would be effected 
through the commission's guidelines for preparation 
of State urbanization plans and its annual review of 
each year's submission by the State. Approval would 
be a prerequisite for further funding of planning, pro- 
gram, and supplementary grants, administered by the 
commissions. These guidelines would be developed 
over a period of time beginning with a stress on goals 
and priorities and moving toward implementation 

methods. In their view, they might cover the following 
elements, not necessarily in sequence: 

-a statement setting forth the State's strategy, 
goals and objectives for urban growth; 
-identification of areas which, in the State's 
judgment (a) have a significant potential for future 
growth, (b) require protection for agricultural, en- 
vironmental, or other national resource reasons, (c) 
need renewal or rehabilitation because of excessive 
population concentration; 
-state programs to carry out urban growth poli- 
cies, including land banks, land-development au- 
thorities and corporations, new community building 
programs, housing, urban renewal; 
-state land use and effective local controls over 
certain areas of critical environmental and urban 
growth concern, including areas of rare ecological 
systems, wetlands, coastal areas, major highway 
interchanges and airports, and areas surrounding 
new community and large-scale developments; 
-these mechanisms for guiding and regulating ur- 
ban growth at the local level including: strengthen- 
ing and broadening powers of county government; 
establishment, where lacking, of State boundary 
adjustment boards or commissions; enactment of 
new types of land development legislation such as 
permitting local governments to reserve lands for 
specified periods of time for a range of public uses; 
mandatory dedication of land by developers for 
park and school sites; "planned unit development" 
regulations to replace certain rigid conventional 
zoning standards; and "unmapped" or "floating" 
zones to permit more flexibility in large-scale proj- 
ects. 

These observers believe that out of all this would 
emerge a process where planning in the more tradi- 
tional sense with all the more formal tools of imple- 
mentation remains in State and local hands and where 
all of these efforts serve as inputs into the regional ef- 
fort. This process also would give the RDC's leverage 
through their strategy and guideline development, re- 
view and approval function. planning grants, and 
program-fiscal mechanisms. 

In the program and funding areas, these balanced 
growth advocates feel that the RDC's will need all the 
authority proposed for the strengthened Title V's by 
the moderate reformers and more. One major source 
of needed influence, as they see it, is the modified 
block grant urged by the moderate reformers, but in 
this case geared more directly to the balanced growth 
objectives. Under it, Congress would designate specif- 
ic program areas that exert a critical influence on the 
location of people, economic growth, and urban 



development. Such a designation might include 
transportation (highways, airports, and mass transit), 
health facilities and conslruction, educational facili- 
ties and construction, vocational education, man- 
power training, water and sewer and solid waste dis- 
posal, land acquisition and development, land stabili- 
zation and rural development, housing, and new 
communities. Congress, they explain, would authorize 
and appropriate a separate, single block grant for each 
RDC. The latter subsequently would be empowered to 
determine the specific allocation of funds anlong the 
program areas specified by Congress. The question of 
whether or not State allocation formulas should be 
established for each program area would be left 
wholly to the RDC. In any event, subsequent RDC 
reports and budgetary justifications, they are con- 
vinced, would provide Congress with an adequate 
basis for maintaining oversight with respct to these 
modified block grant funds. The amounts spent in 
each program category would be known and the spe- 
cific projects described. This program-funding device, 
as their argument goes, would give each RDC a means 
of linking regional priorities with program purposes, 
of coordinating the use of these block grant funds, and 
above all of influencing the Bow of other Federal and 
non-Federal funds toward commission established 
balanced growth and locational goals. 

Another proposed basic funding mechanism which 
could be made available to RDC's for implementing 
balanced growth strategies is the supplemental grant 
device. These observers judge the record of the re- 
gional economic development commissions' use of 
this innovative financing mechanism to be fair to 
good. They find that it has provided ARC and the 
Title V's with a little additional financial clout, and 
has provided some assistance in the targeting of Fed- 
eral, State and local funds toward objectives com- 
mensurate with the goals of these commissions. 
ARC'S advantage in the use of these supplemental 
grant funds, they point out, is that under its enabling 
act, such funds can be used to augment the Federal 
share of projects within the special ARC categorical 
programs as well as most regular Federal assistance 
programs. They find that the Title V commissions, 
however, are disadvantaged because they have no 
categorical programs to administer and therefore the 
supplemental grants can be applied only to regular aid 
programs. For this and related reasons the Title V's 
use of the mechanism, as they see it, has had more 
limited effectiveness. 

These strategists believe that the supplemental 
funding device could have broadened utility for the 
RDC's in their efforts to implement balanced growth 
plans and policies. They urge that the RDC's should 

have the authority to use supplemental funds to reduce 
non-Federal financing requirements of projects fund- 
ed under the special balanced growth block grants 
which they administer. As under present supplemental 
grant programs, the non-Federal portion of costs 
could not be reduced below 20 percent. 

They also recommend that the RDC's have au- 
thority to use supplemental funds to further the re- 
gional growth strategies which they develop. This 
means that these commissions would be provided with 
discretionary funds, as a part of their normal 
budgetary process, which they could use to reduce the 
non-Federal share of eligible projects. Eligibility for 
supplemental funding would be based on how well the 
location and type of project relate to regional growth 
priorities. Funds so provided could be used for land 
acquisition, construction and operations of eligible 
projects. They believe this revamping of the supple- 
mental grant mechanism would provide the RDC's 
with a powerful tool to support positive growth and 
development activities and to help offset negative 
trends. 

These proposals to equip the RDC's with adequate 
powers are heavily oriented toward weavinr together a 
variety of general program and funding mechanisms 
into a pattern through which a national growth policy 
might be implemented. These observers, however, also 
call for other new program authority directly oriented 
toward balanced growth and development activities. 
The RDC's, they contend, should be given the au- 
thority and requisite funds to stimulate and provide 
grants, loans, and loan guarantees for acquisition, 
construction, expansion or improvement of public 
works and development facilities and grants for tech- 
nical assistance, research and information such as now 
provided under the various titles of the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended. 
A new type of grant program, in lieu of any tax credit 
scheme to provide direct, specified, time-limited 
development incentives for private developers and 
business and industrial entrepreneurs might be con- 
sidered as an addition to those identified above. This 
would mean the transfer of this program, now admin- 
istered by EDA, from the Department of Commerce 
to the new development commissions. Under this 
proposed revamped program, the RDC's would be 
authorized to designate and support local growth and 
development districts, comparable to the present 
EDD's, but based on a broadened set of criteria re- 
flecting growth potentials and priorities pursuant to 
regional strategies. These local districts would engage 
in growth and development planning, in accordance 
with State and regional guidelines, and might be eli- 
gible under varying criteria for the full panoply of 



development loans and grants administered by the 
RDC's. The use of varying eligibility criteria is un- 
derscored to accent the need to target funds toward 
defined locations where growth and development are 
desired. 

These observers believe that collectively the RDC's 
should be required to exchange information on the 
nature of aid criteria used in their development grant 
programs so as to stimulate crossregional migration 
patterns, where such would facilitate the achievement 
of national growth objectives. 

The RDC's, in their opinion, could be provided an 
additional tool designed to bridge the gap between 
manpower training programs and the balanced 
growth and development programs described above 
by authorizing and providing them with funds to assist 
in the migration and resettlement of persons who de- 
sire to relocate in a different section of the country. 
Assistance grants might be provided in accordance 
with individual needs and the necessity to develop 
manpower resources in different areas. The primary 
objective in the administration of such funds would be 
to stimulate migration patterns which are in accord 
with national growth goals. Again, information about 
such programs would be communicated among all 
RDC's in order to stimulate favorable interregional 
migration patterns. 

This group of policy strategists recognizes that 
these are new, powerful, and perhaps drastic tools 
placed at the disposal of the RDC's. They are con- 
vinced, however, tnat these are the kinds of programs 
and mechanisms required if the goal of a balanced na- 
tional growth policy is to be achieved. 

Moving to the non-fiscal area, they urge that Con- 
gress authorize the RDC's to review and comment- 
or even review and approve-the proposed location of 
Federal buildings and facilities. Such installations, 
they point out, can exert a significant effect on an 
area's development and it would make no sense if 
their location were to run counter to a well developed 
regional growth strategy and its geographic under- 
pinnings. A siting that conforms to such a strategy, on 
the other hand, could do much to help implement it. 
These major public investments exert a multiplier ef- 
fect and some become in and of themselves the focal 
point of significant population and economic growth. 
They concede that some may question the wisdom of 
extending the review and approval power to Depart- 
ment of Defense installations. Yet, they contend that 
at this point in time, the review and comment pro- 
cedure might well be applied even to these. 

In a like fashion, the member States, they urge, 
might join in authorizing their RDC to exercise a re- 
view and comment or approval right with respect to 

the location of certain State buildings and facilities. 
Such a process would permit a regional perspective to 
be brought to bear on a decision which previously had 
already conformed to a State's own urban growth pol- 
icy. And sometimes this is needed, they emphasize, as 
in the case of a branch of a State university, a State 
correctional institution, or a State hospital which 
might serve regional as well as State purposes and 
clientele. 

A STRENGTHENED INSTITUTIONAL BASE 
FOR RDC'S. Clearly, the proposed model of the 
RDC in planning, program, and funding terms is a 
powerful multistate instrumentality. Its protagonists, 
therefore, believe it must have an appropriate institu- 
tional base with Federal, and State, as well as local 
units of government having adequate representation. 
They are well aware that meaningful progress toward 
a balanced national growth and development policy 
for the nation entails goals of the highest order and 
commensurate responsibility and authority. It is vital 
then, in their opinion, that close attention be paid to 
the nature and structure of the institutional base of 
this regional mechanism. 

They believe that the present regional economic 
development commissions, strengthened along the 
lines of the moderate reformers' proposals, provide a 
partial model for the institutional form of the new 
RDC's. Thus, the new commission would consist of 
State members, who are the governors of the States 
included, and a Federal co-chairman appointed by and 
directly responsible to the President. The Federal co- 
chairman would receive funds appropriated by Con- 
gress to the various commissions through regular 
budgeting processes. State governor members would 
be empowered to appoint an alternate member to as- 
sist in the work of the commissions and to vote on 
commission matters in their absence. The State 
members would be encouraged to appoint a States' 
regional representative who would represent, col- 
lectively, all the States included in each commission 
and would constitute a continuing counterbalancing 
agent to the Federal co-chairman. Decisions of the 
commissions would require the affirmative vote of the 
Federal co-chairman, as in the case of the present 
ARC and Title V commissions. 

The role of the Federal co-chairman, they empha- 
size, requires special attention. Under their projected 
RDC model he would be an official with high status 
and substantial powers. To insure maximum coordi- 
nation and cooperative relationships with the Federal 
administrative regions, he would be a designated 
member of the Federal Regional Council(s) operative 
in his commission's province with the authority to 
serve as a co-chairman of that body. He also would be 



empowered to convene, on an ad hoc or permanent 
basis, regional advisory committees consisting of rep- 
resentatives of Federal agencies whose responsibili- 
ties impinge on regional growth and development 
matters. Linkages would be established between all 
RDC Federal co-chairmen and the Domestic Council 
to the President with all Federal co-chairmen serving 
as ex officio members of the council, or a cabinet 
level officer being appointed as regional development 
council administrator and serving on the Domestic 
Council in that capacity. 

These strategists acknowledge that the issue of 
broader State as well as local representation on the 
RDC's is a thorny one. But they are convinced that, 
with the expanded objective and powers of those mul- 
tistate instrumentalities, there is an urgent need to 
seek a firm, workable basis through which State leg- 
islative bodies and local governmental interests in re- 
gional growth strategies can be represented. After all, 
they explain, this involves issues of tremendous im- 
portance to the future health and welfare of all 
citizens. Equally important, State legislative and local 
government involvement, as they view it, is essential 
to assure optimum implementation of these strate- 
gies. To assure a higher degree of legislative com- 
mitment, they recommend that each State legislature 
should establish appropriate procedures which would 
permit it to exercise oversight over State-RDC pro- 
grams and relationships. The chairmen of the per- 
tinent committees should have direct access to and 
work in a continuing consultative capacity with the 
governor on regional growth and development mat- 
ters. It would be well, in their opinion, for the per- 
tinent, State legislative committees, or their chair- 
men, to meet together regularly on regional matters 
and to consult with their RDC as needed. 

On the issue of local representation, these observers 
believe that the RDC's should provide associate 
membership for large local jurisdictions, or associa- 
tions of local jurisdictions within the commission's 
portion of the member States. Such associate mem- 
bers should be empowered with a partial vote on 
commission decisions with the proviso that the total of 
partial votes accorded to such jurisdictions should not 
exceed the weight of that accorded to their State. 
Within guidelines established by the President reflect- 
ing this proviso, they urge that experimentation and 
variance be permitted and encouraged among the 
commissions with a view toward establishing an ade- 
quate representational base and voting procedures 
which will insure sound policy and effective imple- 
mentation of balanced growth and development poli- 
cies. 

THE ROLE OF REVAMPED RIVER BASIN 
COMMISSIONS. As the foregoing suggests, this 
group of growth policy advocates feels that the pri- 
mary vehicle at the regional level for achieving the 
implementation of such policies should be a nation- 
wide system of regional development commissions. 
They generally do not feel that these commissions 
should be assigned the added responsibility of water 
resources management. The hydrologic dimensions of 
this problem area, they claim, argue against this. The 
existence of the differently based river basin commis- 
sions, in their opinion, argues against it and the pos- 
sibility of effective linkages between the RDC's and 
the compact and strengthened Title I1 commissions 
argues against it. 

At the same time, they are convinced that balanced 
growth policies must have a water resource compo- 
nent. Hence, they urge more effective joint regional 
water resource planning and management institu- 
tions. By suitably restructuring the Title I1 River Ba- 
sin Commissions and extending them along with the 
Federal-multistate compact device to other areas of 
the country, they maintain that the RDC's would be 
able to use regionally developed water resource 
strategies in the development and implementation of 
their urbanization responsibilities. 

Title I1 commissions, in their strategy, need to be 
strengthened along the lines suggested by the 
moderate reformers to more effectively meet their 
regional water resource assignments. Yet, they believe 
that additional legislative and administrative tools are 
needed to integrate their operations with those of the 
RDC(s) in their jurisdiction. 

In line with the moderates' proposals, they urge 
that Title I1 commissions be authorized to have cen- 
tral management and funding powers over all regional 
and subregional Federal water resource plans in their 
jurisdiction. These commissions also should be au- 
thorized to retain a portion of regional water resource 
planning budgets, as they see it, to prepare the final 
formulation of all regional and subregional water re- 
source plans in their jurisdiction. This, they explain, 
would free the commissions from their present over- 
dependence on participating Federal and State agen- 
cies in the drafting of water resource plans. With this 
new planning mandate, they note Title I 1  commis- 
sions could contract with appropriate Federal and 
State agencies for the preparation of background data 
for the development of framework studies of Type I I  
subregional river basin plans, but on receipt of that 
data, central commission staff then would be solely 
responsible for plan formulation, not the State or 
Federal agencies preparing the data. This. they h o w  



would result in a completely impartial evaluation of 
background data and prevent project biases that occur 
when a single agency is responsible for planning and 
constructing a water resource project. This also would 
allow for a uniform and standardized calculation of 
the cost-benefit criteria that are now being proposed 
for the evaluation of Federal and federally-assisted 
water resource projects. 

These strategists believe the river basin commis- 
sions' central planning mandate could be made 
operational by empowering them to review and 
comment on or to exercise prior approval over all 
Federal or federally-aided water resource projects 
occurring within their jurisdiction. Title I1 commis- 
sions, they stress, also could have a greater impact on 
statewide water resource plans if Title I11 water re- 
source plans were funded through Title I1 commis- 
sions; this would tighten up the coordination between 
the two types of plans. 

These innovators claim that not only should the 
water resource planning process of these Title I1 
commissions be revised to guarantee a truly regional 
plan, but the functional planning mandates of these 
commissions should be legislatively revised and ex- 
tended. Thus, in their opinion, the commissions might 
be given authority to develop full-scale flood plain, 
wetlands, and coastal zone plans or they might exer- 
cise joint planning jurisdiction with RDC's where such 
lands are included in the latter's localized strategies, 
as they might well be in larger metropolitan areas. 
With this added legislative mandate, they note, the 
Title I1 commissions would be given responsibilities 
that have recently been proposed for other commis- 
sions. Expanding the legislative mandate of Title I1 
commissions, they emphasize, would prevent the pro- 
liferation of regional commissions dealing with water 
resource related matters. 

In a similar vein, they recommend that Federal- 
multistate water resource compacts such as those for 
the Delaware and Susquehanna basins be amended 
and given planning and regulatory powers over certain 
water-related land uses in their regions. Such 
amendments, they point out, have been suggested in a 
recent consultant's report concerning the future re- 
sponsibilities of the DRBC. 

In the light of rapidly increasing concerns for total 
environmental protection at both national and State 
levels, these analysts feel that it would be appropriate, 
indeed expedient, to utilize these river basin commis- 
sions to provide a regional input and a regional im- 
plementing mechanism for at least these water and 
water related policies and programs involving their 
member jurisdictions. As the States become more 
cognizant of the interstate dimensions of the envi- 

ronmental problem, and as the Federal government 
becomes more conscious of the need for regional 
adaptations of national standards, the utility of as- 
signing the basin commissions a broader environ- 
mental mandate, according to these analysts, will 
become more apparent. Environmental protection, 
as they view it, is after all preeminently an inter- 
governmental concern. But unlike some program 
areas, they contend, it is not really suited to the old 
style Federal-single State relationship though it has 
overtones of this. Most of these strategists argue that 
no growth policy will be viable if environmental ques- 
tions are ignored. As they see it, a growth policy can 
be viewed as the art of balancing developmental and 
environmental interests. If regional development 
commissions are to serve as productive mechanisms in 
this drive to effectuate such a policy, then their river 
basin commission allies, in the opinion of these ob- 
servers, must be in a position to provide authoritative 
inputs on the water and water-related resources front. 

This innovative policy group believes that Title I1 
commissions and Federal-multistate basin compacts 
should be extended on a nationwide basis. Since 
RDC's would be operating on this basis, they should 
be backed by complementary regional river basin 
mechanisms that will be responsible for the water re- 
source components of regional balanced urbanization 
policies. Moreover, regional river basin commissions, 
so their argument runs, could and should develop and 
define those regional water resource policies that or- 
dinarily would not fall within the province of the 
RDC's. A regional river basin commission, they as- 
sert, would be in a better position than a RDC to 
develop alternative river basin plans reflecting differ- 
ent assumptions about alternative approaches to wa- 
ter resource development. With growth management 
as it major responsibility, an RDC would not be like- 
ly to develop a full range of regional river basin plans. 

The extension of river basin commissions and 
compact agencies on a nationwide basis, they believe, 
would solve boundary problems presently affecting 
unifunctional regional agencies. RDC's could inte- 
grate their locational policies with all river basin 
commissions in their jurisdiction and join with other 
RDC's in formulating a unified strategy with regard 
to a single river basin that traverses more than one 
RDC. 

These strategists realize that different circum- 
stances condition whether a river basin is under the 
jurisdiction of a Title I1 commission, a Federal mul- 
tistate compact, or a combination of both. Presently, 
some areas are only covered by Title I1 commissions, 
while others are solely under the jurisdiction of a 
Federal-multistate commission. In still others, there is 
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a regional Title I1 and an interstate compact agency 
as in the case of the Ohio River Basin Commission 
and the Ohio River Valley Sanitation Commission 
(ORSANCO). 

In large related basin areas such as the Pacific 
Northwest, a revamped Title I1 agency might be the 
lead regional water resource agency exercising a vari- 
ety of planning, regulatory, and operating functions. 
In more well-defined basins such as the Susquehanna 
and the Delaware, a Federal-multistate compact 
agency would be the chief regional water resource 
agency. In still other areas such as New England, a 
combination of a Title I1 and subregional basin 
commissions, such as has been proposed for the Con- 
necticut River Valley, might be the preferred ar- 
rangement for the effectuation of regional water re- 
source policies. In any case, these observers recom- 
mend that some combination of Title I1 commissions 
and Federal-multistate compact agencies be extended 
to cover the nation and utilized to complement bal- 
anced growth policies. They point out, however, the 
legal and operational advantages of Federal- 
multistate compacts in dealing with regional water 
problems as evidenced by the favorable record of the 
DRBC over the last ten years. The DRBC experience, 
they maintain, should be studied carefully and the 
model adapted as required to fit situations found in 
other areas. 

How, then, would Title I1 commissions and DRBC- 
type mechanisms relate to the regional development 
commissions? As these critics explain it, they might 
require "urbanization" statements, comparable to the 
environmental impact statements required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, for all 
major water resource plans and projects. Thus, 
proposals for large hydroelectric projects for the 
development or use of ecologically rare coastal zone 
or wetland areas, or for large multiple-purpose water 
resource projects such as those developed by the Corps 
of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation would be 
accompanied by a statement as to their impact on a 
balanced urbanization plan. if the proposed projects 
or plans were in substantial conflict with the regional 
urbanization strategy, they could be denied Federal 
aid. This sort of formal legislative requirement for 
planning review by the RDC, they claim, would en- 
hance its oversight over water resource plans and proj- 
ects within the general jurisdiction of Title 11 or 
DRBC-type of river basin institutions. 

Beyond the planning and major project coordina- 
tion mandate, these balanced growth policy pro- 
tagonists believe there are other powers that Title I1 
and compact commissions might exercise to further 
such a policy. Title 11 commissions might be en- 

dowed, with the consent of the States involved, with 
legal powers, similar to certain of those exercised by 
the DRBC and SRBC. Thus, with regard to State, 
Federal, and private programs, the commissions could 
provide that no water resource projects could begin 
until they were approved for inclusion in their regional 
comprehensive plans. This type of procedure, they as- 
sert, would bar the implementation of projects con- 
trary to balanced growth policies and also would re- 
sult in the preservation of regional sites for water re- 
source uses necessary for proper growth-uses such as 
reservoirs, large regional water-based recreational 
areas, dam sites, and ecologically valuable wilderness 
and coastal zone areas. In effect, they believe that a 
regional land-use mapping procedure would result. 
Moreover, the jurisdiction of DRBC-type compacts in 
these matters, they note, would be broadened if their 
project review and comprehensive plan power were 
extended to flood plain usage, coastal zone protection, 
and the preservation of large recreational and hy- 
droelectric power sites. 

These analysts see another area where Title I1 and 
DRBC-type mechanisms could be useful in imple- 
menting balanced growth goals. Title I1 agencies 
could be granted powers similar to those now exer- 
cised by the DRBC in the water quality areas. The 
regional commission, or a DRBC mechanism within 
its jurisdiction, could be the sole agency for the 
development of interstate river basin quality stand- 
ards. They could implement these water pollution 
control standards by setting waste discharge alloca- 
tions among the major industrial and municipal dis- 
chargers in a river basin and also by setting abatement 
schedules as to when dischargers should meet such 
standards. Vesting such powers in Title I1 commis- 
sions, these observers note, would require an amend- 
ment to both the Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965, as well as State consent to having a regional 
commission set water quality standards. Both the 
Title 11's and DRBC-type agencies, they feel, could be 
given more expanded powers and allowed to enforce 
directly their regional water pollution control stand- 
ards when State enforcement procedures were found 
wanting. Such powers, these critics observe, have been 
recently proposed for the Delaware River Basin 
Commission. 

These strategists emphasize that the importance of 
regional water quality administration cannot be over- 
stated. They call attention to the fact that it has 
proved an effective approach to pollution control 
problems in Germany and England as well as in se- 
lected river basins in this country. On efficiency and 
equity grounds, they argue, regional water quality reg- 
ulation can have substantial benefits for an area 



faced with severe interstate water pollution problems 
and can result in a strong environmental component 
for national, State, and regional growth policies. 

Compact commissions, they believe, could be given 
expanded fiscal powers regarding regional water re- 
source management if the signatory parties so desired. 
As in the case of the proposed Tocks Island regional 
sewage disposal plan in the Delaware Basin, fiscal au- 
thority is sometimes desired on a regional scale to fi- 
nance those projects having regional, but not national 
benefits. Title I1 commissions, they note, might be 
given this broadened fiscal authority by qualifying for 
interstate allotments for planning and program pur- 
poses under sections 1153(c) and 1157(b) of the 
amended 1965 Water Quality Act. Federal-multistate 
compacts, on the other hand, might be given modest 
independent revenue-raising powers based on water 
use surcharges or effluent fees or be pledged annual 
State and Federal appropriations to create a regional 
capital facilities fund that might be used to finance 
selected regional water resource profits. Through any 
of these several fiscal approaches, these critics believe, 
Title I1 commissions and Federal-multistate com- 
pacts might implement regional water resource pro- 
grams and projects that would give an extra dimen- 
sion to balanced water growth policies as outlined and 
developed at the national, State, and regional level. 

To sum up, balanced growth policies, in their opin- 
ion, must encompass sound natural resource devel- 
opment programs and restructured Title I1 river basin 
commissions and Federal-multistate water resource 
compacts, they maintain, would be suitable in- 
struments for insuring the implementation of such 
programs. 

3. T r a n s f o r m a t i o n  : A N a t i o n a l  Federal- 
Multistate R e g i o n a l  Strategy 

THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL REGIONAL 
POLICY. Another group of observers feel that the 
Federal-multistate instrumentalities established pur- 
suant to the Appalachian Regional Developinent Act 
of 1965, the Public Works and Economic Develop- 
ment Act of 1965, and the Water Resources Planning 
Act of 1965 generally have not achieved the broad na- 
tional goals separately enunciated in these Con- 
gressional acts. They believe that mere legislative and 
administrative changes in these individual programs 
will not suffice to make them etfective. At the same 
time, they contend that the Federal-multistate device 
has and will continue to have merit in the develop- 
ment and implementation of certain critical national 
and Sta te  programs and that  continuing Con- 

gressional and State efforts to establish new multistate 
instrumentalities is evidence of this fact. To be viable, 
however, a single or dominant Federal-multistate in- 
strumentality, in their opinion, should be established 
in each region and all development programs involv- 
ing a multistate strategy and operation, whether they 
involve balanced urban and rural growth, regional 
economic development or regional natural resource 
development and management, should focus on and 
use this instrumentality. Thus, the position of these 
regional strategists is to urge a complete recasting of 
the Appalachian Regional Development program, the 
Title V commissions under the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965, the river basins 
conimissions established pursuant to the Water Re- 
sources Planning Act of 1965, and Federal-State wa- 
ter resource compacts with a view toward developing 
and enacting an integrated national regional policy 
with economic development, balanced urbanization, 
and natural resources components. 

They believe that such a policy ultimately should 
produce a single or dominant Federal-multistate re- 
gional instrumentality in each geographic area. It is 
contended that the instrumentality's mix of planning, 
operational, and regulatory activities would depend on 
the distinctive economic, environmental, and social 
features and needs of each such region; its legal base 
and national urbanization, economic development, 
environmental and other programs requiring regional 
inputs and regional implementation mechanisms. 
They feel that, to the extent possible, the geographic 
area covered by these multi-functional instrumentali- 
ties should conform to the boundaries of the ten Fed- 
eral regions established by the Presidential directive of 
March 27, 1969. 

Observers favoring this approach point out that all 
of these regional institutions have attempted in vari- 
ous ways to develop regional strategies for rather 
narrowly defined functional programs. ARC and Title 
V commissions have, to varying degrees, utilized ur- 
ban growth center strategies to solve economic devel- 
opment problems of depressed areas. Title I1 com- 
missions have been involved in the planning for a 
multi-purpose infra-structure for coordinated river 
basin development. The Delaware River Basin 
Commission, during its ten years of existence, has 
been involved with designing regional approaches to 
water supply and water quality management in their 
jurisdiction. 

These observers stress that all of these commissions 
have only been involved partially in fashioning growth 
policies that could provide a bridging link between 
regional economic development and water resource 
management policies, even though both types of pro- 



grams have significant interrelationships. This basi- 
cally unifunctional approach to regional problems, 
they assert, has caused problems of area coordination 
between these types of multistate agencies since they 
are not coterminous with one another. Indeed, only in 
the case of Title I1 and Title V commissions in the 
New England region is there substantial overlapping 
between economic development and water resource 
planning institutions. Thus, they conclude that both in 
functional and territorial terms, existing regional 
programs have been needlessly fragmented. 

AN INSTITUTIONALLY U N I F I E D  AP-  
PROACH FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT. 
While multistate economic development agencies 
should take into account national, State, and regional 
balanced urbanization policies in the implementation 
of their mandated responsibilities, these observers be- 
lieve that more needs to be done. They call for a func- 
tionally and institutionally unified approach to meet 
the myriad problems of coordinating those programs 
of a multistate dimension. To accomplish this objec- 
tive, they urge the development by Congress and the 
States of a national regional policy with economic 
development, balanced urbanization, and natural re- 
source components. This unified regional policy 
should be supervised by a single or dominant Federal- 
multistate regional commission in each geographic 
area. Each of these commissions should have the op- 
tion of deciding the relative balance between economic 
development, balanced urbanization, and natural re- 
source policies that might be followed in the region. A 
resource-rich region, they point out, might choose to 
emphasize the economic development needs of the 
region while an area with a built-up economic base 
might be more concerned with the conservation of 
natural resources. Some regions might wish, due to 
the severity of urbanization problems, to use the re- 
gional commission as a prime regulatory agency with 
regard to natural resource use and land-use policies as 
has occurred in the Delaware region with the DRBC. 
Other regions with suitable State regulatory mech- 
anisms and less severe regional problems might 
wish to use the multi-functional agency as a planning 
rather than regulatory or operational instrument. 
Thus, a water-rich region might use a regional com- 
mission chiefly as a planning mechanism, while a wa- 
ter-scarce region might use the regional agency as a 
regulatory and operational body. Again, these observ- 
ers emphasize, circumstances would dictate the bal- 
ance of programmatic responsibilities and range of 
administrative powers a particular regional agency 
would have. 

By proposing the establishment of a regional 
commission in each region of the country, these ob- 

servers are not necessarily recommending an out-and- 
out consolidation of existing multistate regional 
agencies. They suggest that where there is sufficient 
justification for two or more such agencies in a given 
geographic area, one should be assigned the dominant 
role, depending upon regional need and priorities and 
the desires of the States involved and the Federal 
government. 

Regardless of the individual regional preferences, 
however, each such commission would become the 
automatic focal point of any new regional programs 
established by Congress. In the case of the proposed 
interstate highway commissions (see S2279, 92nd 
Congress, 1st Session), these observers feel that new 
instrumentalities should not be set up. The existing 
regional commissions should assume this new re- 
sponsibility. They contend that the basic concern here, 
after all, is to avoid at the multistate level, the juris- 
dictional fragmentation that we now have at the sub- 
state regional and local levels. 

Moreover, they emphasize that a single reglonal 
unit would overcome the problems of overlap in exist- 
ing regional agencies. Presently, the boundaries of 
ARC overlap the areas of five other regional in- 
strumentalities: the Delaware River Basin Commis- 
sion, the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Great Lakes Basin 
Commission, and the Ohio River Basin Commission. 
The boundaries of Title I1 and Title V commissions in 
the New England and Great Lakes areas also overlap 
as do the boundaries of the proposed Title I1 and Title 
V con~missions for the Missouri River and Upper 
Mississippi areas. With a nationwide system of single 
multi-functional regional agencies, multistate prob- 
lems that did not follow similar boundaries could be 
handled by a joint planning process between regional 
agencies. For example, in the case of a river basin 
traversing the jurisdiction of more than one multi- 
functional commission, the affected commissions 
could and should devise a joint interregional planning 
process to provide for a unified basin-wide water re- 
source management program. Since all the regional 
commissions would have a functional concern with 
water resource management, though with varying 
operational power, an integrated basin program could 
be formulated. 

Some advocates of this approach feel that the 
boundaries of the regional commission established as 
the single or dominant multi-functional regional 
agency, wherever possible, should be coterminous with 
the boundaries of one of the ten Federal Administra- 
tive regions created under the President's directive of 
March 27, 1969. They point out that the avowed pur- 
pose in this reorganization, as stated by the President, 



is to rationalize service delivery systems, to coordinate 
the various Federal programs and to decentralize de- 
cision and policy making in the mode that will in- 
crease cooperation and coordination with the States 
and their localities. Efforts to attain these goals, they 
contend, would be assisted and better coordination of 
related local, State, regional and Federal programs 
could be achieved if the service areas were cotermi- 
nous. The Federal agencies now, or soon to be, repre- 
sented in the ten Regions include the Department of 
Labor; Transportation; Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare; Housing and Urban Development; the Office of 
Economic Opportunity; the Environmental Protection 
Agency; and the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad- 
ministration. To a greater or lesser extent, the pro- 
grams and activities of these agencies relate almost to 
any of the possible combinations of economic devel- 
opment, balanced urbanization, highway, natural re- 
source, and other program assignments that might be 
given to the regional commissions. 

Consistency of Federal, regional, and State policies 
essential to common goal attainment, these observers 
feel, would be further insured through the use of 
common boundaries. Federal administrators, com- 
mission members and appropriate regional and State 
officers could build easier communication and more 
effective day-to-day working relationships in the res- 
olution of common regional problems. The configu- 
ration of Federal regions and existing regional com- 
mission areas is by no means identical, they point out, 
although some match fairly well. Other commission 
areas, however, as in the case of Appalachia or the 
Four Corners, might require a different "mix" of 
grants in accord with their special needs. On a 
larger and more multi-functional scale, the regional 
commissions could permit the Federal government to 
"target" various types of aid to a region and its 
subregional components. Through discretionary and 
supplementary grants, for example, the regional 
commission could allocate different combinations of 
grant funds to various subregional areas in accord 
with the regional strategy for that area. Through this 
process of regional and subregional "targeting" of 
Federal aid, it is contended that comprehensive re- 
gional policies affecting economic development, bal- 
anced urbanization, natural resource conservation, 
and other related programs could be developed to 
meet the particular needs of all regions in the nation. 

These observers believe that States also could 
realize a benefit from the creation of these compre- 
hensive regional units. Presently, States retain the 
bulk of regulatory powers affecting natural resource 
development, land-use controls, and various other 
policies affecting urban growth such as transporta- 

tion, housing, new community development, and 
utility regulation. In some of these functional areas, 
they contend that States could profit if regional mech- 
anisms were to develop regulatory programs in such 
areas as power plant siting, coastal zone protection, 
water pollution control, and new community devel- 
opment. Where there is a need for uniform regional 
regulations regarding these phenomena, regional 
commissions, especially if they are Federal-multistate 
compacts, could be given broad regulatory powers in 
these areas. In water resource matters, they feel that 
regulations similar to those exercised by the DRBC in 
its water pollution control and project review func- 
tions, could be used by the regional agency. Moreover, 
it might be granted land-use regional regulatory 
powers such as those presently exercised by Maine and 
Vermont in certain specified instances. In other areas, 
its regulatory powers might take a different form. In 
the economic development field, for example, it might 
be the sole agent for the designation of growth centers 
which would be the targets of discretionary State and 
Federal funds. It might be given primary jurisdiction 
in designating "protected areas" unsuitable for eco- 
nomic development and singled out for a variety of 
protectionist policies on the part of Federal, State, and 
local governments. The use of a variety of different 
powers and programs, these observers argue, could 
provide a regional focus for planning and managing 
Federal and State programs requiring regional inputs 
and regional implementation strategies. 

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS. These 
observers, while realizing the need for flexible plan- 
ning, operational, and regulatory assignments to these 
regional units, suggest that the basic institutional 
characteristics of these units be similar. The record of 
the existing commisions, they feel, tells us a great deal 
about how regional commissions should be consti- 
tuted. All regional commissions, then, should have a 
single Federal co-chairman, appointed by the 
President, who has the power to convene Federal field 
officers to advise him in regional policy matters. He 
would also retain a Federa! veto over regional actions 
not in the national interest. As a Presidential ap- 
pointee, he would have direct access to the White 
House and various Washington interagency councils 
affecting regional matters. The importance of the 
multi-functional unit makes it imperative that the 
Federal co-chairman not be directly under a depart- 
mental secretary but rather than he be given the power 
to seek Presidential guidance on matters of regional 
policy. 

In a similar vein, these observers urge that gover- 
nors or top level alternates represent their State in 
regional deliberations. The comprehensiveness of a re- 



gional commission's activities demands nothing less 
than high-level State representation. Additionally, 
they feel that States' members should consider ap- 
pointing a full-time State-regional representative 
similar to the ones employed by the ARC and the 
Coastal Plains Title V Commission. In this way, a 
unified State regional viewpoint might be provided 
these regional units. 

Local representation also should be provided for on 
these regional commissions, according to some of 
these observers. Large local governments might be 
given weighted representation on these multistate 
units. This type of representation, they feel, would 
permit local governments a voice in the regional 
commission, but it would not change the essentially 
Federal-State character of the unit, since the com- 
bined vote of the local representatives would never be 
greater than that of their State representative. 

Local representation also would result in needed 
local inputs in regional commission undertakings, 
since local governments, especially in the land-use 
control matters, would be the prime agents of regional 
programs and strategies. These observers emphasize 
that local representation also would provide the bene- 
fit of "grass-roots feedback" to a regional commis- 
sion since local governments most frequently are 
aware of the complexitites involved in the delivering 
of services whether they be of a State, regional, or lo- 
cal nature. 

By including high-level Federal, State, and local 
representation, these observers conclude that the re- 
gional commissions would be an agent in developing a 
national regional strategy for all of the traditional 
levels of government, not just two. Such regional units 
would permit both flexible decentralization of na- 
tional policies and the selective centralization of State 
and local efforts when a regional problem is confront- 
ed. In this manner, these agencies would be truly joint 
Federal-State local instrumentalities, not subject to 
the domination of any one level. 

4. Elimination and Substitution of a 
System of Regional Intergovernmen- 
tal Commissions 

THE NEED FOR A NEW REGIONAL MECH- 
ANISM. Some observers conclude that the Federal- 
multistate commissions set up under the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act, Title V of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, 
and Title I1 of the Water Resources Planning Act 
of the same year generally have failed to achieve 
the broad goals stipulated separately in these Con- 
gressional enactments. They contend that these re- 

gional instrumentalities in the main have not served as 
effective means of coordinating Federal, State, and 
other joint planning and programs having an impact 
on their respective areas of regional concern. They 
warn that mere legislative or administrative changes 
in these individual regional programs-no matter how 
drastic-could not really come to grips with this fun- 
damental problem of communication and coordina- 
tion. A new mechanism is needed, they believe, that 
would build on the solid base established by the reor- 
ganization of the field offices of key Federal depart- 
ments and agencies into ten regions with common 
headquarter sites and boundaries and by the creation 
of Federal regional councils in each of these adminis- 
trative jurisdictions. 

AN APPROACH USING THE TEN FEDERAL 
REGIONS. These observers believe that Congress 
should phase out the Appalachian regional develop- 
ment program, the Title V Regional Development 
Commissions, and the Title I1 River Basin Commis- 
sions and that Congress, the President, and the States 
jointly establish a system of regional intergovern- 
mental commissions in the ten Federal regions, set 
up pursuant to a Presidential directive of March 27, 
1969. Each commission, they feel, should be com- 
posed of the governors of the region, members of the 
relevant Federal regional council, and a representa- 
tive of the Domestic Council. As envisioned by these 
observers, there are two major functions that each 
regional intergovernmental commission could per- 
form. It could serve as an advisory body with respect 
to intergovernmental policies and programs affecting 
the developmental, water resources, and other neecis 
of the region, and it could make recommendations to 
the Domestic Council regarding the President's 
biennial Urban Growth Report. 

Supporters of this approach contend that the nation 
has been and will be confronted steadily with issues 
that have a regional multistate dimension to them. 
Thus far, they argue, the piecemeal, broadly unifunc- 
tional approach has been adopted as a means by which 
the Federal government and the interested States have 
sought to cope with these regional questions. Various 
proposals now pending before Congress demonstrate 
clearly that this way of doing business regionally con- 
tinues to have strong support. Yet, these observers be- 
lieve that there is clear evidence with respect to the 
existing economic development and river basin 
commissions, that their functional and territorial 
fragmentation has generated serious problems of 
coordination and consistency. The prospective estab- 
lishment of more such bodies in other regions along 
with the possibility of interstate highway and coastal 
zone regional instrumentalities raises the specter of 



even greater proliferation of Federal-multistate ef- 
forts along essentially single-purpose and separate 
geographic lines. 

This opinion group believes that the time has come 
to "blow the whistle" on these developments. A func- 
tionally, institutionally, and territorially unified ap- 
proach is needed and needed now, they assert. A net- 
work of regional intergovernmental commissions, 
paralleling the organization of the ten Federal re- 
gions, would serve to coordinate better various Fed- 
eral aid programs, to decentralize decision making in 
ways that foster greater cooperation with the States 
and the localities, and to promote better coordination 

,ofjoint program efforts. 
The proposed system, these observers stress, would 

build on an existing coordinative base and bring to- 
gether Federal operating officials and governors to 
consider joint problems and policies ranging possibly 
from the review of Federal grant procedures to the 
difficulties of coordinating interstate transportation 
activities. The range of topics that a commission 
might consider, they feel, would be limited only by the 
extent that an issue lacked interstate regional impli- 
cations. The positive thrust of its endeavors, however, 
would be to develop a capability to define and har- 
monize the interrelationships between and among 
programs having a regional impact. 

These strategists suggest that the membership of 
each commission include the governor of each State 
within the region, each member of the Federal re- 
gional council, and a representative of the Domestic 
Council. In addition, representatives of other Federal 
agencies, not a part of the regional council, spokes- 
men for interested cities and counties, and compact 
bodies could be brought into discussions whose subject 
matter is of direct concern to them. A governor, they 
contend, should serve as chairman of each commis- 
sion and quarterly meetings could be held with at least 
one in a biennial period being devoted to Urban 
Growth Report matters. 

These observers give several reasons why they think 
this approach would provide effective Federal- 
multistate relationships. In their view, it builds on the 
existing organizational structure of the Federal re- 
gional councils. It recognizes that the solution to most 
regional questions involves follow-up action on a 
State-by-State basis. Its focus on program planning 
and coordination constitutes, they believe, a legitimate 
assignment of management and policy functions to a 
body composed of officials who can implement deci- 
sions reached. Its failure to assign direct program re- 
sponsibilities eliminates any regional intervention in 
the basic partnership between the States and the Fed- 
eral government and tends to correct a deficiency of 

most existing developmental commissions, since it 
gives the commissions time to concentrate on policy 
issues and not on reviewing projects and allocating 
Federal funds. It establishes a mechanism for achiev- 
ing some real decentralization of decision-making 
authority and avoids the existing arrangement wherein 
a devolution of authority to Federal field headquarters 
does not mean necessarily that the States or localities 
benefit as a result. In addition, these observers con- 
tend, this approach gives the Federal government a 
better opportunity to relate national programs and 
policies to regional needs, while at the same time a 
means is afforded for multistate inputs into these 
same national programs and policies. Finally, they 
emphasize it by no means bars or interferes with the 
creation of interstate or Federal-multistate compacts 
to solve specific types of regional problems; the ac- 
tivities of compact bodies after all would be a regular 
item on almost any commission's agenda. 

5. Basic Reliance on the Federal- 
Single State Approach 

DEFECTS IN THE REGIQNAL APPROACH. 
Still other observers conclude that Congress should 
abolish the Appalachian Regional Commission, the 
Title V commissions and the river basin commissions 
and that a new bilateral Federal-single State approach 
be adopted to meet the economic development and 
water resources needs of the nation. Where a Federal- 
multistate approach is deemed necessary, these 
analysts contend the initiative should come from the 
States involved and take the form of a compact, as in 
the case of the Delaware and Susquehanna River Bas- 
in Commissions. 

They interpret the record of the Appalachian Re- 
gional commission, the Title V Economic Develop- 
ment Commissions, and the Title I1 River Basin 
Commissions as mixed-to-poor. The Federal govern- 
ment and the States involved in each of these pro- 
grams, in their opinion, have not demonstrated a full- 
fledged commitment to using these instrumentalities 
for joint decision making for carrying out their re- 
spective economic development and water resources 
management programs. These critics maintain that 
these nationally-sponsored Federal-multistate mech- 
anisms, for the most part, have had only a marginal 
impact on resolving the problems of regional eco- 
nomic development and water resource planning and 
management. Those favoring action to abolish these 
institutions call attention to severql general and spe- 
cific deficiencies in the joint regional approach es- 
tablished by the Appalachian Regional Development 
Act of 1965, the Public Works and Development Act 



of 1965, and the Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965. 

These observers feel that serious general questions 
arise concerning the place of joint Federal-State re- 
gional institutions in a federal system that legally 
provides for two types of general units of government 
and which practically operates with only three levels 
of general government-Federal, State, and local. 
The established units of government ,are politically 
accountable and accessible to the general public. Re- 
gional units, on the other hand, simply do not have the 
requisite constitutional base, they contend, to operate 
with any real measure of independence or authority in 
the present Federal structure. 

This lack of constitutional status, they agree, has 
resulted in regionalism being advanced, from a na- 
tional viewpoint, as a means of territorial decentrali- 
zation of power within the nation. Such decentraliza- 
tion is of an administrative nature, seeking to recon- 
cile governmental area and function. In essence, they 
believe that joint Federal-multistate regionalism has 
as one of its basic concerns the structuring of a 
governmental agency whose jurisdiction adequately 
encompasses the territorial dimensions of a given pol- 
icy problem, but without the needed authority. 

Yet, even the matching of area and administration 
is no easy matter, according to these observers. While 
they acknowledge that established units of govern- 
ment do not conform neatly to the boundaries of re- 
gional phenomena, they also point out that the various 
actual or proposed regional systems rarely are com- 
patible with one another. If administrative jurisdic- 
tions actually were to conform exclusively to regional 
phenomena, a proliferation of administrative units 
would occur. One then would be faced with coordinat- 
ing the activities, they point out, of river basin re- 
gions, economic regions, climatological regions, 
geologic regions, transportation regions, and even 
cultural regions. If such jurisdictions were to conform 
to more than one kind of regional phenomena, then 
the inevitable compromising of conflicting boundary 
claims, in the opinion of these critics, would produce a 
politically determined mechanism whose. jurisdic- 
tional scope would be almost as arbitrary as those of 
existing units of general government. Regions may be 
sui generis, they concede, but they offer no neat ad- 
ministrative solutions to setting up a general level of 
regional administration between State and Federal 
governments. 

If regional administration is approached on a uni- 
functional basis, they point out, then the resulting re- 
gions lack the potential for being general governmen- 
tal units. Their unifunctional nature makes them spe- 
cialized governmental institutions that generally 'lack 

the ability to interrelate effectively their programs 
with those of other governments and it prompts them 
to subordinate other programs to their own. In short, 
these critics feel that these mechanisms tend to value 
the efficacy of their particular program responsibili- 
ties over the effectiveness of the governmental system 
as a whole. 

If on the other hand, a broad multi-functional ap- 
proach is adopted, they feel that we face the real pros- 
pect of a fourth level of government with all that that 
means in terms of complicating administration, 
achieving accountability, and drastically changing our 
traditional federal system. 

These advocates of abolishing the federally- 
sponsored regional commissions feel that these ad- 
ministrative units generally are detrimental to existing 
governmental jurisdictions. Such regional mech- 
anisms, they contend, pose serious operational 
problems and can result in loss of Federal and State 
administrative efficiency as a result of their "bypass- 
ing" character. Their joint control by Federal and 
State governments can result in an unrealistic solution 
to regional problems. The solution, after all, fre- 
quently depends on whether regionalism is perceived 
from a sub-national or interstate perspective. If 
viewed from the former, they contend, national inter- 
ests are found to be preeminent; if viewed from the 
latter, State interests can be expected to dominate. 

Whether regionalism is viewed from a Federal or 
State perspective often depends on the particular 
function involved. In certain matters of water resource 
development, they note, the Federal government has 
primary jurisdiction. A regional unit handling such a 
function, these observers contend, would tend to sub- 
ordinate State to Federal interests. 

In matters traditionally left to the States, such as 
education or human resource development, a joint 
regional unit probably would emphasize State over 
Federal interests. In cases where some facets of a 
function were national in scope and others were where 
State interests were stronger, these observers believe 
that joint regional action would be equally hard to 
sustain. There is no predetermined way, they argue. of 
indicating whether a function endowed with State in- 
terest would be subordinated to a function endowed 
with national interest. 

These critics conclude that there simply is no easy 
way in which power can be jointly exercised on a re- 
gional basis within our present system of federalism. 
They point out that the general practice has been to 
have a division of labor between the Federal and the 
State and local governments. On the one hand. the 
Federal government plays a major role in stabilizing 
the national economy and redistributing income. 



while State and local governments are the basic ad- 
ministrative units for the delivery of most public 
services. The Federal government, then, quite fre- 
quently depends on State and local units for the im- 
plementation of national policy rather than directly 
administering all programs that have national import. 
Indeed, aside from matters of national defense, space 
exploration, and certain types of natural resource 
development, the Federal government, especially 
through its grant-in-aid system, relies primarily on 
State and local governments to achieve nationally 
legislated policies. The establishment of regional 
administrative units, they feel, is a disruption of this 
traditional form of intergovernmental relations. 

These observers contend that creation of regional 
administrative units also ignores the regional charac- 
ter of established governmental units which are, in ef- 
fect political regions around which any number of 
human interests center. Most States, as they see it, 
have a geographic reach that makes them sub- 
national regional governments. In this sense, the 
States are the genuine regional building blocks on 
which federalism rests. They are the intermediate 
governmentaf units between the natgn and the local 
communities, and have the capacity shgly or in some 
manner of formal or informal interstate cooperation 
to effectuate regional solutions to regional problems. 
The Federal government, on the other hand, unilater- 
ally has the corresponding ability to organize itself on 
a regional basis if the necessity so arises. The TVA, 
Federal regional councils, and other numerous Fed- 
eral field organiqations, they point out, are evidence of 
this fact. If regionalism must be utilized, these obser- 
vers conclude, it can be best approached on a uni-level 
basis. Use of a joint form of regional administration, 
they believe, clearly should be a last resort and even 
here only when the States involved seek it. 

In terms of specifics, these abolitionists advance 
many reasons for their recommendation for scrapping 
the nationally sponsored joint Federal-multistate or- 
ganizations created pursuant to the ARC Act, Title V 
of the Public Works and Economic Development Act 
of 1965, and Title 11 of the Water Resources Act of 
1965. 

OPERATIONAL DEFICIENCIES OF EXIST- 
ING COMMISSIONS. The three federally-spon- 
sored types of joint multistate regional institutions, 
these critics assert, presently lack the requisite 
administrative and political authority to construct 
truly regional programs in their respective fields of 
publrc concern. Tit,le I1 commissions, Title V com- 
missions, and ARC, they point out, do not have pri- 
mary operational authority in their respective juris- 
dictions. All three exercise concurrent planning juris- 

diction with State and Federal agencies which blur 
accountability and authority in the planning process in 
their respective areas. All three do not have planning 
jurisdiction over some of the other related functional 
concerns that have a significant relationship to their 
own responsibilities. All of these commissions have a 
comparatively minor share of the economic devel- 
opment and water resource planning funds in their 
regions. As small agencies, according to these observ- 
ers, they hardly can be expected actually to alter 
traditional Federal and State approaches to multistate 
regional economic development and water resources 
planning. 

Title I1 River Basin Commissions, they find. exhib- 
it in stark form some of the operational deficiencies of 
joint Federal-State mechanisms. They point out that 
at the present time none of these commissions has a 
central professional staff of more than 15 personnel, 
and the total budgets of these agencies in no case is 
more than $500,000. Yet, with such a personnel and 
funding base, these commissions are expected ulti- 
mately to prepare a framework study of a general 
scope for their entire region, serve as the "lead agen- 
cy" or maintain liaison with the numerous sub-basin 
studies occurring in their jurisdiction, and report on 
annual water resource project priorities for the region. 

These agencies, they point out, meet these respon- 
sibilities by depending on Federal and State agencies 
for the implementation of even their planning re- 
sponsibilities. As forum-type agencies, similar to their 
predecessor Federal interagency field committees, the 
river basin commissions are specifically prohibited 
from displacing existing Federal and State agencies 
from their present water resource responsibilities. In- 
stead, these critics note, they are specifically enjoined 
to obtain consensus from Federal and State interests 
in preparing a joint plan for regional water resource 
development. These observers contend that joint river 
basin planning has tended to reflect the exigencies of 
Federal or State interests of the moment, not the dic- 
tates of a long-term regional planning strategy. Illus- 
trative of this fact, they argue, are the delays some 
commissions have experienced in completing their 
framework studies as in the case of the PNRBC or the 
shift in emphasis from a framework to a Type I1 
subregional study, as in1 the case of the SRRRBC. 
Lacking staff and funding, these observers find that 
the river basin commissions generally follow the lead 
of those Federal agencies having the greatest stake in 
river basin planning and providing the funds for the 
major portion of framework and subregional basin 
planning studies. 

States, lacking tradrtional responsibil~ties in large- 
scale water resource development, according to these 



observers, either have preferred framework studies to 
be secondary to subregional plans or have been con- 
tent to go about the business of preparing State plans 
in abeyance of the framework study. Similarly, they 
note that the commissions in preparing annual priori- 
ty reports have relied mainly on Federal and State 
evaluation of project priorities and have not exercised 
a really independent evaluation as to whether these 
priorities really reflect joint agreement or coordinated 
schedules of project implementation. 

Title V Economic Development Commissions, 
these critics maintain, also lack the operational au- 
thority to deal with regional economic development. 
They point out that all five are required to develop 
regional economic plans which presumably will 
serve as a basis for guiding economic development. 
Yet, these commissions presently do not use this 
plan for the review of State planning efforts and 
are unable to integrate EDA plans into a regional 
scheme. Furthermore, these observers maintain 
that the regional commissions lack authority to 
direct effectively their discretionary grants. They 
assert that there are no formalized administrative 
relationships between the commissions and the 
EDA even though the latter is one of the prime 
Federal agencies involved in economic development 
programs in these regions and even though both 
programs are housed in Commerce. 

The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC), it 
generally is agreed, quite clearly has the most au- 
thority on regional matters of the three mechanisms 
studied. Yet, these observers call attention to ARC'S 
difficulties in coordinating Federal programs, partic- 
ularly those of EDA and OEO. On the State side of 
the picture, they also are critical of the commission's 
dependence on State developmental plans rather than 
the formulation of a joint State-Federal plan at the 
regional level. While the ARC Administrative Code, 
does inject some uniformity into the various State 
development plans, they point that the commission 
has left to the States the task of determining the 
criteria for organizing, funding, and programming the 
substate developmental efforts. These observers note 
that the commission has yet to adopt guidelines on 
local development organization so that they will 
operate to further regional or even State economic 
development objectives. These various relationships, 
they emphasize, demonstrate that ARC presently 
lacks requisite authority to compel regionally focused 
Federal and State action. 

All of the federally-sponsored regional units, they 
contend, now perform functions that either could be or 
are being performed by existing governments. The 
Title 11 commissions, they stress, have their joint 

planning responsibilities effectuated by State and 
Federal agencies. Title V commissions prepare re- 
gional economic development plans that could be 
prepared at the national level as a guideline for the 
distribution of Federal economic development funds 
throughout all depressed portions of the country, not 
just those areas with Title V commissions. The Ap- 
palachian Regional Commission leaves the bulk of 
regional economic development planning to State 
agencies with a modest amount of regional supervi- 
sion while at the same time managing Appalachian 
categorical and supplemental grants, a function these 
observers feel could be performed by EDA or some 
equivalent agency at the Washington level. 

Both the Title I 1  and Title V commissions, these 
critics emphasize, spend a large proportion of their 
time collecting basic data and other information 
about economic development and water resource 
conditions within their respective jurisdictions. This 
function, they argue, could easily be performed by 
suitable data-gathering arrangements at the national 
and State levels. 

Many Federal agencies are already organized on 
the appropriate jurisdictional level for such data 
gathering. The Corps of Engineers, these observers 
point out, is presently organized along river basin 
lines. The Federal Water Quality Administration has 
collected data on water quality conditions on a similar 
basis. Other Federal agencies, while not organized 
along regional lines, they feel, could appropriately al- 
ter their intelligence operations to gather sectional 
data. The Department of Commerce, through its 
Office of Business Economics could gather suitable 
economic development data for depressed regions 
throughout the entire country. They believe this step 
would avoid some of the data collection problems of 
'~'itle V commissions and the ARC. Similarly, they 
maintain that State agencies could be offered grant-in- 
aid incentives to collect data in a fashion that would 
relate to appropriate regional jurisdictions. For ex- 
ample, Title I 1 1  water resource planning monies could 
be used to assist State agencies in developing water 
resource information on a basis that would result i n  
comparable State information along river basin lines. 

These critics believe that not only could this basic 
data collection be handled by appropriate State and 
National organizations, but it should be done in this 
manner. Presently, economlc development and water 
resource planning is done in areas having regional jur- 
isdictions without specific reference to the needs and 
conditions i n  ether similarly situated regional areas. 
They feel that what results is area-focused rather than 
substantively directed. Both the States and the na- 
tional goternment, as a result, do not have the com- 



parative data base for evaluating alternative invest- 
ment strategies as among alternative regions. They 
argue that regions which have developed information- 
gathering capability cannot be compared with those 
that have not. The lack of a coordinated national ap- 
proach to this data problem, they emphasize, aggra- 
vates State and national efforts to choose among al- 
ternative water resource and economic development 
regions when implementing a coordinated statewide 
or national water resource economic development 
strategy. 

Regional units, when not performing these basic 
data collection surveys, often act as a clearinghouse 
and coordinating agency for water resource or eco- 
nomic development operations within their jurisdic- 
tions. Yet, this effort, these observers believe, in some 
cases, often amounts to nothing more than a pro 
forma approval of State or Federal operations in the 
region. They point out that Title I1 commissions 
conduct an annual project priorities report which 
basically consists of project listings prepared by 
member States and the Federal government. The 
States in the case of the Title V and ARC commis- 
sions prepare projects which are submitted for re- 
gional review. In the case of Title V commissions, they 
have little power or inclination to alter State- 
developed priorities. In the ARC, these analysts con- 
cede, there are formal guidelines for project evalua- 
tion which can be used by ARC in rejecting or altering 
some State projects. But the ARC, they point out, can 
not substitute a desirable regional project in a State 
jurisdiction and, in fact, does little more than suggest 
occasional modifications of such projects. They note 
that both Title V and ARC commissions have experi- 
enced difficulty in coordinating EDA project priorities 
with their own. Thus, while all three agencies are 
coordindting agencies, their power to compel coordi- 
nation is a very limited one. Those favoring abolition 
feel that is naive to expect these instrumentalities, es- 
pecially the Title I1 and Title V commissions with 
their mixed composition, weak political base, and 
meager influence over any operating budgets to 
achieve much by way of coordination. Real coordina- 
tion of Federal efforts, they assert, can only be 
achieved by Congressional action and by the Federal 
agencies involved with OMB or some other instru- 
mentality of the Executive Office of the President 
directly riding herd on the matter. Coordination of 
State program efforts must be a gubernatorial matter. 
In neither case, they conclude, can a Federal-multi- 
state mechanism do anything more than to highlight 
the lack of coordinated efforts in both spheres and 
these observers feel we already have ample means of 
achieving this. 

These critics believe that given the commission's 
clear-cut regional authority in water resource plan- 
ning and economic development matters, most of 
them have tried by the power of peauasion and in the 
case of ARC and Title V commissions by grant sup- 
plements to alter Federal and State decision making 
to conform to a regional focus. Yet, these observers 
believe that the commission's success in this matter 
has been distinctly limited. 

Looking first at Title V economic development 
commissions, they emphasize that most planning and 
action grant monies have been spread equally among 
the member States. This "spread the buck" approach 
to economic development while insuring the perma- 
nence of the commission certainly is not designed, 
they believe, to come to grips with the differential al- 
location of resources within these regions, which is at 
the heart of a developmental strategy. 

They contend that somewhat similar difficulties also 
confront the Title I1 commissions. A few commissions 
have experienced problems in deciding on a subre- 
gional strategy for more detailed Type I1 river basin 
studies. Since these studies are preliminary to the in- 
vestment of Federal funds, decisions on which subre- 
gions are to be studied can result in greater funds for a 
particular basin over another. The Great Lakes Basin 
Commission, these observers point out, experienced 
some State tension when it decided that the Maumee 
River Basin study would be recommended for a Fed- 
eral Type I1 study. This brought objections from other 
States in the region which, through their contribution 
to the commission would fund the State-financed 
portion of the proposed survey. In this case, the States 
perceived no benefit from a subregional study which 
did not directly involved them. 

The Appalachian Regional Commission, while not 
experiencing the same "spread-the-buck" tendencies 
of Title V commissions has also experienced difficul- 
ties in eliciting a regional response from the various 
State participants. These observers note that some 
Appalachian States have expended a large proportion 
of monies on smaller rural places within their juris- 
diction rather than directing ARC monies to their 
growth areas. The commission also has experienced 
problems in having States design formal economic 
development strategies for the region's interstate met- 
ropolitan areas. These critics also feel that the ARC 
has not proved successful in generating substantial 
amounts of State investment in regional non-highway 
programs, with the States generally contributing only 
14 percent of all non-highway funds for other devel- 
opment efforts within the region. 

Regional commission performance, these observers 
feel, has not proved successful in having the States and 



the Federal government reorganize their own admin- 
istrative structures to deal with regional problems. 
Some States, they emphasize, still bury their eco- 
nomic development efforts in units far removed from 
the governor's office. An equally difficult situation, 
they note, exists with regard to some State organiza- 
tion in the water resources field. Experience to date, 
they suggest, also indicates that States have not im- 
proved local capacity to participate in regional deci- 
sion making as is witnessed by State developmental 
planning experience in A R C  and Title V commis- 
sions. The Federal government, aside from some in- 
teragency agreements and the Federal regional coun- 
cils, they maintain, has not reorganized itself to deal 
with the various regional commissions. 

One barrier to State, local, and Federal responses to 
regional agency solutions singled out by these critics 
concerns the fact that existing general units of 
government and their agencies do not always agree on 
the regional agency's approach to a particular prob- 
lem. Thus, OEO resisted A R C  coordination of its 
human resource programs in Appalachia since it felt 
that its programs should not be unduly subordinated 
to economic development concerns. In a like fashion, 
some States on the Title I1 commissions have suggest- 
ed the need to finish statewide water resource plan- 
ning before fully participating in multistate river basin 
planning efforts. Consequently, at least two of these 
commissions have decided to build up their regional 
planning efforts by melding subregional and statewide 
water resource programs. 

Regional agencies, these observers emphasize, are 
continually confronting the problem of State and 
Federal agencies needing more than a regionally- 
oriented focus to implement their economic devel- 
opment and water resource policies. Substantive con- 
siderations, they note, may force a State or Federal 
agency not to respond to a regional strategy. Thus, 
State or Federal agencies involved in land manage- 
ment do not always find a regional water resources 
focus beneficial to their land planning responsibilities. 
Finally, State and Federal agencies do not always re- 
spond to a centrally conceived regional strategy since 
they often must relate their policies in a region to 
other areas outside it. Thus, one State might wish to 
arrange for an interbasin transfer of water that would 
not be in accord with a commission's river basin 
planning or a regional economic development com- 
mission might oppose State investment of program 
money in areas outside the economic region, even 
though such investment might alleviate economic de- 
pression in the region. 

These observers find that the federally-sponsored 
regional institutions often do not or can not consider a 

variety of solutions to regional problems, which in- 
clude broad national policy changes as in the case of 
welfare, migration allowances, and the like. They be- 
lieve that economic development commissions, for 
example, have been overly wedded to a "place" rather 
than "person" approach to alleviating the economic 
problems of depressed areas. These regional agencies, 
they feel, have advanced policy solutions that are re- 
lated to regional rather than individual welfare. Simi- 
larly, they believe that water resource planning 
commissions, as presently constituted, can not deal, in 
any comprehensive sense, with water resource devel- 
opment. These commissions can not really discuss, it 
is argued, the use of Federal tax incentives to abate 
pollution or State institution of effluent charges, since 
these are State and Federal tax matters which ordi- 
narily do  not come under their purview, even though 
such policies might be pivotal in regional water re- 
source management. 

Those favoring abolition stress that both the eco- 
nomic development and water resource commissions 
are continually faced with boundary problems which 
circumscribe their ability to deal comprehensively 
with some problems. Thus, for example, Title I1 
commissions can not deal with the problems of inter- 
basin transfers of water and Title V commissions and 
the A R C  can not promote economic development 
strategies that involve the placing of program monies 
in areas outside their present jurisdiction. The bound- 
aries of these commissions, they point out, prevent 
them from proposing supra-regional solutions to their 
problems. 

Regional agencies, these observers maintain, have 
generally found it difficult to accept nonstructural 
solutions to the challenges they face. They note that 
proposals such as rural special revenue sharing, Fed- 
eral welfare assumption, and more effective equaliza- 
tion provisions in the categorical aid system are all 
measures which would, to some degree, alleviate de- 
pressed area economic problems. Yet, such policies 
have not been the pivotal in A R C  or Title V commis- 
sion strategies since they can be effectuated without 
the use of joint Federal-multistate commissions. A 
regional mechanism's very existence, these critics 
contend, prompts it to approach multistate problems 
with policies that can be formulated by and adminis- 
tered from a central regional unit. Policies that do  not 
involve regional administration tend to get scant at- 
tention. 

The use of joint multistate agencies, they argue, can 
result in a failure to  confront State and Federal pro- 
gram deficiencies in the economic development and 
water resource fields. Joint river basin planning, they 
warn, is no substitute for effective comprehensive 



statewide water resource planning and management 
programs. Similarly, regional economic planning can 
not be considered as a realistic alternative to coordi- 
nated State and Federal economic development pro- 
gram administration. Both the States and the Federal 
government, these observers emphasize, must have 
suitable internal planning and management capabili- 
ties or the economic development and water resource 
challenges will not be met. The use of joint regional 
units without commensurate strengthening of Federal 
and State economic development and water resource 
programs, they stress, can only result in poorly-based 
regional policies. The use of these regional units is no 
substitute for ongoing State and Federal development 
of regionally-focused programs. To construct a joint 
multistate mechanism in lieu of improving the ad- 
ministrative abilities of State and Federal govern- 
ments to deal independently with regional problems, 
they warn, can only result in another "promise- 
performance" gap in economic development and wa- 
ter resource policies. Some of these observers would 
say it is merely a subterfuge. 

THE PRIMARY ROLE OF GENERAL PUR- 
POSE GOVERNMENTS. The need for compre- 
hensive and nonstructural policies for regional 
problems, these observers believe, highlights the need 
for general purpose governments to serve as the sole 
agents in multistate areas. These governments are the 
only ones that can consider a full range of policies 
that might be adapted to solving regional economic 
development and water resource problems. They 
alone can assemble an integrated set of policies that 
focus on multiple means and approaches for dealing 
with regional issues. They alone, it is maintained, 
can redefine the territorial dimensions of a regional 
problem to insure that it will not be confined to too 
small a jurisdiction. In short, these observers believe 
that general purpose governments are the only ones 
with adequate legal and functional scope to cope 
with the challenge of multistate regionalism. 

In light-of these various deficiencies in the joint re- 
gional approach to economic development and water 
resource problems, these observers feel that abolition 
of these multistate regional agencies is essential to 
assure general units of government sufficient flexibility 
in meeting and solving regional issues. In the last 
analysis, they feel that only Federal, State and local 
governments can develop comprehensive regional ec- 
onomic development and water resource policies since 
these governments are the only ones with broad 
enough functional responsibility and territorial juris- 
diction to cope with regional problems. Moreover, as 
a matter of principle, they maintain that directly ac- 

countable governments must be primarily responsible 
for implementing regional policies. 

The creation of these federally-sponsored regional 
agencies, they argue, harbors the potential for inter- 
governmental conflict in much the same manner that 
special districts have detracted from the performance 
of States and general units of local government. These 
agencies, on occasion, have avoided rather than con- 
fronted some regional problems. They frequently give 
the appearance of regional cooperation while hiding 
the difficult policy problems that demand more open 
State and Federal debate and even controversy. In 
some cases, these critics point out, Federal interests 
have dominated these regional agencies, as in the case 
of Title I1 commissions. In others, States have used 
the regional agencies merely as a funnel for more 
Federal funds. In either case, these observers contend 
that balance does not exist and regionalism is a fa- 
cade. 

Finally, those favoring the Federal single-State 
approach to regionalism believe that this approach 
retains the functional integrity of the federal system 
and forecloses the possibility that a fourth tier of re- 
gional administration would enervate the responsi- 
bilities of State and local governments. They conclude 
that it insures preservation of the national interest in 
the econon~ic development and water resource fields 
and does not subject the Federal government to sec- 
tional debates generated by the proliferation of re- 
gional economic development and water resource 
agencies. 

The one exception, noted by some of these observ- 
ers, is the Federal-multistate compact. They feel the 
Delaware River Basin Commission's record over the 
last ten years shows that the Federal-State compact 
device can be a suitable management mechanism for 
multistate regional purposes. Its success, moreover, 
stems from the fact that i t  requires State initiative. 
Moreover, it operates in cooperation with State and 
Federal governments and has not been used to detract 
from the responsibilities of existing State and Federal 
governments. While the Federal government retains 
its legal prerogatives in matters concerning the na- 
tional interest, Federal executive agencies are bound 
by compact provisions. Most significantly, that device 
guarantees effective State participation in the regional 
arrangement. The DKRC's record of State participa- 
tion, in the opinion of these observers, far outstrips 
that of Title I I  and Title V commissions and surpasses 
that of the ARC. The binding legal force of the com- 
pact on the State parties and its strong influence on 
the Federal partner should not be overlooked, these 
observers contend. 

They point out that the Federal-multistate compact 



device offers other benefits in contrast to federally- 
sponsored joint regional instrumentalities. It provides 
clear-cut regional regulatory responsibilities to the 
compact agency. It specifies well-defined management 
objectives for the agency to pursue and the device, by 
its very nature, guarantees genuine cooperation from 
State participants. All these features, they contend, 
make the Federal-multistate compact device a preci- 
sion instrument for achieving regional programs, in 
marked contrast to the loosely constructed and ill- 
defined character of the other regional mechanism. 

In summarizing the position of those favoring abo- 
lition, they feel that the federally-sponsored joint 
multistate agencies-the Appalachian Regional 
Commission, Title I1 River Basin Commissions, and 
Title V Economic Development Commissions-are 

ineffective instruments for dealing with regionalism. 
Lasting solutions to regional problems, they contend, 
must be found primarily in Federal-single State pro- 
grams. Such programs, whether they be categorical 
grants, block grants, special revenue sharing or gen- 
eral revenue sharing or some combination of these, 
effectively utilize the independent capabilities of both 
State and Federal governments and permit a more 
flexible and comprehensive treatment of regional is- 
sues. When formal joint multistate action is desired, 
these observers maintain that it should be taken 
through a Federal-multistate compact which can be 
used for regional purposes while still protecting legit- 
imate State and national interests. Barring this single 
exception, regional problems are best resolved 
through traditional Federal-State channels. 







APPENDIX B 

TABLE B-I 
COASTAL PLAINS REGIONAL COMMISSION PERSONNEL COMPLEMENT 

Filled 
Authorized Positions 

Title or Grade Positions (as of 511 17 1 ) 

Commission Staff: 

Executive Directoi . (Gr . 18) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
RCGradel6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
RCGradel5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
RCGrade14 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
RCGrade13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
RCGrade11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Secretarial Staff (RC Grades 5-9) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10 - 

Commission Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 18 

Federal Co-chairman's Staff: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Program Planning & Liaison Officer (GG-16) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Special Assistants (GG-15) 

Fiscal and Project Review Officer (GG-13) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Administrative Assistant (GG-I I) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Secretary Stenographer (GG-7 to 9) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Part-time Assistant 

Co-chairman's Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  TOTALSTAFF 

Source: Data provided by CPRC . 

TABLE 8-2 
COASTAL PLAINS REGIONAL COMMISSION 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES 1968-1970 

Contracts and Related Expenses 1968-69 1970 Total Percent 

Economic and Statistical . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 169. 586 $3 1 2. 800 $ 482. 386 21.5 
Marine Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37 1. 024 150. 140 521. 164 23.4 
Industrial Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  207. 775 102. 160 309. 935 13.8 
Tourist Industries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  97. 122 14. 100 11 1. 222 5.0 
Human Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  255. 825 1 14. 000 369. 825 16.5 
Development Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  189. 758 89. 500 279. 258 12.5 
Agriculture . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  72. 912 51. 200 124. 112 5.5 
Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5. 500 35. 700 4 1. 200 1.8 - 

$1.369. 502' $869. 600 $2.239. 102 100.0 

' ~ o t a l  includes $209. 582 transferred to technical assistance account from administrative and State planning expenses and 
$34. 920 obligated in 1969 from anticipated 1970 allocation . 

Source: CPRC annual reports . 



TABLE B-3 
COASTAL PLAINS REGIONAL COMMISSION 
SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS-IN-AID 1969-1970 

Purpose 
CPRC Percent Prime 

State County or City Grant of Total Grantor 

Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  
Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  
Community College . . . . . . . . . .  
Community College . . . . . . . . . .  
Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  
Technical Center . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Municipal Airport . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Manpower Center . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Manpower Center . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Airport Expansion . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

N.C. 

N.C. 

N.C. 

N.C. 

N.C. 

S.C. 

S.C. 

S.C. 

Ga. 

Ga. 

Bladen 

Beaufort 

Lenoir 

Goldsboro 

Fayetteville 

Conway 

Florence 

Kingstree 

Albany 

Brunswick 

EDA 

HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

FAA 

ED A 

HEW 

FAA 

Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  N.C. Morehead $ 234,000 16 E DA 

Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  N.C. Williamston 100,000 14 HEW 

Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  N.C. Winterville 40,900 27 HUD 

Technical Institute . . . . . . . . . . .  N.C. Robeson County 123,000 10 EDA 

Technical Center . . . . . . . . . . . .  S.C. Florence County 654,452 20 EDA 

Manpower Center . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ga. Thomasville 600,000 60 HEW 

College of the Albemarle . . . . . . .  N.C. Elizabeth City 300,000 25 HEWIHEFA 

Industrial Park . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ga. Americus 200,000 8 EDA 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2,252,352 

Source: CPRC Annual Reports. 



TABLE B-4 
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS 

State Project Allotment 

Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 

Connecticut 
Maine 

Maine 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Hampshire 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 

Vermont 
Vermont 
Vermont 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 

Regional 
Regional 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public Investment Planning 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Analysis of New England Economy (A.D. Little) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Analysis of Region's Foreign Trade (NEERF) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Urban Patterns Study (NEERF) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Human Resources Study (Nathan Associates) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Marine Industries Study (Nathan Associates) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Recreational Resources Study (Nathan Associates) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Analysis of Region's Transportation Needs (SARC) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Environmental Management Study (CRA) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Expenses of Public Hearings 

. . . . . .  . Demonstration Project Careers for Culturally Disadvantaged Youth 
Survey of Occupational Skills and Training Requirements in Manufacturing 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  (1 970-1975) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Evaluation of Machiasport Project 

Economic Analysis of Basic Food Industry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Analysis of Sectoral Economies 

Assessment of Needed Tourist Development Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Impact of Seasonal Tourist Traffic on Highway System 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Algae Pollution . Kezar Lake 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Impact of State Rooms and Meals Tax 

Demonstration of Feasibility of Preparing Disadvantaged Youth 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  forcollege 

Occupational Make-up . State Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Preliminary Studies for Technical College in Burlington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Economic Model State of Vermont 
Public Investment Planning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont Housing Demonstration (HPE) (Vt.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Citizens United Renewal Enterprises Demonstration (Rhode Island) . . . . . . .  
Cold Weather Construction Survey (Maine) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tri-State Regional Medical Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut Valley Health Compact 
Office of Business Economics . Statistical Survey Support . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Urban-Rural Interaction Study -- Systemetrics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public Service Study (NEBHE) 
High-speed Rail Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Administration .. 

Demonstration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont Negative Income l a x  Study 

Nichols College Demonstration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



TABLE 6-4 (continued) 
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS 

State Project Allotment 

FY 1969 

Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public lnvestment Planning 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Housing Study (RERC) 

Health Vital Statistics (NECCE) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Health Information Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vocational Education (NESDEC) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oil Import Study (N.E. Governors Conference) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Housing-HPE 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Foreign Trade Data Bank (Ashton) 

High-speed Rail Study Design (Geo Transport) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public Service Study Design 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut Housing Demonstration 
Public Service Intern Program (Ford Foundation) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Science.Tech Conference (NEE R F) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Aquaculture Demonstrations 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Power Study (Zinder) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Power Study - Environmental Considerations (NERBC) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Power Study - Advisory Committee 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Program Printing 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Transcription Services 

FY 1970 

Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Cycle IV Public lnvestment Planning 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Data Services (OBE) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Regional Plan Printing 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  State Plans Summarization 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Education for Public Service Conference 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Power Study . Environmental Considerations 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Hampshire Tomorrow 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Housing Research Studies . HPE (Vt.) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . North Country Health Demonstration '. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Urban Health Project 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Drug Abuse Programs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Staffing . Teacher Education Program 

. . . . . . . , . . . . . .  Occupational Problems Vermont Recreational Industries 
Energy Research Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  High-speed Rail Service 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ripton Environmental Management Center 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Hampshire Open Pit Incinerator 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine Coastal Study 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Soil Conservation District Support 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public Service Intern Program 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Aquaculture Demonstration 



TABLE 8-4 (continued) 
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS 

State Project Allotment 

FY 1970 (continued) 

Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 
Regional 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Foreign Trade Project (Ashton) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tri-State Port Authority 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Forest Products Study (University of Mass.) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Census Data User Survey 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  lnternships in Economic Development (NEBHE) 
Kezar Lake Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Aquaculture Projects 
. . . . . . . . . .  Ski Area Development Program (University of New Hampshire) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Industrial Development Project (NEIRD) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Use of Native Wood 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vocational Technical Education Project 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  East-West Highway Study 

Teacher Training Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine Housing Demonstration Project 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts City Development Program 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  North Country conservation Project 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vocational Rehabilitation of Prison Inmates 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Conferences and Printing 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Reservations 

Project Allotment 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New England Resource Center for Occupational Education $1.400. 000 
New England Program in Teacher Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  800. 000 
Student Internships in Economic Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  109. 000 
Consolidation and Coordination Hospital Services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25. 000 
Establishment of Comprehensive Mental Health Agency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27. 500 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Administrative Support to the Northern New England Academy 8. 000 
Continuing Education for Nursing Service Directors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6. 000 
Medical Social Services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24. 900 
Health Projects (Unspecified) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  288. 600 
Rehabilitation of Low and Moderate Income Housing - Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60. 000 
Rehabilitation of Low and Moderate Income Housing - Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40. 000 
Nashua River Program Management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  250. 000 
Nashua River Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.000. 000 
Ocean Disposal Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30. 945 
Open Pit Incinerator . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30. 000 
Other Solid Waste Projects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  139. 055 
Consulting on Power Plant Sitting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 500 
Coastal Conference . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  750 
Coastal Zone Planning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  127. 750 



TABLE 6-4 (continued) 
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS 

Project Allotment 

FY 1971 (continued) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wastewater l nstitute 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont Environmental Center 

NewHampshireTomorrow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Natural Areas Project 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont Historic Village 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine Coastal Natural Areas 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Environment Conference 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Other Environmental Projects 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  East-West Highway Study. Phase I I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Railpax Submission 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Railpax Regional Entity Evaluation 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  High Speed Rail Service 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New England Energy Power (Staff) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont Growth Center 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine Growth Center 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Aroostook Airport. Maine 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Galilee Development. Rhode Island 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Bangor International Airport 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nashua. N.H., Flight Controller Training Facility 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New England Government Services Center 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Municipal Management Study 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  City of Warwick PPBS 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  PPBS Management Conference 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut Planning Demonstration 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Government Services (Unspecified) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Public Investment Planning. Cycle V 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Printing of Regional Plan 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Revision of Regional Plan 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  International Trade Training Program 
SmallCommunityNeeds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Economic Consultant (Mulholland) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Economic Data (OBE) 

CensusData . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  COG. Portland. Maine 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Reverse Trade Mission 

NewBedf0rd.Ma-s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Analysis of R & D Employment Problems 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mt . Washington Convention Center 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ft . Williams. Me.. Marine Research Ctr 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Other Research and Planning 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine Medical'School 

HomeHealthCare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dental Health in Northern New England 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



TABLE B-5 
NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION 
SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT-IN-AID FUNDS 

Purpose Percent Prime 
( 1968) State City or County NERC Amount of Total Grantor 

Water Filtration Plant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Regional Hospital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Regional Hospital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Expand Bristol Hospital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
International Airport Development . . . . . . . . .  
Whitefield Airport Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Terminal Bulkhead . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Regional Pub. Library . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Voc.-Educ. Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Total 

( 1969) 
Water Treatment Fac. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . .  Sewage Collection &Treatment System 

. . . . . .  Sewage Collection & Treatment System 

Sewage Trunk from Winthrop to Augusta . . . . .  
Sewage Treatment Plant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Interceptor Sewer Line . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Professional Studies Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Jackson Estuarine Lab. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Voc. Training Equip. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Waste Water Institute (Building) . . . . . . . . . . .  

Voc. Educ. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Computer Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Institute of Material Science . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Mass. 

Vt. 
N.H. 

Conn. 

Me. 
N.H. 

Mass. 

R.I. 

N.H. 

Vt. 
N.H. 

Me. 

Me. 

Me. 

R.I. 
R.I. 

N.H. 

R.I. 

Me. 

Conn. 

Gloucester 

St. Johnsbury 

Colebrook 

Bristol 

Bangor 

Coos City 
New Bedford 

Blackstone Valley 
Berlin 

St. Aibans 

E P P ~  
St. Agatha 

Augusta 

Calais 

Blackstone Valley 

R.I. College 

U. of N.H. 

R.I. Dept. of Educ. 

South Maine Vocational 

Technical lnstitute 

Berkshire College 

Berkshire College 

U. of Conn. 

HUD 

HEW 
E DA 

HEW 

EDA 
FAA 

EDA 

HEW 

HEW 

EDA 

FWPCA 

FWPCA 

FWPCA 

FWPCA 

FWPCA 

HEW 

NSF 

HEW 

FWPCA 

HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sewage Treatment Works 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Water Supply System 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Water Supply System 

Sewer System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Whey Drying Plant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Water supply Facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Indus. Park Facility 

Port Facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
State Airport . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nova Scotia Ferry Term. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mental Health Center 

Dental Educational Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . .  ABCD Concentrated Employment Program 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  ABCD Youth Residence Center 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Communications Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vocational Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Voc. Educ. Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Voc. Educ. Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Voc. Educ. Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Voc. Educ. Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Voc. Educ. Equip. 

Classroom Facility, Library, 
'4 Lab., & Faculty Offices . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  Classroom Facilities & Faculty Offices 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Computer Equip. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Estuarine Lab. 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

(1971) 
Development of Harbor Industrial Park . . . . . .  
Construction of Regional Airport . . . . . . . . . .  
Construction of Sewage Interceptors & Expansion 

of Sewage Treatment Plant . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

N.H. 
N.H. 
N.H. 

Mass. 

Vt. 

Vt. 

Mass. 

R.I. 

Vt. 

Me. 
Conn. 

Mass. 
Mass. 

Mass. 

N.H. 
N.H. 

N.H. 

N.H. 

N.H. 

N.H. 

N.H. 

Conn. 

R.I. 

Mass. 

N.H. 

R.I. 

Me. 

N.H. 

Lancaster 

Greenville 

Plainfield 
Fitchburg 

Georgia 

Grand Isle 

Fall River 

Galilee 
Barre-Montpelier 

Portland 

Bridgeport 

Tufts Dental School 
Boston 

Boston 

Nelle 
Dover High School 

Salem High School 

Contoocook Valley 

School District 
Keene State College 

Nashua School District 
Keene High School 

Thames Valley State Coll. 1 16,443 

R.I. College 203,000 

Springfield 38,000 

Univ. of N.H. 42,959 

$2,871,101 

FWOA 

FWQA 

FHA Agr. 

EDA 

Interior 
FAA 

HEW 

HEW 

Labor 

Labor 

HEW 
HEW 
HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

HEW 
HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

HEW 

NSF 

Narragansett 

Frenchville 
$ 197,150 18.2 EDA 

74,800 12.2 EDA 

Nashua 1,000,000 6.5 EPA 

$1 -27 1,950 
- 

Source: Data provided by NERC. 



TABLE B-6 
BREAKDOWN OF FCRC SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT EXPENDITURES 

FOR FY 1968-1971, BY TYPE 

Natural Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Transortation 

Highways . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Airports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Human Resources 

Vocational Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Health Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Industrial Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Totals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
- 

Source: FCRC Administrative Expense and Categorical Summary Book and supplementary data provided by FCRC staff. 

TABLE 8-7 
BREAKDOWN OF FCRC SUPPLEMENTAL EXPENDITURES 

FOR FY 1968-1971, BY STATE 

State Total Grants Percentage 

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 2,395,000 22.9 

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,824,000 26.8 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NewMexico 2,657,000 25.1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Utah 

$1 0,540,000 100 .o 

Source: FCRC Administrative Expense and Categorical Summary Book and supplementary data provided by FCRC staff. 



TABLE 8-8 
LIST OF UGLRC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE STUDIES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "George Washington University . Mapping 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Inland Lake Renewal and Management 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  * A  Demonstration of Organized Timber Procurement and Marketing 

*DuluthAirport . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SkiMarketStudy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  * Lamprey Control Demonstration Project 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  'Survey of Existing Research 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Population Trends in Northern Wisconsin 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  'Projections of Population and Employment for the Upper Great Lakes 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Evaluation of Economic Development Projects 

*Identification and Utilization of Growth Centers in the Development of the Upper Great 

LakesRegion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . .  *Wild Rice and Its Potential in Minnesota. Wisconsin and Michigan Background Report 

. . . . . . . .  *Assistance to the Technical Wild Rice Committee and Training of lndians for Job Openings 

. . . . . . .  *Potential and Leading Prospects for Industrial Development in the Upper Great Lakes Region 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  *Planning Strategy for Development of the Upper Great Lakes Region 

. . . . . .  *Planning for Impact of Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore Project on Alger County. Michigan 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  * Indian Recreation Training 

. . . . . . . .  *Natural Resources Vocational Training Program for lndians in the Upper Great Lakes Area 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "Extension of Planning Strategy for Development of the Upper Great Lakes Region 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  * Renewal of the Great Lakes.% . Lawrence Waterborne Commerce 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  *Extraction of Personal Income Data 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  *Planning for a Maritime Academy 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Study of Markets for lron and Steel to be Produced in the Upper Great Lakes Region 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Technical Assistance to the Lake States Forestry Cooperative 

University Extension Center for the Development of Tourist. Resort and Recreation Resources . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  *Aviation Vocational Training Conference 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Feasibility of a Custom Pelletizing Plant 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  lnland Lake Renewgl and Demonstration. Phase II 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration of Native Wild Rice Production 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  * Reconnaissance Study of Energy Development Considerations 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  *Evaluation of Industrial Location Incentives Programs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration of Basic Land Use Information System 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "Movie of a Pilot Housing Project. Phase I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "Design of Facilities for a Maritime Academy 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A Demonstrat~on of Organized Timber Procurement and Marketing. Phase II 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Draft of Star Attract~ons Publication 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration of a Vocational Guidance Program 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Northern Beef Enterprise Demonstration 

. . . . .  "Reconnaissance of Expansion Possibilities in Pulp and Paper in the Upper Gieat Lakes Region 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Specific Industries suited tor the Upper Great Lakes Region 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "Economic Feasibility of Producing a Reduced lron Product on the Mesabi Range 
--- . 



TABLE 8-8 (continued) 
LIST OF UGLRC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE STUDIES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration of New Processing Methods for Wild Rice 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Phosphorus Removal from Lakes through Chemical Precipitation 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Plan for Utilization of Third Level Air Service in the Upper Great Lakes Region 

Three-State Highway Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . Michigan Housing Movie Phase I I 

Wisconsin Vocational Guidance Mobile Unit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Michigan Vocational Guidance Mobile Unit 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Market Research on the Economic Value of Snowmobiling 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Practicability Study for a Limnological System Analysis of the Great Lakes 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration and Research on Agricultural Irrigation in Central Minnesota 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration of t h e  Development of a Tourism Credit Corporation 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Industrial Site Mapping Demonstration 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Feasibility of Regional Waste Treatment Facilities 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Preliminary Harbor Design. Lutsen and Silver Bay. Minnesota 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Public Service and Governmental Consolidation Program. Upper Peninsula of Michigan 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Demonstration of a Vocational Guidance Program. Phase I I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Northern Beef Enterprise Demonstration Extension 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Northwest Minnesota Drilling Program 

Center for Assistance to Small Business -- Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Center for Assistance to Small Business . Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Upper St . Croix Scenic Riverway . Wisconsin 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nett Lake Wild Rice Demonstration 

Red Lake Wild Rice Demonstration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mobile Vocational Guidance. Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indian Culture Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Extension Center for Development of Tourist. Resort and Recreation. Phase I I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. Inland Lake Renewal and Management Phase I I I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Processing Methods for Wild Rice - Phase II . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Bench-Scale Testing of the SL/RN Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Potential Industrial Location Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Economic Base Analysis for Minnesota Experimental City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Upper St . Croix Scenic Riverway -- Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Demonstration of Water Quality Protection at Houghton Lake. Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Origin-Destination Study of Bulk Commodity Movement. Upper Great Lakes Region . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wild Rice Paddy Expansion -- Bad River . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Deicing Program -- Duluth Harbor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

"Completed projects . 

Source: Data provided by UGLRC staff . 



TABLE B-9 
UPPER GREAT LAKES REGIONAL COMMISSION 
SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT PROJECTS, BY TYPE 

1968-1971 

FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970 

Commission Total Commission Total Commission Total 
No. Dollars Dollars No. Dollars Dollars No. Dollars Dollars 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  Human Resources. 4 851,000 2,491,889 20 578,247 6,357,627 31 894,091 3,483,420 

Industrial Development . . . . . . . . .  5 554,685 3,169,845 10 855,500 5,022,574 12 1,470,410 6,510,724 

Transportation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Natural Resources -- -- -- -- -- -- . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 190,100 2,252,000 

. . . . . . . . . .  Recreation & Tourism 1 1  1,060,140 4,382,017 16 783,383 9,579,856 2 125,100 417,000 
- - - 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 2,765,725 11,564,751 53 2,768,100 23,292,757 56 3,723,184 16,755,116 

Source: Data provided by UGLRC staff. 



TABLE B-10 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 
OF TITLE V COMMISSIONS FOR 

THE PERIOD 1967-1970 

Amount 
(Thousands) Percent 

Expenses of Federal 
. . . . . . . . . . .  Cochairmen 

. . . .  Expenses of Commissions 
Regional Planning/ 

Technical Assistance . . . . .  
. . . . . . . .  Supplemental Grants 

. . . . . .  EDA Regional Research 
. . . .  Office of Special Assistant 

-- - - 

Source: D M B  data compiled by Regional Research Staff. 

TABLE B-11 

TOTAL EDA OBLIGATED AMOUNTS EXPENDED IN TITLE V REGIONAL AREAS 
1966 - MAY, 1971 

Obligations (Millions) 

Public 
Region Works 

Coastal Plains . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ 58.2 
Four Corners . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25.5 
NewEngland . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42.4 
Ozarks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  62.3 
Upper Great Lakes . . . . . . . . . .  36.9 

Totals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $225.3 

Business 
Loans 

Working Capital 
Grants 

Planning 
Grants 

Tech. 
Asst. 

Economic 
Research Totals 

Source: Special analysis by EDA. 

8u.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979 623-888/881 1-3 
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