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that will give planners and managers the flexibility and 
the resources they need to improve the movement of 
people and goods. 

In summary, we are at a transition point in transpor-
tation policy and, while all transitions are at times pain-
ful, they are eventually necessary. Our priorities are 
changing. Our policies must change accordingly if we 
are to shape, rather than be shaped by, our destiny. 

We sense very keenly our responsibility to communi- 

cate to the American people the need to effect some 
fairly substantial changes in our transportation habits 
and systems and to recommend the actions these changes 
require. Transportation change is at the cutting edge of 
a change in American life-styles. We want to bring 
about this necessary change in a way that the American 
people will accept and that will lead us gracefully into an 
era of permanent energy scarcity. 

National Land Policies and Programs Affecting 
Transportation: Session 2 
Bruce D. McDowell, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Washington, D.C. 

This paper examines two assertions and two questions. The assertions 
are that (a) land use and transportation are inseparably linked and (b) 
the federal government affects land use in several ways. The questions 
are (a) Should the federal government's effects on land use be more co-
herent? and (b) Can the federal government's effects on land use be more 
coherent? The federal government affects land use through ownership 
and management of land, location of federal employment and contrac-
tors, federal-aid and planning requirements, and unplanned activities. 
There can be more coherence in the way the federal government affects 
land use, but this is likely to come incrementally and with difficulty. 
The current controversy about relative levels of aid to the sun belt and to 
the frost belt illustrates the complications inherent in directing transpor-
tation policy toward objectives other than those immediately affecting 
transportation. One area is growing faster than another, which is evidence 
of national policy working in a geographic region (the South and South-
east) that needed help. 

Examining national land policies and programs that affect 
transportation is a massive undertaking. So, to present 
an overview of this topic, I will examine two assertions 
and two questions. The assertions are that (a) land use 
and transportation are inseparably linked and (b) the fed-
eral government affects land use in several separate 
ways. The questions are (a) Should the federal govern-
ment's effects on land use be more coherent? and (b) 
Can the federal government's effects on land use be made 
more coherent? 

LINK BETWEEN LAND USE AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

The first assertion has been the theme of monograph 
after monograph for at least three decades and is deeply 
embedded in federal-aid transportation planning require-
ments. The only observation I would like to make con-
cerns the question of which comes first, the transporta-
tion or the land. The scenario has included a little de-
velopment and a little transportation, and a little more 
development, and so on in a series of successive approx-
imations that, hopefully, will not be too maladjusted to 
each other. 

Yet, despite this which- comes -first argument, it is 
helpful to conceptualize transportation as a means rather 
than as an end in itself. This view raises the question 
about what the ends should be. And that is what the next 
section is about. 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND 
LAND USE 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) recently reported 
on the federal government's involvement in land use plan-
ning, management, and control (1). While that report 
does not go into the subject in depth, it does cite major 
federal laws in this area and name the congressional 
committees and other organizations concerned with it. 
The report lists the land use issues meriting priority at-
tention by the federal government. In the rest of this 
section, I will draw heavily on the GAO report and sup-
plement it where possible with other recent reports. 

Federal effects on land use may be classified into 
four broad categories: the ownership and management 
of land by the federal government; the location of federal 
employment and contractors; the wide-ranging system of 
federal aid programs and their planning requirements; 
and unplanned federal activities, including financial credit 
programs, taxes, and regulation. The land use effects of 
these activities are very substantial but not necessarily 
well understood. There is no attempt, at present, to 
orchestrate these policies toward any common objectives. 
It has been charged that, in fact, some of these policies 
cancel out others in terms of the type of development they 
encourage. Certainly, this brief paper cannot resolve 
such charges, but it will at least identify the policies and 
programs that do exist. 

Federal Ownership and Management 
of Land 

The federal government owns and manages about one-
third of the nation's land. Much of this land, of course, 
is in the West and Alaska and is not heavily populated. 
However, as GAO points out, these lands have consider-
able importance (2). 

Today the federal government owns about 700 million acres of land. . -. 
This land provides many resources essential to the economy and health 
of the nation, including energy fuels and other minerals, timber, range 
land, water, fish and wildlife, recreation and areas of scenic beauty. 

About 60 percent of the federal land is administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the Interior, and about 25 percent by 
the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. A summary of the acre-
age under the jurisdiction of the major federal land management agencies 
as of June 30, 1974, is as follows: 
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Thousands of acres 

Bureau of Land Management 470 341 
Fish and Wildlife Service 30812 
National Park Service 24819 
Other Interior agencies 12 535 
Forest Service 187 247 
Department of Defense 30 736 
Other agencies 4 042 

Total 	 760 532 

Of the above acreage. about 352 million acres are in Alaska and 346 mil-
lion in the 11 western states. The remaining 63 million acres are scat-
tered throughout the country. 

Extensive land holdings by the U.S. Department of De-
fense and research installations of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy provide substantial employment. Minor 
parcels of land held throughout the country by the U.S. 
Postal Service, the General Services Administration, 
and other federal agencies also provide employment 
sites. In addition, the federal government owns a sub-
stantial amount of foreclosed or abandoned low- and 
moderate-income housing in urban areas. 

Besides outright ownership, the federal government 
retains mineral rights on large amounts of private land 
and on the 0.44 billion hm2  (1.1 billion acres) of the outer 
continental shelf. The Bureau of Land Management, with 
these mineral rights as well as the lands that it owns 
outright, has responsibility for a land mass as big as the 
whole continental United States (3). 

There are three issues conceFning federally owned or 
managed lands: (a) For what purposes and at what pace 
should they be developed? (b) How much federal inter-
agency coordination should there be in planning and man-
aging these lands? and (c) How much consistency should 
there be between the planning and management of federal 
lands and the planning and land use control processes of 
state and local governments? 

In the first instance, major changes are taking place. 
While forestry, grazing, outdoor recreation, and water 
supply have traditionally been the prime interests on fed-
eral lands, energy now is becoming much more impor-
tant than before. Energy in turn is raising major new 
questions about water usage. Coal, uranium, gas, and 
oil are found in great quantities on federal, or federally 
controlled, lands. Thus, competition for potential uses 
of these lands is growing rapidly, and the need for 
multiple-use planning is becoming more critical. The 
multiple-use approach already is federal policy, but it 
is difficult to put into practice. 

Obviously, if major new developments take place on 
federal and federally controlled lands, it will create 
major new transportation needs for highways, rail-
roads, and pipelines. Major controversies already have 
begun to arise over whether coal should be shipped by 
pipeline (with its accompanying huge demand on water 
supplies), by railroads (which could use the business), 
or by conversion to electricity and transmission by 
high-tension power lines to the major urban markets 
(which might have the least environmental impact). Po-
tential development of oil and gas fields on the outer 
continental shelf also has begun to raise substantial is-
sues about the onshore impacts. Increasingly, shore-
lines are being preserved for their natural and outdoor 
recreation values, so proposed pipeline routings and re-
fining and shipping sites will create major controversies. 

On the question of federal interagency coordination, 
there currently is no formal procedure to accomplish it. 
The six major and several minor federal land-owning 
agencies are supplemented by 65 congressional commit-
tees and subcommittees that have responsibilities related  

to land use (4). Essentially, each does its own thing, 
though soinelnstances of cooperation could be cited—for 
example, joint environmental studies by the Bureau of 
Land Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the 
Forest Service, and the Bonneville Power Administration. 
The National Land Use Planning Bill, considered but nar-
rowly rejected in previous congresses, would have cre-
ated a formal mechanism for standardizing federal land 
planning guidelines and coordinating the plans for federal 
lands by various agencies. 

Finally, a formal process also is missing for coordi-
nating the planning for federal lands with state and local 
planning processes. While actual development projects 
are subject to A-95 project modification and reviews by 
state and areawide planning organizations, this occurs 
well past the planning stage. In many instances, this 
process is bypassed. The current survey of the A-95 
process by the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) con-
cludes that compliance with the requirement that federal 
agencies submit their own projects for review "is spotty 
at best" (5). Strictly from an informational point of 
view, this is bad; state and local planning processes can-
not even react to federal initiatives on a timely basis. 
But, from the policy partnership point of view, it is even 
worse; state and local planners do not have an opportu-
nity to contribute to the federal planning process. Under 
these conditions, coordination takes place after the fact 
and is one-sided—with state and local plans requiring 
adjustment to federal initiatives. 

In the coastal zone, a narrow strip of counties along 
the two oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Great Lakes 
(affecting 30 states), state and local governments have 
the authority to develop plans that, after receiving fed-
eral approval, become binding upon federal agencies un-
less waived in specific instances by the President. Of 
course, the amount of land covered by this procedure is 
relatively small compared to the nation as a whole, and 
even here federal agencies are beginning to chafe con-
siderably as the first state and local plans are being ap-
proved and the real effect of the law is being realized. The 
U.S. Department of Energy already is proposing that it be 
allowed to decide for itself whether to comply with these 
coastal plans (6). The National Land Use Planning Bill 
considered in previous congresses would have extended 
this provision for federal agency compliance with state 
and local planning throughout the nation. 

Obviously, lack of coordination between federal, state, 
and local planning processes is a problem. Rapid shifts 
in the use of federal lands, especially in relation to en-
ergy projects, already has begun to create serious boom-
town situations in which state and local services have not 
been adequately provided to new residents, and local f i-
nancial and service capacities have broken down (7). 
Community transportation is also a part of this picture, 
and long-range transportation systems are equally criti-
cal. Currently, the short-range policies of the federal 
government are to encourage the use of energy sources 
closest to the markets, but this policy has been chal-
lenged in the courts, and longer-range policies and plans 
are still in the preparation stage. 

Location of Federal Employment 
and ('nntrfnrs 

The federal government is a large employer, particularly 
in the Washington, D.C., area and the 10 cities that are 
headquarters for the standard federal regions, and at 
major defense, space, and energy research facilities. 
Federal employees work both on federally owned lands 
and in rented space on private property. In addition, 
the government contracts for massive amounts of de-
fense materials, office supplies, research and develop- 
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ment products, and other goods and services. 
Major government facilities and employment centers, 

especially those such as a large military base in a rela-
tively small town or rural setting, have substantial or 
even primary impact on local community development 
and transportation needs. In other areas, where these 
activities are small in relation to the total size of the 
area, federal activities simply contribute marginally to 
the area's development. 

Two basic issues arise with respect to the location of 
federal employment and contractors. The first concerns 
the sun belt and frost belt controversy, and the second 
concerns military base closings or other similar read-
justments at federal activity centers. 

With respect to the sun belt and frost belt issue, it has 
been charged that too much federal money has been going 
to the South and the West and too little to the Northeast 
and the Midwest. Many sets of competing figures have 
been cited on both sides of the argument, and political 
coalitions have begun to develop within the Congress, 
as well as outside of it, both to support present practices 
and to achieve some realignments. The outcomes of 
these tugs and pulls will be important for economic de-
velopment and transportation in the long run but are 
likely to make relatively little impact in the near future. 

On the other hand, the issue of base closings and other 
major shifts in the location of federal facilities may have 
quite immediate and substantial impacts on individual 
communities. The federal government does attempt to 
ease these readjustments through substantial interagency 
efforts, but the impact on the involved communities still 
can be quite traumatic. Advance planning typically is 
not afforded, since the federal planning in these cases 
generally is proprietary and secret until a decision has 
been reached. The issue is whether such planning could 
be opened up at much earlier stages and whether actual 
changes could be staged over a substantial period of time 
to facilitate needed readjustments. 

Federal Aid and Planning Requirements 

The latest count of federal grants to state and local gov-
ernments (as of fiscal year 1975) totaled 448 programs 
(a). This includes 442 categorical grants, 5 block 
grants, and general revenue sharing. These grant pro-
grams cover a wide range of activities and frequently 
require planning by the state and local recipients. 

For analytical purposes, the 448 grant programs may 
be classified as shown in the following table. 

Type of Program Number 

Basic 
Natural Resources and Energy 45 
Community and Economic Development (includes 

45 programs for transportation facilities and 
services) 103 

Human Resources Development (includes 45 
programs for transportation services) 258 

Nonbasic (protecting against side effects of basic 
activities) 

Environmental Protection 23 
Public Safety 14 
Policy Coordination 5 

Total 448 

As this table indicates, transportation is a prominent 
component of both the community and economic develop-
ment programs and the human resources development 
programs. Until recently, it has not been generally 
recognized how many social services programs provide 
funds for the transportation of their clients or how hap-
hazard and wasteful these programs are. 

The 448 programs are too numerous. It takes too 
much of everyone's time to find out the differences be-
tween them, the reasons why they should be coordinated, 
and the reasons why they cannot be coordinated. In 
short, the present grant system is a mess. 

Recognizing this, there has been a major effort 
throughout the 1970s to consolidate federal grant pro-
grams and to simplify their administration. A few con-
solidations have taken place, but nothing like the number 
proposed. Rules have been established to simplify and 
standardize such things as grant application forms, audit 
and reporting requirements, and joint funding procedures, 
but their use is far from universal. The coordinative 
reviews of federal aid projects by state and areawide 
planning bodies under 0MB Circular A-9 5 have been 
substantially improved, but many federal agencies have 
not made the best use of them. 

President Carter has renewed the effort to simplify 
federal aid and as part of that effort has called for a 
major zero-based review of federal-aid planning require-
ments. In its preliminary stage, this effort has identi-
fied about 150 federal-aid programs that have such re-
quirements. These are spread across all the types of 
programs listed above, and they account for $70 billion 
as of fiscal year 1977 (9). 

In reconciling this figure of 150 programs that have 
planning requirements with the total number of programs 
(448), it should be recognized that 

Most of the authorized grant funds are accounted 
for by the 150 programs; 

Some of the programs are for research from 
which no one knows what to expect, so they are not 
planned; 

The plan for other programs consists simply of 
congressionally set criteria for eligibility and formula 
distribution of funds, since transferring the money is the 
goal and managerial processes, which include planning, 
are not required; and 

Some planning requirements relate to multiple 
programs that may not have been enumerated in the 0MB 
study for the sake of avoiding redundancy, such as eco-
nomic development, water quality, and assistance to 
Appalachia. 

Still, it would be worthwhile to check this discrepancy, 
program by program, to see whether anything important 
has escaped the useful discipline of being subjected to 
reasonable planning requirements. 

Most of the planning requirements in the categories of 
natural resources and energy, community and economic 
development, and environmental protection have land use 
elements. Some of these requirements stretch back to 
1954, and they have played major roles in improving 
local planning and in establishing and guiding the forms 
of planning at the state and areáwide levels. Neverthe-
less, even those federal-aid planning requirements having 
land use elements are not necessarily coordinated with 
one another. 0MB Circular A-95 requires that, at 
least for the areawide level of planning, there is to be 
such coordination. However, OMB's current analysis of 
this circular shows that this requirement is among the 
least effective (10). In fact, these federal-aid programs 
actively support an amazing array of competing planning 
agencies at the local, areawide, and state levels. Thus, 
from the transportation point of view —and other points of 
view as well—the question is not whether to coordinate 
transportation with federally supported land use planning 
but which version of such planning should be chosen for 
this purpose. Furthermore, whichever one is chosen, 
it very well may not be a controlling influence in the 
state or community affected. 
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Recognizing that most planning in the United States at 
each level of government is only advisory and cannot as-
sure implementation results, each federal-aid program 
has determined to do better. This can be accomplished, 
administrators reason, by setting up new counterpart 
agencies at the recipient's level to do really significant 
action-oriented planning. This has created separate ur-
ban renewal and housing authorities at the local level 
(now being de-emphasized under the community develop-
ment block grant), a variety of single state agencies at 
the state level that governors find most difficult to inte-
grate into their management systems, and at least three 
or four federally spawned areawide planning bodies in 
every metropolitan and nonmetropolitan region of the 
nation. So, while federal aid has performed the essen-
tial task of actually establishing planning nationwide at 
all levels of government (except the federal level itself), 
it has done so in a most haphazard way. 

This federally supported planning has two major ef-
fects. First, it plans the use of federal funds and some-
times counterpart state and local funds as well. Second, 
it helps to determine the uses of private lands by stimu-
lating state and local promotional efforts and the appli-
cation of land use controls. 

Through a complicated system of fund allocation for-
mulas, discretionary grant applications, planning re-
views and approvals or disapprovals, and political influ-
ence, the money from 448 grant programs is distributed 
among the states and their political subdivisions. Some 
critics have complained that the resulting geographic 
pattern of eqenditures is not precisely what the country 
needs. In fact, this problem has been linked to the sun 
belt and frost belt controversy mentioned earlier in con-
nection with both the use and development of federal 
lands and the location of federal employment and federal 
contractors. The congressional process of reevaluating 
grant allocation formulas from this point of view has al-
ready begun. The recent reenactment of the community 
development block grant is a case in point and cer-
tainly not the last one that we will hear about. There is 
no planning structure at the federal level whatsoever to 
deal with this issue at the present time, save perhaps 
the 1970 requirement that the President prepare and sub-
mit to Congress a national growth report every 2 
years. That report until now has not confronted this 
issue or any other serious policies concerning where 
and how the nation should grow. 

There are three basic issues concerning federal aid 
and planning requirements: 

Should there be a conscious effort to plan the 
overall distribution of federal-aid funds? 

How can planning for the use of federal-aid funds 
be improved and made easier for grant recipients? 

How can the reliability of plans be improved for 
coordination purposes? 

With respect to the overall pattern of federal-aid ex-
penditures, some federal-level analysis unit would seem 
to be required. Various coalitions of governors and 
congressional representatives are making their own 
self-serving projects and using them as a basis for lob-
bying changes in individual programs. Substantial shifts 
in the distribution of these funds in the future may be ac-
complished by this process, but I doubt very seriously 
whether those participating in the process will have any 
idea at all about where the grant system as a whole will 
end up as a result, or what the relationship of these ad-
justments will be to the shifts that may be taking place 
at the same time in the uses of federal land and the lo-
cations of federal employees and contractors. If the 
overall geographic impact of federal activities on the  

nation is to become a major policy issue, a more sys-
tematic approach would be desirable. 

With respect to improving the quality of federal-aid 
planning and the ease of meeting federal requirements, 
a great deal could be done. Most of the work in develop-
ing administrative simplification techniques already has 
been done, so the main task there is to maintain pressure 
for greater use of these techniques. The more important 
problem, however, lies in changing the program struc-
ture. As the National Governors Association has sug-
gested, the present 150 sets of federal-aid planning re-
quirements should be replaced with something like six 
plans at each level of government (ii). Under this pro-
posal, any state, regional, or local government would 
be eligible to receive any federal aids available to that 
level of government upon certification of a single set of 
plans including such elements as management resources, 
environmental resources, human resources, economic 
and community resources, transportation, and law en-
forcement and public safety. 

This approach was proposed in the 1969 reports of 
the Planning Assistance and Requirements Coordinating 
Council, in the 1974 planning rationalization study pre-
pared by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the Domestic Council, and in some of the 
working papers included in the preliminary report from 
the current zero-based planning review effort of the 
Carter administration. This would not be easy to ac-
complish and probably should be worked toward grad-
ually, in stages. Yet it is the only approach that really 
could ultimately simplify and coordinate the present mix-
ture of federal planning requirements. Probably the 
best way to move toward this objective would be to group 
the present 448 grant programs into a much smaller set. 

Finally, with respect to the reliability of plans for co-
ordination purposes, there are some precedents. The 
highway and transit plans prepared for metropolitan areas 
under DOT requirements determine which projects may 
be eligible for federal funding, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency's water-quality planning at the area-
wide level has a similar effect. Only in the Minneapolis-
St. Paul area, as far as I am aware, does the metropol-
itan plan guide areawide public works programs and the 
exercise of local government land use controls and other 
local activities having metropolitan significance. Plans 
adopted at the state level require conformance in probably 
not more than six states, and the same can be said of 
local plans. Therefore, most plans—whether adopted at 
the state, areawide, or local levels—are essentially ad-
visory. Hopefully, they have a substantial persuasive 
effect, but often they do not. They can be ignored com-
pletely and too easily in too many cases. 

As federal-aid planning requirements are standardized, 
consolidated, and reenacted, conformance requirements 
could be placed in them more uniformly. The Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations also has 
recommended that the A-95 review and comment process 
be upgraded to become one requiring that the reviewing 
agency resolve any substantial issues raised during the 
review before passing the application along for federal 
funding. If such steps were taken, adopted plans could 
be relied upon more in the coordination process. How-
ever, additional state action also would be required, 
since land use controls currently are under the exclusive 
jurisdiction of local governments in most cases and have 
only recently been subjected to federal-aid guidelines 
(like housing discrimination and sewer moratoria) and 
to state planning critical areas. 

Unplanned Federal Activities 

The federal government has established a large number 
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of credit assistance, tax expenditure, and regulatory 
programs that affect land use and development. On the 
credit side, for example, the Congressional Research 
Service has just produced for the House Committee on 
Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs a catalog of federal 
loan guarantee programs listing 167 programs accom-
panied by a disclaimer that the list is incomplete. With 
respect to the effect of federal taxes in shaping urban 
development, the Urban Institute will publish a major 
report later this year suggesting that certain tax policies 

Favor investment in new structures; 
Favor low-density housing; 
Encourage central city revitalization; and 
Protect land conversion at the urban fringe 

With respect to regulation, the federal government di-
rectly regulates energy prices, interstate pipelines and 
common carriers, and a variety of environmental matters 
from drinking water to noise. 

The land use and transportation effects of these pro-
grams are neither well understood nor well documented 
and, except for some of the environmental elements, 
these programs are pursued outside of any planning sys-
tem. Unquestionably, though, they have substantial rel-
evance to a number of public policy issues ranging from 
the broad sun belt and frost belt question to local housing 
and zoning decisions. 

The basic questions that need to be answered in these 
programs concern the need for better analysis of their 
development impacts and the need to make them subject 
to some form of general planning or policy-making pro-
cedures. Criteria for the economic viability of indi-
vidual projects and equity toward individual owners and 
investors are not sufficient by themselves to protect the 
public interest. Many billions of dollars are involved 
in these programs, and the larger public interest 
should guide their use. 

COHERENCE OF FEDERAL LAND USE 
PROGRAMS 

It should be quite clear from the foregoing that the fed-
eral government has massive impacts on land use and 
transportation throughout the nation but woriies very 
little about the overall outcome. Some critics have ar-
gued that it should take on such worries. 

The American system of government, of course, is 
and always has been highly pluralistic. The nation 
thrives on conflicting values and protects individual 
freedoms to pursue those values. The various levels of 
governments, political parties, interest groups, and lob-
bies vie with one another freely and competitively to de-
termine the outcomes of individual issues. Planning has 
been embraced for private corporations and local gov-
ernments but seldom for states and almost not at all 
for the federal government. The planner's dream of co-
herence in public policies and coordinated public and 
private efforts to meet the needs of the nation has often 
been dashed. Nevertheless, there is more planning at 
each of the levels of government now than ever before, 
and public concerns about environmental protection, 
energy scarcity, and the scarcity of public funds appear 
to be coalescing at this time to produce an even greater 
consciousness of the need for planning. It would be un-
realistic to believe that the planner's dream of complete 
coherence and coordination among public policies will be 
achieved, but it probably is realistic to believe that some 
improvements in the planning system will be made in the 
near future. 

If this proves to be the case, substantial benefits 
could accrue to the transportation community. The 45  

natural resources and energy programs of the federal 
government attempt to move supplies across the nation 
to meet demands; so greater coherence among these pro-
grams would give greater coherence to transportation. 
The 103 community and economic development programs 
attempt to place residential and job opportunities near 
one another and to tie them together properly with public 
facilities; so greater coherence here would give greater 
coherence to transportation. The 258 human resources 
development programs attempt to provide public services 
to those who need them, but they need their own trans-
portation networks to bridge the distance between where 
these people live and where they can receive services; 
so, here also, greater coherence among these programs 
would lead to greater coherence in transportation. Thus, 
transportation planners have a major stake in improving 
the predictability of development; interrelating the loca-
tions of housing, jobs, and public services more effi-
ciently; scaling development densities and public trans-
portation more precisely to one another; and increasing 
lead times in the planning process to accommodate the 
increasingly lengthy lead times in construction work. 
These goals could be approached through improved co-
herence in (a) the administration of all 448 federal grant 
programs, (b) the use of federally owned and managed 
lands, (c) the location of federal employees and contrac-
tors, and (d) the impacts of federal credit assistance, 
taxes, and regulations. 

Even if it could be agreed that such coherence is de-
sirable, there are very substantial questions about the 
feasibility of obtaining it. Still, there are ways to move 
in that direction. Their success hinges on the answers 
to two questions: (a) Who should do the coordinating? and 
(b) What kind of coordination tools should they be given? 

Who Should Coordinate? 

First, below the federal level where most coordination 
has been hoped for up to now, all of the federal-aid plan-
ning funds should go to a single carefully selected unit at 
each level rather than be scattered among a large num-
ber of competitive units. At the state level, it prob-
ably should be the governor; at the local level, the 
mayor or chief executive; and at the areawide level, a 
single comprehensive regional council. Consolidation of 
planning programs would help this process, but the desig-
nation of a common recipient for separate programs would 
have much the same effect. 

Transportation agencies also need to coordinate better. 
At the national level, DOT should consider program re-
structuring and administrative reorganizations to facili-
tate intermodal solutions and broader perspectives in its 
relationships to other agencies. At state and local levels, 
more DOTs are needed (despite the fact that 37 states 
now have what they call DOTs). At all levels, fuller co-
ordination needs to be developed with comparable agencies. 

Constructive relationships among comparable agencies 
and effective coordination cannot be expected on a large 
scale, however, without some outside force. Thus, cen-
tral management needs to be improved. A few local chief 
executives and state governors have developed enviable 
central management systems, but most state and local 
governments and the federal government have little cen-
tral policy management. 

At the federal level, the President is emphasizing 
cabinet government, the Executive Office of the President 
is getting smaller, and the Federal Regional Councils are 
being allowed to wither. Numerous suggestions over the 
years that 0MB or some other part of the Executive Of-
fice take on major planning and interagency tasks have 
been uniformly rejected. Prospects for improved cen-
tral management at this level, then, do not look hopeful 
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at this time. At the state and local levels, there are ef-
forts to build greater central management capacity, but 
fragmented federal aid and other forces are arrayed 
against these efforts. In addition, to date the national 
growth policies process established by the Housing Act 
of 1970 has been almost invisible. It has not been used 
either to interrelate the policies of various federal agen-
cies or to establish working relationships between plan-. 
ning at the federal, state, and local levels. 

Thus, one may ask whether new legislation is needed. 
Some have said yes. Three types of proposals, particu-
larly, have been suggested: (a) national land use legisla-
tion, (b) the Magiiuson-Ashley Intergovernmental Coordi-
nation Act, and (c) the proposal by the Advisory Commit-
tee on National Growth Policies Processes for a new 
national growth and development commission and an ac-
companying intergovernmental planning process. Many 
controversies surround these proposals, but each has 
some essential concepts worth considering. 

National land use legislation may not be needed in one 
sense, since its basic thrust was to provide grants to 
support state planning. HUD's 701 program already does 
this, and now requires both land use and housing ele-
ments. Better funding and amendments, giving 701 plan-
ning greater status with respect to federal agency activ-
ities, would accomplish much the same purposes as the 
basic provision of the National Land Use Planning Bill. 
However, the planning of federal lands would not be cov-
ered this way. A separate bill probably would be needed 
to establish the contemplated use of federal lands and the 
opening of this process to participation by state and local 
governments. 

The Magnuson-Ashley bill would funnel all areawide 
aid programs through a single regional planning body and 
work program. It would also require federal-aid con-
formance to the resultant plans. 

The proposal for a national growth and development 
commission would establish an independent body at the 
national level to focus directly on this work, un-
hampered by the more immediate tasks that have ef-
fectively removed the Domestic Council from the existing 
national growth policies process. This proposal also 
calls for the compilation of state and regional plans and 
intergovernmental analyses of territorial aspects of na-
tional planning. 

Coordination Tools 

Coordination tools are basically project review and 
plan conformance techniques in all of their variations. 
The A-95 process could be improved moderately as 
suggested currently by 0MB or in major respects as 
suggested by the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations. State legislation could strengthen 
this procedure by expanding its scope to state and local 
projects. 

Unified planning requirements in federal-aid programs 
and greatly simplified certification procedures could pro-
vide for multifunctional programming of funds on realis-
tic bases by the single designated policy-making author-
ities at the state, local, and areawide levels. This 
would strengthen the quality and usefulness of planning 
substantially. 

CONCLUSION 

Moving incrementally toward improved program coordi-
nation is a thankless task, highly frustrating but essen-
tial. The directions in which to move are clear, but the 
tactics and timing of success are murky. Psychological 
problems about the inappropriateness of planning in the 
American system of government need to be accommo-
dated, and the techniques of actual coordination need to 
be mastered much better than they have been to date. 
My only prescription for success is to keep at it and to 
hope for small successes. 
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