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functions and possibly lodging all transportation-related regulatory functions in the 
state transportation department. 

3. How can the relation of and coordination between statewide transportation and 
comprehensive development planning be strengthened and made more effective ? 

Comprehensive development planning, characterized as a deliberate, purposeful, 
internally consistent activity and accompanied by the power to implement the resulting 
plans, is nonexistent. Consequently, it is difficult to conceive of linkages and improved 
coordination between it and statewide transportation planning. Comprehensive land use 
planning, designed to achieve accepted social, economic, and environmental objectives, 
can be established in the reasonably near future. The level of funding contemplated in 
the national land use policy and planning assistance act would, for the first time, bring 
the level of support of at least this aspect of comprehensive planning closer to past 
support of functional planning. 

If comprehensive land use planning is established on a statewide level, transporta­
tion planning should fit in with it rather than continue to be an independent determmant 
of land use distribution patterns. 

Resofflmce Paper 
Nicholas P. Thomas and Jeffrey J . Orum, 
Linton, Mields and Coston, Inc. 

A resource paper could be written on each of the issues assigned to Workshop 4. All 
that this particular paper can accomplish is to help place statewide transportation plan­
ning in perspective given current intergovernmental trends and patterns affectmg state­
wide comprehensive planning, regionalism, and regional structure. 

Since universal agreement has not been reached as to precisely what terms and def­
initions should be used to describe the various aspects and levels of planning, some 
basic definitions must be set forth to facilitate communication, 

1. Regionalism. The use of processes and systems by our 3 tiers of general-
purpose government to directly affect persons, the economy, and the natural and man-
built environments within geographical areas. Efforts of the federal government to 
bring the full force and effect of numerous policies and programs to bear on Appalachia 
to stimulate social and economic progress offer one example. Another example is the 
action taken by a state legislature a few years ago that altered state general revenue 
sharing to local governments by changing the distribution formulas to reflect factors 
such as population and tax effort. This change in process was aimed at eliminating 
community tax islands and reducing fiscal disparities between central cities and sub­
urban communities as well as between multicounty urban and rural substate districts. 

One of the major characteristics of regionalism is a conscious attempt on the part 
of one or more governments to deal with equity questions. The Minnesota legislature, 
for example, granted authority in 1970 to a regional organization to collect a signifi­
cant portion of the taxes paid by new commercial and industrial enterprises anywhere 
within the region. These taxes are to be reapportioned and allocated to local govern­
ments. This redistribution process is intended to provide imbalanced fiscal capacity-
fiscal equity communities with what might be termed "regional general fund revenue." 
The process also represents an attempt to reduce economic competition among com­
munities not consistent with orderly regional development. 

2. Regions. Geographical areas used by our 3 tiers of general-purpose govern­
ment to deal with problems and realize opportunities. National regions are groupings 
of states by the federal government. Examples include the 13-state Appalachian Region 
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and the 10 multistate federal regional councils being used to coordinate federal domes­
tic programs. The Southwest Federal Regional Council includes Texas, Oklahoma, 
New Mexico, Arkansas, and Louisiana. 

3. Multistate regions. Groupings of states by federal or state government. The 
groupings usually reflect unique geographical factors and socioeconomic factors below 
the national average such as employment, per capita income, and median school years 
completed. Examples include the Coastal Plains Region (Georgia, South Carolina, and 
North Carolina), the Upper Great Lakes Region (Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota), 
and the New York Metropolitan Region (parts of New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut). 

4. Substate districts or state planning regions. Groupings of counties and munici­
palities by state government to foster comprehensive multijurisdictional general-
purpose planning and development and to expedite intergovernmental coordination. The 
multicoimty character of these districts and regions tends to distinguish them from 
groupings often termed subdistricts or subregions (e.g., 2 cities; a city and a county; 
a county, several cities, and several villages or townships). The number of substate 
districts or state planning regions is determined by each state government, usually the 
central agency responsible for statewide comprehensive planning, taking into account 
quantitative factors and the preferences of local interests (including local elected offi­
cials). California has officially designated 10 substate districts; Texas has designated 
24. Ohio uses 11 substate service districts for state planning and programming and 15 
substate planning regions to determine the boundaries of umbrella regional planning 
and development organizations. Each planning region is contained within a service 
district to ensure coordination. 

5. Regional structure. The various types of institutional arrangements used by our 
3 tiers of general-purpose government to formulate policies and plan and implement 
programs and projects within regions. The Appalachian Regional Commission and the 
10 federal regional councils are federal regional structures used in conjunction with 
national regions. 

The Coastal Plains Regional Commission and the Upper Great Lakes Regional Com­
mission are examples of regional structures used by federal and state government in 
conjunction with multistate regions. The Tri-State Regional Planning Commission is 
an interstate compact regional structure relied on by the states of New York, New 
Jersey, and Connecticut. 

Councils of governments, associations of local governments, economic development 
commissions, and other forms of multijurisdictional organizations responsible for 
comprehensive general-purpose planning are types of regional structures used by local 
and state governments in conjunction with substate districts or state planning regions. 
The term regional council is used by the National Association of Regional Councils 
(NARC) when referring to any regional structure that reflects multijurisdictional repre­
sentation on its governing body and carries out a multipurpose or multifunctional pro­
gram. More than 600 regional organizations meet this criterion. Most regional coun­
cils service an entire substate district within a state, but there are notable exceptions. 
For example, the Metropolitan Regional Council's service area includes portions of 
New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut; the Ohio-Kentucky-Bidiana Regional Planning 
Authority's service area includes a portion of each state. Examples of single-state 
regional structures include the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG), 
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the Atlanta Regional Commission 
(ARC), the Central Savannah River Area (Augusta) Planning and Development Com­
mission, the Baltimore Regional Planning Commission (a state agency), the Metro­
politan Council (Minneapolis-St. Paul), and the Southeast Michigan Council of Govern­
ments (SEMCOG). The San Diego County Comprehensive Planning Organization is 
unique in that it serves a 1-county substate district. All other California districts 
contain from 2 to 10 counties. 

For the purposes of this resource paper, the term regional council also refers to 
regional structures classified as umbrella multijurisdictional organizations (UMJOs) 
by the 7 major national public interest groups (including the National Governors' Con­
ference and National Legislative Conference) in 1972. An UMJO is defined as follows 
a , p. 7): 
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A multijunsdictional organization which has pohcy control over two or more tunctional planning 

and pohcy development programs, each functional program having a corresponding advisory 
committee to assist the policy board of the umbrella multijunsdictional organuation An um­
brella multijunsdictional organization has coordinative powers and the ability to mediate con­
flicting policies among independent single-purpose, functional agencies 

6. Comprehensive general-purpose planning. Planning carried out by a compre­
hensive multistate planning and development organization (e.g., Coastal Plains Region­
al Commission), a comprehensive statewide planning agency (e.g., Pennsylvania Office 
of State Planning and Development, New York Office of Planning Coordination, Georgia 
Office of Planning and Budget), or a regional council-UMJO (e.g., ARC). The dis­
tinguishing feature of this type of planning is that it is usually directly responsible to 
a governor, as chief state planning officer, or to chief local elected officials, as mem­
bers of a policy body. This type of planning (although it also takes place at the subdistrict, 
county,and city levels)at the state and substate district levels is the focus of this paper. 

Comprehensive planning involves research and analysis, policy formulation, pro­
gram development, and performance evaluation. Its precise scope and depth are 
largely determined by the chief executive user or users. It always attempts to deal 
with the whole as being greater than the sum of the parts. Thus, heterogeneous func­
tions, programs, projects, and activities are integrated to facilitate decision-making 
by executive and legislative branch officials. 

7. Functional planning. Planning carried out by a single- or limited-purpose multi-
state agency (e.g., the Tri-State Transportation Commission); state "mission" (i.e., line 
operating) departments and agencies (e.g., a department of transportation); special-
purpose state agencies (e.g., comprehensive health planning commission); single- or 
limited purpose organizations (e.g., comprehensive health or health planning agencies) 
at the substate district and subdistrict levels; general-purpose mission departments and 
agencies of local governments (e.g., Wayne County Highway Commission); and special-
purpose local agencies, districts, andauthorities (e.g., a single county port and harbors 
authority). 

The use of "comprehensive" as an adjective in federal statutes and regulations re­
ferring to certain functions (e.g., comprehensive health, comprehensive manpower, 
comprehensive transportation) has often blurred the distinction between comprehensive 
general-purpose planning and comprehensive functional planning. 

8. Comprehensive planning. Plaiming carried out by comprehensive multistate 
and statewide plaiming agencies and regional councils-UMJOs. 

9. State planning agency (SPA). The comprehensive statewide planning agency in 
each state. 

10. Statewide transportation planning (STP). Functional transportation planning 
even if it is multimodal in character. 

11. Regional development. Planning and development at the substate district or 
state planning region level that is linked to statewide comprehensive planning and 
statewide transportation planning. Regional development may take place at the inter­
national, national, multistate, substate district or state planning region, and subdistrict 
or subregion levels. Although some attention is devoted to multistate regional plan­
ning and development in this paper, the major focus is on substate district or state 
planning region. 

In addition to the definition of terms, the acronyms of the various agencies and 
programs referred to in the paper are given below: 

Acronym Agency or Program 

ABAC Association of Bay Area Governments 
ACIR U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
ACSC Area of Critical State Concern 
APDC Area Planning and Development Commission 
ARC Atlanta Regional Commission 
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BARTD 
BCDC 
COG 
CPO 
CRS 
DECD 
DOT 
DRI 
EDA 
EDD 
FAA 
FEA 
FHWA 
HGAC 
HHFA 
HUD 
LDD 
MARTA 
NARC 
NCTCOG 
NRB 
NRC 
NRPB 
OMB 
PPBS 
RIP 
RTPAC 
SCAG 
SEMCOG 
SEMTA 
SPA 
STP 
TPA 
UMJO 
UMTA 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
Metropolitan Washington CouncU of Governments 
Comprehensive Planning Organization 
Congressional Research Service 
Department of Economic and Community Development 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Developments of Regional Impact 
Economic Development Administration 
Economic Development District 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Energy Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
Houston-Galveston Area Council 
U.S. Housing and Home Finance Agency 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Local Development District 
Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
National Association of Regional Councils 
North Central Texas Council of Governments 
National Resources Board (1934) 
National Itesources Commission (1935) 
National Resources Planning Board (1939) 
U.S. Office of Management and Budget 
Planning, Programming, Budgeting System 
Regional Improvement Program 
Regional Transportation Policy Advisory Committee (Texas) 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments 
Southeast Michigan Transportation Authority 
state planning agency 
statewide transportation planning 
transportation planning agency 
umbrella multijurlsdictional organization 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

The authors have used a wide variety of primary and secondary materials in pre­
paring this paper. A number of officials and staff at the national, state, and substate 
district levels were personally interviewed, and a telephone survey involving 10 se­
lected regional councils was conducted. The fu l l cooperation of these officials and 
staffs from various parts of the nation indicates that there is a great interest in 
strengthening transportation planning at the substate district level through regional 
councils-UMJOs. The findings and recommendations reflect the input of many people 
in addition to those of the authors. 

REGIONALISM AND TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 

Not since the establishment of the Public Works Administration during the Great De­
pression in 1933 have so many top elected officials at every governmental level and 
leadership officials of almost every segment of the economy demonstrated such an 
mterest in regionalism and regional structure. The general consensus that seems to 
be building up reflects the following considerations: 

1. Current public policies, processes, systems, and institutions are no longer 
adequate to solve complex interrelated problems and to realize opportunities associated 
with human, economic, and natural resources; 
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2. Tinkering with existing situations wi l l not suffice—fundamental changes are re­

quired; 
3. A central focal point is needed within the federal executive branch to deal with 

national growth and development and to coordinate federal policies and programs; 
4. Regionalism involves addressing problems and opportunities through policies, 

processes, and systems (e.g., the proposal for a national development bank) and through 
regional structures; and 

5. Multistate and statewide planning and development systems linked to substate 
district regional counclls-UMJOs are necessary and in the national interest. 

The national administration's posture on regionalism is curious and in many ways 
paradoxical. The validity of multistate regional planning and development commissions 
established under Title V of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 
and the Appalachian Regional Commission has been questioned by admmistration 
spokesmen. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) officials re­
main intent on divesting the federal government of any parental responsibilities for 
regional councils-UMJOs and claim it is time for state and local officials to decide the 
future of these regional structures. Budgetary cutbacks initiated or allowed to occur 
by the administration have severely weakened the capacity of HUD and other federal 
agencies to encourage and support various types of regional structures. The Economic 
Development Administration (EDA) of the U.S. Department of Commerce and the Ap­
palachian Regional Commission is finding it increasingly difficult to relate to regional 
structures serving multicounty economic development districts (e.g., economic devel­
opment commissions, area planning and development commissions) and local develop­
ment districts. 

Many aspects of federal general revenue sharing, the administration's proposed 
Better Communities Act (i.e., special revenue sharing for community development), 
and the implementation of functional policies and programs (including manpower and 
transportation) by administration officials can be viewed as detrimental to regionalism 
and regional counclls-UMJOs. A discretionary action by HUD officials allowing every 
state government to assume responsibility for federal comprehensive plaiming and 
management assistance to "metropolitan" regional councils-UMJOs and cities with a 
50,000 or more population effective January 4, 1974, drew a response from NARC in 
the form of a lawsuit. 

Conversely, many of the administration's special revenue-sharing proposals would 
strengthen the comprehensive planning responsibilities of SPAs and regional cotmcils-
UMJOs. The September 1972 report by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) on 
national growth and development policy actions notes (2, p. 13): 

Section 6(c) of the trjnsportdtion revenue shanng proposal (S 1693) would permit the Secre­
tary to make funds, up to ten percent not otherwise statutorily appropriated, available at his 
discretion This discretion is, however, guided by "areawide stimulator and sweetener" lan­
guage which provides that the Secretary shall make additional commitments to a consortium 
ot governments equal to 10 percent of the shared revenue received by such consortium through 
State apportionment This areawide provision is designed to encourage State governments to 
"pick up the reins" of areawide planning and development It is significant that the term 
"consoitium of governments" is defined in the bill as any association which is formed 
by general purpose governments located within a metropolitan area the combined population 
ot which constitutes at least 75 percent of the total population of the metropolitan area 
Section 6(c) specifically directs the Secretary to give priority to assisting recipients m de­
veloping and implementing comprehensive transportation plans, establishing consortia of 
governments in metropolitan areas having powers to implement comprehensive transportation 
plans for the various jurisdictions comprising the consortia 

Regional councils-UMJOs would qualify as consortia of governments relative to plan­
ning funds, but most would not qualify for action (e.g., construction, equipment ac­
quisition) funds because they lack implementation authority. 
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The gap between promise and performance has expanded since the special revenue-
sharing proposals were introduced. The specific financial incentives for areawide 
approaches to manpower have given way to pragmatic administration decisions that 
have compromised regional councils-UMJOs in their relations to large central city and 
urban county members as well as to state manpower ^encies. Administration officials 
have allowed similar situations to occur in several states relative to transportation 
planning. The Texas situation wil l be further discussed in later sections of this paper. 

On a more positive side, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) issued a re­
vised version of Circular A-95 in November 1973 to become effective January 1, 1974. 
The circular strengthens the role and broadens the responsibilities of regional councils-
UMJOs and other types of regional structures designated as review and comment agen­
cies. Part I I I of the circular provides a new framework for coordinating planning be­
tween state agencies and regional councils-UMJOs. Multisource programs, including 
the Unified Work Program of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), are specif­
ically referenced. OMBs action has been favorably received by NARC and its constitu­
ency as well as by the National Governors' Conference and states with policies and pro­
grams in support of regional councils-UMJOs. 

Congress is taking a new interest in regionalism and regional structure. This is 
partially due to the fact that NARC and other proponents have shifted their attention to 
Congress, given the erratic behavior of the executive branch. It is also attributable 
to many proposals being developed by individual congressmen and private sector organi­
zations. Congressional versions of community development special revenue sharing 
and national growth and development proposals all recognize the desirability of some 
type of planning system that includes the substate district level. There is less agree­
ment, however, on the type of regional structure that should be encouraged. The 
regional council-UMJO approach seems to offer the most practical approach. There 
is evidence that congressional committees are more comfortable with this approach 
than ever before. 

The proposed Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance Act and other national land 
use proposals have sparked considerable interest in planning and development at the 
state and substate district levels. Senator Henry M. Jackson's bUl requires each state 
to develop a statewide land use planning process and a land use program. The impor­
tance of interstate land use planning and management is also recognized. 

Proponents of regionalism and regional structure would like the national land use 
legislation that is enacted to specifically provide regional councils-UMJOs with strong 
policy and planning roles. There is some concern that land use planning might lead 
to the establishment of new functional agencies at the state level with new functional 
agencies and constituencies at the substate district and local levels. The Council of 
State Planning Agencies and other organizations supportive of comprehensive planning 
want land use planning and management systems linked to comprehensive planning at 
the state and substate district levels to ensure multijurisdictional and multifunctional 
coordination. 

The testimony reflected in the many hearings associated with national land use 
planning is replete with references to the importance of linking transportation and land 
use in terms of policy formulation, planning, and program implementation. There is 
little question that all states wil l have to come to grips with new processes and mech­
anisms to ensure the coordination of statewide land use planning with statewide trans­
portation plaxming within the next 2 or 3 years. 

Congressional interest in comprehensive planning and development systems is also 
on the rise. Serious proposals have been made to transfer the comprehensive planning 
assistance program administered by HUD to the U.S. Office of Management and the 
Budget (OMB). Although this movement is partially attributable to a growing dissatis­
faction on the part of many states, regional councils-UMJOs, and local governments 
relative to HUD's policies and administrative regulations, it also reflects a growing 
recognition that support for comprehensive planning must come from the Executive 
Office of the President. The testimony of local elected officials on behalf of the National 
League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors before congressional committees 
acknowledges the importance of comprehensive planning and supports a major new role 
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for OMB as one of the president's principal staff agencies. Many long-time observers 
of the congressional mood seem willing to earnestly speculate that Congress wi l l turn 
to OMB as the focal point for comprehensive planning, intergovernmental planning and 
program coordination, and national policies in support of regionalism and regional 
councils-UMJOs. A few observers feel that Congress wi l l establish new institutional 
arrangements. 

Senator Hubert H. Humphrey's 1973 proposal for achieving balanced national growth 
and development calls for a basic restructuring of the federal executive and legislative 
branches along with the establishment of a top-to-bottom national planning and develop­
ment system (i). Although the proposal deals extensively with organization and struc­
ture at every governmental level, it also sharply focuses on the use of policies, pro­
cesses, and systems to solve fundamental problems and realize opportunities. An 
office of balanced national growth and development within the Executive Office of the 
President is called for. Guided by a cabinet-level council, the new functions of the new 
office would include the following (3, p, 12): 

assess national needs, goals, and pnonties, evaluate effects of present and proposed Federal 
tax incentives and State and local government tax policies upon the private industrial mix and 
location in the context of balanced national growth, evaluate all present and proposed Federal 
credit programs, and evaluate the effects of fiscal and monetary policies and other economic 
stabilization tools that may be adopted upon changes in income and the composition of eco­
nomic production. 

The envisioned national growth and development policy would be implemented through "a 
national regional development system of regional commissions" {3, p. 10). Selected 
features of this proposed legislation Include the following: 

1. Consolidation of federal comprehensive planning and planning assistance pro­
grams; 

2. Establishment of 8 to 12 multistate regional planning and development commis­
sions with a federal-state membership, including governors and state legislators; 

3. Recognition of a unified national planning and development system encompassing 
comprehensive plaimii^ at the federal, multistate, state, substate district, metropoli­
tan, and local levels; 

4. Transfer of the comprehensive planning assistance program authorized by Sec­
tion 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, as amended, from HUD to the new office with ad­
ditional appropriations to encourage and strengthen a single umbrella comprehensive 
planning agency for each state and substate district; 

5. Establishment of uniform planning requirements for federal grant-in-aid pro­
grams; 

6. Use of common policy and planning information by comprehensive planning £^en-
cies at every governmental level; 

7. Strengthening of the federal legislative branch by creating a joint committee on 
balanced national growth and development and a congressional office of policy and plan­
ning; 

8. Creation of a federal independent agency called the "Foundation on the American 
Future" to stimulate and guide basic research pertaining to national growth and devel­
opment; 

9. Establishment of a federal independent agency called the "National Citizens Coun­
cil on the American Future" to advise the new office and Congress; and 

10. Encouragement of public and private sector officials at the state and local levels 
to establish multistate and state citizens councils. 

Transportation is recognized as a key factor in regional planning and development 
throughout the proposal (3, p. 9). 

The development of a balanced and efficient transportation system is essential to the commer­
cial hfe and general welfare of the people, and present transportation facihties, rate structures. 
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planning and development are madequate to meet minimum current and future needs. 

The "development of an integrated national transportation system" is identified as a 
national goal along with references to fu l l employment; income distribution; environ­
mental quality; "coordinated land use planning, regulation, and development among 
governments in a region"; a national communications system; energy; housing; new 
communities; health care and services; manpower training; educational opportunity; 
and productivity (3, pp. 10-11). 

This far-ranging proposal is rated just short of treason by the Committee to Restore 
the Constitution, Inc. and other opponents of regionalism and regional structure in any 
form. Indeed, It is considered by many liberal proponents as being too radical. The 
important significance is that it was submitted to the Joint Economic Committee of 
Congress to stimulate debate on the need to overhaul our federal system rather than 
merely tinker with it and remain captive to a mentality that suggests incremental change 
is the only change possible. 

Trends at the national and state levels suggest that the time for fundamental change 
has come. Proposals and concepts labeled as radical, foolhardy, and idealistic a few 
years ago are now ingrained in new public policies, processes, programs, and institu­
tional arrangements. After ticking off an impressive list of significant changes that 
have occurred during the past few years (including enactment of federal general reve­
nue sharing, passage of the Florida Environmental Land and Water Management Act, 
establishment of a statewide and 6 regional coastal zone conservation commissions 
through citizen initiative to protect more than 1,000 miles of Pacific shoreline, and 
national land use legislation pending before Congress), a report by California Tomorrow 
states (4, pp. 9-10): 

The opinion polls reflect the growth of an ominous pubhc attitude, to more and more people 
"gOvemment"-any level of government-seems the automatic enemy, mtimidatmg the citizen 
by petty unpleasantness, bad service, or sheer size . So it is not surpnsing that so many 
people-conservationists, advocates of social causes, businessmen, pohticians-are asking for 
some basic change in government, some thorough reform. 

The facts, as outlined, convincingly support the contention that the "restructuring of 
government, then, is not just some vague future dream, ft is all around us, a pressure, 
a necessity" (4, p. 12). 

The National Regional and Area Development Act (5), drafted by a task force of the 
National Governors' Conference, Is not quite so sweeping as Senator Humphrey's pro­
posal. But, it also focuses on the need for "a national policy that would guide the mo­
bilization of the nation's resources in order to achieve balanced national development" 
and would establish "a nation-wide system of planning and development regions" {5, p. 
1). Multistate regional commissions would be expected to "prepare comprehensive 
and coordinated regional development plans; administer grants to States to support 
approved State and area development programs and projects" (5, p. 1). At the national 
level, the proposal would establish an agency for regional and area development in the 
Executive Office of the President. At the state level, the proposal would require that 
states establish statewide planning and development systems, including the use of state-
certified substate districts or state planning regions and regional cotmclls-UMJOs. 

Comprehensive planning as envisioned in this proposal includes transportation as a 
major element. A broad array of federal funding incentives in support of regional de­
velopment, including the establishment of a national development fund, would be pro­
vided. The funding of demonstration and special projects "to discover or test new and 
innovative solutions to basic developmental problems having regionwide significance" 
would include public transportation (5, p. 36). 

Many examples could also be cited to demonstrate that individual state governments 
are taking a great interest in solving problems and realizing opportunities within the 
framework of regionalism. Again, transportation is acknowledged to play a key role 
in dealing with matters of social and economic equity as well as regional development. 
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Several examples, including Florida's approach to developments of regional impact 
under the Environmental Land and Water Management Act of 1972, are discussed later. 

Clearly, one fact is evident on the intergovernmental scene today. Regionalism is 
coming into its own as a subject area of public policy. The hearings and research on 
substate regionalism conducted by the U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations (ACIR) during 1972 and 1973 indicate that elected officials at every govern­
mental level now recognize that regional considerations wi l l affect all areas of public 
policy. ACIR's continuing work also reveals that more and more elected officials are 
making a basic distinction between solving problems and realizing opportunities through 
regional policies, processes, and systems (including the use of public regulatory pow­
ers) and the use of various types of regional structures (including multistate regional 
development commissions and regional councils-UMJOs). Transportation issues are 
definitely affected by this trend. The theory and practice of regional plannii^ and de­
velopment acknowledge the importance of transportation in shaping our social-economic-
physical environments. 

PUBLIC POLICY AND REGIONALISM 

National and Multistate 

To f i t a discussion of public policy and regionalism into neat packages is difficult. 
Policy initiatives between the federal and state levels are often blurred in history. The 
1972 ACIR report traces the involvement of the federal government with various con­
cepts of regionalism (i.e., geographic, economic, social, administrative, and planning) 
since their emergence In the period between 1900 and 1933. The report notes (6, p. 6), 
"With the creation of the multi-purpose TVA in 1933, the f i rs t comprehensive multi-
state regional authority came into existence." The establishment of the Public Works 
Administration in 1933 and the National Resource Board (NRB) in 1934 focused national 
attention on multistate and substate district regionalism for comprehensive planning 
purposes. By 1935, the National Resources Commission (NRC), which the NRB be­
came, was encouraging every state to establish some form of central state planning 
board or agency, delineate multicounty planning regions or districts, and encourage 
the establishment of substate regional plannii^ boards or agencies. Every state but 
one responded by establishing a new agency to coordinate economic recovery efforts 
and foster planned growth. These state plaiming agencies were usually established under 
the direction of a semiautonomous or autonomous board- commission not responsible to the 
governor. Inventories, reports, programs, and projects developed by these state entities, 
and their substate district counterparts reflect an attempt to be comprehensive in dealing 
with soclal-economlc-physical problems. Transportation is almost always visible in such 
documents as are land use, employment, housing, and public works facilities. 

Merest in multistate and substate district regionalism waned at the national level 
with the advent of World War n . New federal and state agencies were established to 
deal with resource allocations, mobilization, rationing, regulations, coordination, and 
postwar reconversion. 

The NRC became the National Resources Planning Board (NRPB) in 1939, and that 
board was abolished in 1943. The special purpose wartime entities at the national and 
state levels were gradually phased out of existence. Lackii^ an agency in the federal 
executive branch to provide inspiration and policy support, state planning programs 
and entities were gradually abolished or lodged in major state agencies responsible for 
postwar economic recovery, development, and expansion. Further evolution of general 
public policy theory and practice in support of regionalism at the national and state lev­
els was set aside until the mid-1960s. Federal policies and actions in direct support 
of regionalism, such as the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962, did not really begin to 
converge within a general, albeit vague, national policy framework until 1965. 

The Public Works and Economic Development Act and the Appalachian Regional De­
velopment Act of 1965 focused attention on national and multistate regionalism. These 
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and other pieces of federal legislation, including the Water Resources Planning Act of 
1965, stimulated state and local public officials to once again consider ways and means 
to solve problems and realize opportunities at the multistate and multicounty substate 
district levels through policies, processes, systems, and new regional structures. 

The president and the federal executive branch offered many initiatives to Congress 
between 1960 and 1968 in support of regionalism and regional structures. Policies, 
processes, and systems were also relied on to encourage governors and local elected 
officials to support regionalism and regional structures at the multistate and substate 
district levels. la addition, federal incentives were offered to governors in support of 
the establishment of overhauling of statewide comprehensive planning programs directly 
responsible to the governor, as chief state planning officer. HUD emerged as the focal 
point during the mid-1960s for national policies in support of statewide planning systems 
linked to multistate and substate district regional structures. 

As indicated earlier, the current national administration has chosen not to advance 
strong and consistent policies and programs in support of regionalism and regional 
structure. Rather, the initiative has shifted to Congress, the major national interest 
groups representing state and local governments, and other interested parties. The 
net result of this situation is that a clear and consistent national public policy in sup­
port of regionalism wi l l be delayed as the executive and legislative branches move 
along different routes at different planes. The following ACIR findings seem noteworthy 
(6, p. 9): "Regionalism remains current due to tlie multiplicity of regional problems 
encountered in modem life; it also remains a delicate task to f i t regional institutions 
into a political system that is not organized along regional lines." 

ACm has recommended that the several types of multistate regional processes and 
structures established pursuant to various federal statutes "be retained pending further 
experience and further recommendations by the commission as to what form of multi-
state regionalism, if any, should be adopted" (6, p. 208). The authors support this 
recommendation based on field work completed in conjunction with this paper. The 
policies, processes, plans, and programs developed by various multistate regional 
structures and linked to federal incentives and requirements have stimulated state and 
local governments to move forward in formulating public policies supportive of region­
alism. The "backbone transportation plan and program" developed through the Upper 
Great Lakes Regional Commission has, for example, influenced the manner in which 
dollar allocations have been made by federal, state, and local agencies. Equally im­
portant, transportation decisions have been made by taking into account their probable 
impact on other public functions; on the economic development of each state, appropri­
ate substate districts, and local communities; on citizens; and on the man-built and 
natural environment. This type of process seems important to refine, for i t offers a 
basis for ensuring some measure of regional comprehensiveness in public policy­
making. 

Georgia's participation in the planning and programming processes of the Appalachia 
Regional Development and the Coastal Plains Regional Development is reflected t h r o i ^ -
out the state-prepared bieimial development programs and multiyear investment plans. 
Equally important, this participation has enabled Georgia state and local officials, as 
well as the private sector, to gain experience in working with the statewide system of 
multicounty area planning and development commissions (APDCs) within the framework 
of a statewide planning system. Transportation policies, plans, programs, and proj­
ects have been placed in better total perspective at every governmental level through 
this imperfect, but working system. 

There is a need, in the opinion of the authors, for a national policy supportive of 
multistate regionalism and regional structures within the framework of a broader 
national growth and development policy. Transportation planning and decision-making 
must be addressed by these policies so that guidance can be provided to state and local 
governments as to their roles in regional planning and development at the multistate 
and substate district levels. 

The developing 253-mile Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway involves 5 states and nu­
merous regional councils and local governments. S illustrates the need for statewide 
plannii^ systems that can assist public officials at every governmental level to set prior-
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Ities and make informed decisions on matters affecting the future of the nation, states, 
substate districts, and local communities. 

The development is being coordinated by the S-state Tennessee-Tombigbee Water­
way Development Authority established by interstate compact. Massive federal funding 
commitments have already been made, and state policy and program decisions are 
constantly being made outside of a comprehensive planning framework. Yet this de­
velopment wi l l have a profound effect on the national economy (including energy policies) 
and on citizens, economies, and man-built and natural environments of each state. 
One could readily ask, Where lies the national interest ? 

Today, the authority is seeking HUD funding to initiate a multlyear comprehensive 
planning and development process before it is too late. This process centers around 
each SPA; encourages each state to develop and implement a biennial waterway devel­
opment program and a multlyear waterway investment plan; and provides for the direct 
involvement of substate district agencies in each state. Every mode of transportation 
is covered by the authority's preliminary overall program design. A federal executive 
branch focal point that can relate this type of development to national growth and devel­
opment and expedite intergovernmental policy and program transactions among federal, 
multistate, substate district, and local governments is desirable and necessary. How 
otherwise can national functional interests (e.g., transportation, employment, housing) 
be coordinated and served? 

State 

State policies and programs in support of regionalism and regional structure show no 
definite trend. A handful of states have taken purposeful actions to deal with matters 
of social-economic-environmental inequities and imbalances through policies, pro­
cesses, and systems that reflect regional considerations. Michigan is experimenting 
with state general revenue sharing and other approaches to intergovernmental fiscal rela­
tions designed to realize statewide goals and objectives. New York has built up consid­
erable experience in trying to affect the growth and development of substate districts 
and communities through state policies and programs. The New York Urban Develop­
ment Commission's efforts in support of new communities offer one example. The 
location and siting of state office buildings and other major state facilities to realize 
community development goals and objectives (including central city revitallzation and 
stabilization) provide another example. 

The attention focused on the need for a national growth and development policy has 
stimulated many governors to show interest in the development of state growth and 
development policies. The governors of Oregon and Florida, for example, have raised 
the issue of growth versus no growth to new levels of public visibility and dialogue. 
Hawaii, Vermont, Florida, and several other states have indicated a willingness to use 
state laws and regulatory powers to deal with land use and other aspects of development 
that affect citizens, the economy, and the man-built and natural environments. 

Despite the progress made by some states, there are no model state policies, pro­
cesses, and systems relative to how state governments should approach regionalism. 
The Georgia approach through a biennial development program, a multiyear invest­
ment plan, and constant interactions with regional councils suggests one alternative. 
Most states are hampered by the same institutional weakness evident at the national 
level. There is simply no focal point within the executive branch responsible for 
developing a policy on regionalism and regional structure. Thus sporadic and hap­
hazard approaches are often relied on. Al l too often, states respond to federal in­
centives or requirements or both outside the framework of a statewide strategy or 
policy. 

The early and mid-1960s witnessed a trend on the part of governors to establish or 
overhaul statewide comprehensive planning programs. Three of the 37 SPAs existii^ 
as of 1960 were located in governors' offices (used here to include the executive office). 
By 1969 there were 50 SPAs; 20 were located in governors' offices, and several were 
pending transfer. This trend continues with approximately half of all SPAs now located 
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in offices of governors. SPAs received stroi^ policy and financial support from HUD 
between 1960 and 1969. Although the legal status, authority, organization, structure, 
and staffing of SPAs varied widely, they were all moving to become the focal point for 
statewide comprehensive planning. Members of the Council of State Planning Agencies 
were able to reach general consensus that comprehensive planning includes the coordi­
nation of functional state planning and intergovernmental planning relations involving 
multistate regional structures, the delineation of official substate districts of state 
planning regions, and the establishment and development of various types of regional 
councils and subdistrict and local governmental plaiming agencies. 

A 1970 special report to the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) noted (7, p. 2), 
The state planmng agency, however, is one of those few and, we would argue, the most likely 

set of points where the totahties of public policies are considered In our view it is more prob­
able that the prospects for relating functional plans to larger and more nearly comprehensive 
policy frameworks are apt to occur within a state planning agency 

The report also documents the volatile nature of statewide comprehensive planning 
within an extremely competitive bureaucratic and political environment. The study 
attempted to answer several key questions (7, p. 8): "Does the state planning agency 
have formal jurisdiction for the physical, social, and economic development of the 
state? That is, is state planning reasonably comprehensive?" The finding was that 
it Is not. Only 13 of the SPAs existing at that time possessed a legislative mandate to 
engage in comprehensive planning. Twenty-one SPAs had undertaken this responsibil­
ity, including 6 of those with a mandate (7, p. 8). 

A closer examination of the work programs of SPAs indicated an even worse picture. 
The researchers found that none of the SPAs was adequately dealing with the 4 broadly 
defined public policy sectors of transportation, human resources and environment, 
economic development, and other physical facilities including public works and facil­
ities, parks, and sewage systems (7, pp. 44-45). With regard to transportation the 
researchers concluded (7, p. 42), ""There Is no missi i^ the message—the transporta­
tion policy sector is simply not an integral or prominent part of state planning agency 
programs." This policy sector was defined to include roads and streets, land use and 
open space, airports, waterways, and transportation. Only one SPA was involved in 
all 5 areas, and only 17 were involved in more than one. At that, the researchers 
found that SPAs were "taking a rather 'scattershot' approach with no clearly agreed 
upon focus" (7, p. 45). 

On the positive side, the researchers felt (7, p. 39), 

Strengthening of the chief executive in the states is also at work here as governors work with 
the more comprehensive problems of transportation within their states Certainly the em­
phasis in the regional development programs such as Appalachia, the Rocky Mountain Federa­
tion, the New England Commission, etc -all elevate the governor to a prime role m interstate 
cooperation especially in the field of transportation. 

The report suggested (7, p. 46), 

Clearly some remedial actions and efforts are necessary to (a) raise the transportation compo­
nent to a higher surface visibility within existing comprehensive state planning and policy efforts 
and (b) link the transportation policy sector more effectively to policy coordination at the state 
level 

A current general assessment of SPAs by the authors indicated that the national 
situation has not changed drastically stuce 1969. Many SPAs have experienced sub­
stantial personnel and organizational changes because of changes in party administra­
tion and pressure placed on the governor by strong functional interests and legislatures. 
The once-vaunted New York Office of Planning Coordination, for example, has been 
severely weakened by legislative actions even though it s t i l l remains a staff arm to the 
governor and enjoys his support. 
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Other shifts have also taken place that may strengthen or weaken statewide compre­
hensive planning as i t relates to growth and development policies. Several major states 
have moved to consolidate their SPAs with the central budget agency. Georgia, for 
example, abolished its Bureau of State Planning and Community Affairs in the office of 
the governor as the result of a 1971 gubernatorial-initiated executive reorganization 
program. A streamlined Office of Planning and Budget was established and many of 
the former bureau's responsibUities, including relations with regional councils, are 
now lodged in the Department of Community Development. Michigan, Ohio, and several 
other states have also drastically realigned their institutional arrangements to link 
comprehensive planning closer to the budget process. This approach offers the advan­
tage of placing planning staff in the resource allocation decision-making stream. The 
disadvantage lies in the fact that the budgetary focus is usually internal. Thus, plan­
ning staff may lose the ability and incentive to engage in the external intergovernmental 
planning relations associated with policies, processes, and systems designed to affect 
growth and development at the multistate, state, substate district, subdistrict, and 
local governmental levels. 

Despite many studies and recommendations stemming from the Council of State 
Governments, the Council of State Planning Agencies, the National Governors' Confer­
ence, federal agencies, states, and other sources, there is no indication that governors 
and legislatures are yet willing to fully accept the concept of a strong central SPA re­
sponsible for comprehensive planning. General rejection of the concept of a strong 
central SPA and a comprehensive state plan in favor of an SPA responsible for stimu-
l a t i i ^ policy trade-offs and planning coordination through a continuing comprehensive 
statewide planning process is the course that appears to be most acceptable to gover­
nors and legislators. 

The controversial California Tomorrow Plan, like Senator Humphrey's proposal, 
addresses the systematic problems that hinder comprehensive planning. The plan calls 
for a major restructuring of the governmental processes and institutions from the 
state level down to the local level. The proponents deserve a fair hearing. They have 
put their finger on the real Issues that wi l l determine the future capacity of states to 
formulate and enunciate a comprehensive public policy in support of regionalism and 
regional structure. 

The existing California situation is described as one in which "politicians pay lip 
service to 'coordination' and 'comprehensive planning,' but no integrated framework 
exists for making public policy" (8, p. 24). The plan represents an approach to es­
tablishing a new political framework that "guarantees strong public control over state 
conservation and development policies at every level. It offers the opportunity for 
citizen involvement when policies and programs are being formulated, and when they 
are being carried out" (8, p. 43). 

The responsibility for developing "central policies" and preparing an aimual compre­
hensive California state plan would rest with an 11-member state planning council. 
The governor would serve as chairman, and 3 cabinet members would serve ex officio. 
Seven members appointed by the governor and confirmed by the senate would represent 
the general public. Public members would receive cabinet-level pay, and the council 
would have its own staff. 

The plan and corresponding regional plans would contain a section dealing with state­
wide growth and development. Land use, transportation, energy, and environmental 
standards would be reflected in this section. To ensure implementation, the councU 
would assume the budgeting responsibilities of the Department of Finance, and the 
annual plan would specify short- and long-term goals, policies, programs, and budgets. 

The legislature would be responsible for annually adoptli^ the plan and a coordinated 
budget. State executive agencies would be responsible for action implementation. 

The plan envisions a statewide planning and financing system with 10 multipurpose 
regional governments responsible and accountable to citizens as the keystones. Citizen 
participation and involvement are provided for at every level; new emphasis is placed on 
the use of elected community councils at the local government levels (e.g., the East 
Palo Alto Municipal Council established in 1967 by San Mateo County as authorized by 
the state legislature). 
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This radical proposal may not be viewed as radical at all by the year 2000. Several 
radical legislative proposals dealing with regional planning and regional government now 
pending in the California legislature wi l l be briefly discussed in the next section of this 
paper. Enacted and pending California legislation that "radically" affects transporta­
tion planning at the state and substate district levels wi l l be briefly discussed in the 
last section. 

The use of policies, processes, and systems by state governments to realize growth 
and development goals and objectives is catching on. This is most significant because 
tt allows governors and legislators to break out of the "institutional mentality" that 
prevents decision-makers from dealii^ with systematic problems. Proponents argue 
that this approach is the only way for states to forge strong policies in support of re­
gionalism. They also contend that old institutional arrangements wi l l give way to new 
ones. In short, form wi l l follow substance or process. They may be right. 

The Florida Environmental Land and Water Management Act of 1972 provides an 
example. The act deals with 2 statewide concerns: "(1) areas of critical state concern, 
and (2) developments of regional impact" (9). The Division of State Planning in the 
Department of Administration is responsible for implementation. 

The 4 major participants relative to developments of regional impact (DRI) are 
"developer, local government, regional planning agency, and Division of State Planning" 
(9, p. i i i ) . The roles of these participants were structured not merely in response to 
existing institutions but by working through the process. Thus, process was allowed 
to dictate or at least strongly influence institutional arrangements and roles. Regional 
planning agencies (i.e., regional councils) have "the principal responsibility . . . to pre­
pare reports and recommendations for proposed DRLs. M addition, the regional plan­
ning agency should serve as the coordinating agent for local governments in their 
region, as well as between the Division of State Planning and those local governments" 
(9, p. 4). 

At the state level, the Division of State Planning recommends guidelines and stan­
dards for adoption by the governor and cabinet, as the Administrative Commission, 
and the legislature. The division administers rules and regulations, manages state 
financial assistance to regional planning agencies, acts on appeals, and prepares the 
state land development plan. Appeals are brought before the Administrative Commis­
sion acting as the Florida Land and Water Adjucatory Commission. 

Airports, port facilities, shopping centers, residential developments, office parks, 
industrial plants and parks, and recreation facilities are covered by guidelines and 
standards. The relevancy to transportation is obvious. 

Each regional planning agency prepares regional reports and recommendations. 
And, each agency plays a major role in the required public hearing process. Each 
report must assess the impact of the DRI on public transportation, the regional econ­
omy, housing, public facilities, the environment and natural resources, and other fac­
tors determined by the regional planning agency. 

The Big Cypress Area of Critical State Concern (ACSC) offers another example of 
how the Florida process wil l affect transportation policies, planning, and programs. 
This ACSC was designated by the legislature pursuant to the 1972 act. The Division of 
State Plaiming was directed to recommend a definitive boundary and land development 
regulations. The legislature passed the Big Cypress Conservation Act in 1973 and 
appropriated $40 million to be matched by some $116 million from the federal govern­
ment. The final report and recommendations submitted by the division include consid­
eration of transportation issues. Three specific transportation regulations are recom­
mended (10). 

The report to the governor and legislature by the Florida Environmental Land Man­
agement Study Committee recommended the strengthening of regional planning agencies. 
The following statement is of interest (11, p. 12): 

It has been suggested that the staff of a Regional Planning Agency under the Land Management 
Act should consist of (a) a housing and community facilities planner, (b) a transportation plan­
ner, (c) an environmental specialist or scientist, (d) a land planner, and (e) staff resources or con­
sultants in the legal economic areas. 
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The Local Government Comprehensive Planning Act recommended by the committee 
specifically recognizes transportation as an essential element. Again, emphasis was 
placed on the planning process and systems to be used to attain goals and realize ob­
jectives. 

The continued evolution of state public policies on regionalism is necessary to 
determine the future of substate districts and regional structures serving local govern­
ments and citizens within these districts. Jnthe absence of such policies, substance 
or process can be expected to follow form. Traditional Institutional arrangements 
wil l dominate, and the many opportunities associated with choices relative to substate 
district and local community growth and development patterns wil l be delayed or lost. 

Substate District 

States pioneered the use of multicounty districts long before there were massive fed­
eral "carrots" In the form of grants and loans or "sticks" in the form of requirements 
directly linked to these funds. Texas, as one example, f irst used multicounty dis­
tricts in 1904 to support the Agricultural Extension Service, and its highway depart­
ment adopted a multicounty substate district layout in 1919. This early pattern in 
Texas is quite typical of most states. 

A 1926 report of the New York State Commission of Housing and Regional Planning 
is often cited as the first real attempt to construct a comprehensive framework for 
functional government programs aimed at education, housing, health, highways, con­
servation, and public works. The commission's research documented the cause-
effect chains of public actions and highlighted the general disregard for interrelations 
in the public policy-making process. 

Substate districts for planning and programming f irs t appeared at the state level 
during the early 1930s. Stimulated by the NRB, many states delineated multicounty 
areas as planning districts or regions. Some states used watersheds, forest areas, 
and other factors to determine district or regional boundaries. Inventories and analy­
ses relative to land use, employment, housing, public works and facilities, and other 
community development aspects were often prepared on a district or regional basis. 

The early concept of a national planning system embodied a national planning board, 
interstate planning bodies, state planning boards, substate (areawide) planning agencies, 
coimty planning boards, city planning departments, and in some cases planning boards 
at the town, township, and village levels. As noted earlier, abolishment of the NRPB 
took away the stimulus for the federal government and states to establish top-to-
bottom planning systems intended to deal comprehensively with soclal-economlc-physical 
matters through multifunctional program^. Although many federal programs continued 
to recognize the need for multijurlsdictional planning, cooperation, and coordination 
after 1943, the emphasis shifted to a single focus with minimal. If any, attention given 
to complex multifunctional and intergovernmental relations. States followed the same 
pattern; departments and agencies used various combinations of counties, cities, and 
smaller governmental units in substate districts, planning districts, or administra­
tive districts. But, without a central SPA responsible for statewide comprehensive 
planning, there was no Institutional force to prevent the use of multiple districting 
schemes or layouts by various state agencies. Duplication, confusion, tangled com­
munication lines, and much waste resulted. The pattern was set for what Wright (7) 
terms "picket fence federalism" to describe the new linkages that were forged between 
counterpart functional agencies at the federal, state, and local levels. 

State legislatures favorably reacted to initiatives at the local level between the 
mid-1940s and 1960. Permissive legislation authorizing local governments or local 
elected officials or both to establish multijurlsdictional planning agencies or new "ex­
perimental" forms of regional councils (e.g., councils of governments) was enacted. 
The work programs of these agencies usually contained a highway or transportation 
element. This approach resulted in the proliferation of various types of multi-
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jurisdictional agencies (e.g., multicounty, city-county, intercity) with planning respon­
sibilities. These agencies were not conceived as part of a statewide planning system. 
And, they were not backed by federal policies and financial assistance in support of 
regionalism and regional structure to foster comprehensive planning. Georgia was the 
only state that committed itself to the establishment of a statewide planning system, 
with multicounty planning and development agencies serving multicounty substate dis­
tricts, during this period. 

Certain federal and state departments and agencies promoted comprehensive 
"functional" planning and regional structure as a means to realize a broad fusion of 
intergovernmental programs and funds throughout the 1950s into the 1960s. The 
federal government also began encouraging states to "think regional" along functional 
lines. A number of federal agencies, each in its own way, began to channel funds and 
use regulations to support approaches such as school district consolidations, regional 
medical centers, regional vocational education facilities, regional air and water quality 
monitoring, and regional economic development. 

Not until the mid-1960s, however, did federal policies and programs have their 
greatest impact on the development of areawide planning and coordination. Federal 
programs under the New Frontier and the Great Society stressed the need to deal with 
problems and opportunities by taking into account intergovernmental cause-effect re­
lations. Direct citizen Involvement and participation in public policy formulation and 
decision-making, particularly at the local and regional levels, also were emphasized. 

The model cities program, the antipoverty programs, and a wide variety of other 
programs were mounted to interrelate programs and projects. Planning requirements 
were attached to 61 of the new major grant programs established between 1961 and 
1966, and the U.S. Bureau of the Budget launched numerous Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting System (PPBS) demonstration projects to tie federal, state, and local pro­
grams together. 

Some projects, including ones at the neighborhood level, attempted to link public 
and private resources together. The concept of "one-stop public service shopping 
centers" was translated into several major demonstrations. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 stimulated interest in regionalism and regional 
structure within metropolitan areas by requiring that after July 1975 federal funds be 
linked to a continuing multijurisdictional transportation and land use process. State 
highway or transportation departments were involved because of their planning and 
programming responsibilities for interstate and urban systems. The institutional 
response was mixed. Some metropolitan areas relied on traditional regional planning 
commissions. In others, councils of governments, associations of local officials, and 
similar regional structures broadened their work programs. StUl other metropolitan 
areas established new special-purpose functional s^encies. 

By the mid-1960s several federal programs were being used to encourage states to 
delineate and use multicounty substate districts for planning and programming. The 
Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 encouraged the establishment of 
multicounty economic development districts (EDDs), and the Appalachian Regional De­
velopment Act of 1965 encouraged multicounty or multijurisdictional (e.g., city-county) 
local development districts (LDDs). Other federal initiatives, like the 1967 Partner­
ship for Health Amendments to the Comprehensive Planning and Public Health Service 
Act of 1966 and the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, called on 
governors to establish regional (i.e., substate) plannii^ and programming agencies. 
Responding to functional pressure groups, most governors agreed to the establishment 
of additional multijurisdictional institutions. This proliferation of new regional struc­
tures served to exacerbate the problems associated with governmental fragmentation. 

States were generally overwhelmed by the mounting number of federal programs, 
intergovernmental financial flows, and new substate and local agencies being established 
to qualify for federal grants-in-aid. Georgia was the only state with a framework for 
dealing with these events at the substate district level. Georgia pioneered in the de­
lineation of multicounty districts and the establishment of fairly uniform area planning 
and development commissions (APDCs) starting in 1959. New state planning legisla­
tion was enacted, and public-private partnership efforts were mounted to encourage 
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local elected officials to establish APDCs. By January 1965, 134 of Georgia's 159 
counties were participating in 14 APDCs. The formation of the eighteenth in 1968 
completely blanketed the state with APDCs. Today, every county is included within 
one of the 18 state-certified, general-purpose substate planning and development dis­
tricts. Several counties s t i l l , however, do not participate in an APDC. 

Georgia was quick to make use of its substate districts in conjunction with federal 
programs and insisted that federal departments and agencies recognize the APDCs 
as comprehensive and functional planning agencies. The Office of Economic Oppor­
tunity was the f i rs t federal agency to designate APDCs for administrative and program 
purposes in 1965. Subsequently, the substate districts and APDCs were recognized by 
federal and state agencies in conjunction with economic development, health, law en­
forcement and criminal justice, transportation, and other functional areas. 

The proliferation of substate districts is typified by Ohio's experience. Jn Ohio, 
geographic districts for planning, programming, and service delivery by federal and 
state agencies responsible for specific functions have traditionally been determined on 
the basis of factors related to those various functions. According to a 1971 report, 
Ohio's 200 agencies were using 366 districts set up in 41 major conf^rations. A few 
districts coincide, but no 2 configurations are identical; the result is much overlapping. 

The substate district and planning agency maze that was developing throughout the 
nation was addressed by President Johnson in 1966 and 1967. Several memoranda were 
issued by the president and the Bureau of the Budget (now the Office of Management 
and Budget) directed toward preventing conflict and duplication among federally assisted 
planning efforts. Federal agencies were directed to use substate districts or state 
planning regions designated by the governor of each state. Governors were urged to 
exercise leadership and delineate official substate districts on a statewide basis simi­
lar to Georgia's "wall-to-wall" districting scheme. 

Only 6 states had failed to delineate official substate districts of September 1972. 
New Jersey remains the only large state yet to take action. Despite this apparent 
progress, few states have made significant headway in getting various state mission 
(i.e., line operating) departments and agencies td fully use these districts for planning 
and programming. Governors have issued executive orders and executive directives 
and have relied on persuasion. But, it s t i l l is not possible to go to a single focal point 
in a given state and find a complete and current analysis of the planning and program­
ming (including the impact of intergovernmental financing) taking place within a target 
substate district. Jn short, substate districts are stUl not being used in a systematic 
manner for analysis and decision-making by officials at the state and federal levels. 

The 1973 ACIR report contains the following significant statements (12, pp. 14, 
217, 353): 

Most state governments until recently have been silent partners m regionalism They have 
neither discouraged substate districting activity initiated by Federal legislation and guidelmes, 
nor attempted to coordinate and systematize the development of areawide bodies.. They 
are the strategic middlemen between conflicting Federal and local pressures for areawide ac­
tion . The Federal government itself has not orgamzed effectively to promote general ob­
jectives in substate regions .The commission concludes that the role of the states in sub-
state regional developments has become pivotal 

The recommendations included in the report (12, p. 353) call for state actions that 
would provide for 

The establishment of a formal procedure, involving participation by units of general local 
government, for delineating and revising the boundaries of substate regions. .The required 
use of substate regional boundanes, insofar as is practicable, estabhshed pursuant to legisla­
tion by all state agencies to the extent that their implementation of state and/or Federally 
assisted state programs requires the geographic division of the state for administrative or 
other purposes. 

Several states, including Georgia, Texas, Virginia, New York, Kentucky, and 
Ohio, have made significant strides in delineating substate districts and in encouraging 
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the establishment of a single umbrella multijurisdictional planning and development 
organization to serve each district. Ohio and several other states are also beglnnii^ 
to experiment with regional analysis linked to regional budgeting at the state level. 
The importance of a clear and consistent state policy relative to the use of substate 
districts cannot be overemphasized. The role of transportation in substate and local 
community plannii^ and development wi l l be determined by such policy or the lack of 
same. 

Findings 

1. Public policy in support of regionalism on a multistate and substate district 
basis remains fragmented and inconsistent at every governmental level. There is 
growing support on the part of elected officials and top executive management officials 
at every governmental level for the formulation and execution of national policies by 
Congress and the federal executive branch to achieve balanced national growth and de­
velopment within the framework of comprehensive national, multistate, state, and sub-
state development policies. 

2. There is growing support on the part of private sector leadership organizations 
and interest groups (including the Committee for Economic Development, the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, and the National Association of Manufacturers) for the formu­
lation and.execution of growth and development policies at every governmental level. 

3. A trend seems to be emerging that is characterized by public and private In­
terests making sharp distinctions between governmental approaches to regionalism 
and regional structure. 

4. Policies, plans, and programs in support of regional problem-solving and 
opportunity realization can be developed and carried out through a variety of processes 
and institutional arrangements, but comprehensive policy frameworks are needed at 
every governmental level. 

5. The several proposals now before Congress that would affect state policies and 
approaches to both regionalism and regional structure faU to indicate a general con­
sensus relative to definitions, national purposes, intergovernmental planning systems, 
and the role of multijurisdictional planning organizations at the multistate and substate 
levels. 

6. There does appear to be general consensus on the part of the federal executive 
branch and Congress that state governments, particularly governors as chief state 
planning officers, must provide the focal point for establishing new intergovernmental 
planning systems characterized by 5 tiers: national, multistate (i.e., national region), 
state, substate district (i.e., areawide), and local. 

7. There also appears to be general consensus on the part of the federal executive 
branch and Congress, as documented by language contained in special revenue-sharii^ 
policy, growth and development policy, and community development legislative propos­
als, that transportation is a major public policy area in terms of both regionalism and 
regional structure. 

8. There is no central focal point within the federal executive branch where con­
tinual quantitative and qualitative policy analysis can be carried out in a systematic 
fashion. Rather, reliance is placed on individual mission departments and agencies 
(e.g., transportation, housing and urban development, commerce, and interior) to 
conduct analyses and then attempt to reach general consensus through committees, 
task forces, and one-on-one consultations. 

9. DOT is making continuii^ progress in formulating and executing a general 
rational transportation policy framework that recognizes the need to directly link 
transportation policies, plans, and programs with comprehensive planning directly re­
sponsible and accountable to governors, local elected officials as members of regional 
councils, and local elected officials as chief executives of local general purpose govern­
ments. 

10. S is essential that different policies be formulated and executed at the federal, 
multistate, state, and substate district levels to deal with the varying patterns of pub-
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lie and private sector transportation responsibilities. These differential policies 
must be internally consistent within a general transportation policy framework at each 
governmental level. 

11. State general transportation policy frameworks that are consistent with state 
general comprehensive policy frameworks are fundamental because a state occupies 
the position of constitutional middleman in terms of the constraints and powers that 
govern the capability and capacity of local general-purpose governments, special 
transportation or multifunctional districts and authorities, and private sector transpor­
tation interests. 

12. Most state agencies responsible for comprehensive statewide planning have a 
limited, if any, capability to conduct continuing, quantitative, and qualitative policy 
analysis that can focus on transportation policies, plans, and programs within the 
framework of comprehensive statewide and substate district development policies, 
plans, and programs. 

13. There is a growing trend to directly link comprehensive statewide planning 
agencies with central state budget agencies to ensure that planning and planning co­
ordination lead to policy executive and program implementation. 

Recommendations 

1. The Transportation Research Board should design and mount several research 
projects aimed at developing specific proposals on regionalism at the multistate and 
substate district levels for consideration by Congress and state governments. 

2. The Board in conjunction with various transportation interests should actively 
participate in current congressional deliberations affecting regionalism (e.g., growth 
and development and land use proposals) by sponsoring hearings involving transporta­
tion interests in each of the 10 federal regions. 

3. The Board should work closely with ACIR relative to its extensive Investigations 
of multistate and substate regionalism and regional structures to ensure that specific 
attention is given to transportation as it relates to emerging federal initiatives affect­
ing state and substate development. 

4. The Board should assume a leadership role in encouraging various transporta­
tion interests to support the statutory designation of 0MB as the focal point for formu­
lating and executing national policies on both regionalism and regional structure as 
well as for coordinating all federal functional planning assistance programs and re­
quirements in support of comprehensive, compatible, and consistent intergovernmental 
planning systems. 

5. 0MB should seek statutory authority to issue rules and regulations requiring all 
federal executive branch agencies to provide all federal financial planning assistance 
and implement plaimlng requirements through comprehensive statewide planning agen­
cies. 

6. 0MB should work closely with federal executive branch transportation depart­
ments and agencies to amend existing statutes and modify administrative requirements 
to clearly reflect a strong mandatory role for comprehensive statewide planning agen­
cies in developing and approvii^ all federally assisted or required multistate, states-
wide, and substate district (i.e., areawide) policies, plans, programs, and projects. 

7. OMB should develop and submit a proposal to Congress requesting that urban 
highway funds be conditioned on each state possessing a comprehensive statewide plan­
ning agency with general policy responsibilities for ensuring the coordination of trans­
portation with other state functional areas (i.e., housing) and with comprehensive de­
velopment policies and functional areas at the multistate and substate district levels. 
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REGIONAL STRUCTURE 

Multlstate Regional Planning and Development Commissions 

Multistate regional commissions wi l l continue to play an important role in transporta­
tion plaiming. The future organization, structure, and intergovernmental position of 
these commissions wil l have to be determined through partnership actions involving 
federal and state governments. Considerable initiative wi l l have to come from both 
the federal executive and legislative branches. The authors can but agree with the con­
clusion reached by ACIR based on extensive field investigation and hearings (6, p. 216): 

It would be premature to make any final judgment at this tmie on the effectiveness and con­
tinuing relevance m the Federal system of these multistate regional commissions. They repre­
sent quite different and novel intergovernmental approaches to broad regional problems in 
the economic and water resources development area. Their brief operational expenences 
provide a meager basis for accurate assessment They appear to hold some promise as insti­
tutional devices for joining and implementing certain Federal, state, and local pohcies. But, 
m 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. 

There does appear to be an emerging general consensus that such commissions 
should, and wi l l , have an important intergovernmental role to play in the development 
and implementation of a national growth and development policy. The proposals de­
veloped by the National Governors' Conference and Senator Humphrey clearly indicate 
that considerable thought is being given to the future. Indeed, the Appalachian Regional 
Commission is in the process of soliciting research proposals aimed at finding answers 
to some of the questions posed by ACIR and other interested parties. The question of 
how block grants might be used to stimulate economic development typifies one of many 
fundamental issues that the commission seeks to examine. 

The specifics of a national growth and development policy and the institutional re­
lations required to implement such a policy remain to be determined. Jt seems rea­
sonable to speculate that multistate regional commissions wil l have to be linked through 
state governments with regional councils-UMJOs. Their future evolution wi l l depend 
on joint actions taken at the federal, state, and substate district levels. During the 
interim period, the following position taken by ACIR in its 1972 report (6, p. 208) 
seems to be the best one available: 

Given their funding levels, difficult assignments, and wholly novel mstitutional make-up, 
the Federal-multistate mstrumentalities established pursuant to the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act, Title V of the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, 
Title II 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 additional experience against which their performance and role in the 
federal system might be further appraised 

ACIR (6, p. 208) went on to recommend that: 

The Federal-multistate regional instrumentalities created pursuant to the Appalachian 
Regional Development Act, Title V of the Public Works and Economic Development Act 
of 1965, Title II of the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, and the Delaware and 
Susquehanna River Basin Compacts be retained pending further expenence as to what form 
of multistate regionalism, if any, should be adopted 

Umbrella Multijurisdictional Organizations 

A small number of multijurisdictional planning agencies emerged during the middle 
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and late 19508 in metropolitan areas (e.g., Atlanta Metropolitan Planning Commission 
and Detroit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Commission), These agencies were 
organized on a multicounty basis with central city participation. The pattern was for 
local governments to appoint citizens as policy body members. Few, if any, local 
elected officials routinely served on policy bodies. 

Then in the mid- 1950s a new regional structure phenomenon—the voluntary council 
of governments—began. The establishment in 1954 of the 6-county Detroit Metropol­
itan Area Supervisors Inter-County Committee marked the beginning of a regional 
movement with distinguishing characteristics such as multljurisdictional with the 
county as the geographical foundation, voluntary association of local governments 
with no enforcement and enforcement and taxing authority, and policy body member­
ship of at least 51 percent of local elected officials. 

Throughout the 1960s the U.S. Housing and Home Finance ^ency (HHFA) and HUD, 
its successor, moved to encourage umbrella general-purpose regional planning agen­
cies directly responsible to local elected officials. Priority was given to metropolitan 
areas. Recognizingthe keystone position of state governments In intergovernmental rela­
tions, HHFA and HUD officials initiated efforts to revitalize comprehensive statewide plan­
ning. Alaska received the f i rs t federal comprehensive statewide planning grant in 1960. 

By the mid-1960s, HUD was actively encouraging states to use federal comprehen­
sive planning assistance to delineate substate districts and encourage umbrella general-
purpose regional planning s^ncies. HUD made its f i rs t comprehensive regional plan­
ning grant in 1964 to the San Francisco Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 
HUD'S statutory base was broadened in 1965 to allow the use of urban planning assis­
tance grants to support the establishment and development of new regional structures. 
HUD chose to favor councils of governments and associations of local governments. 
The Washington Metropolitan Council of Governments (COG), serving the District of 
Columbia and portions of Virginia and Maryland, received the f i rs t HUD grant under 
Its expanded authority in 1965. 

HUD'S effort was often frustrated by the responsibility for statewide comprehensive 
planning being outside of the governor's orbit in a line operating agency. Jn addition, 
concurrent federal program efforts were in conflict with HUD's concept of a statewide 
planning and development system. 

Federal regulations issued by EDA applicable to economic development districts 
provide an example. EDA called for the policy bodies of economic development com­
missions or other types of EDA-recognized regional structures to be constituted of 
local officials, citizen representatives of special groups, and representatives of busi­
ness and industry. HUD officials preferred a structure using only traditional local 
governments and local elected officials. 

Georgia led the nation in encouraging the use of multicounty substate districts for 
multifunctional planning and programming in the late 1950s. A hallmark of Georgia's 
wall-to-wall substate district system is its bottom-up evolution. Georgia's Area Pro­
gram preceded actions by Congress and the federal executive branch in support of 
substate district systems, ft also provided the stimulus for the revltalization of state 
plaiming as an executive tool of the governor. 

The Georgia general assembly amended the General Planning Enabling Act of 1957 
in 1960 to facilitate the establishment of multicounty area plaiming and development 
commissions (APDCs). As of January 1965, 134 of Georgia's 159 counties were par­
ticipating in 14 APDCs. 

The State Planning and Programming Bureau, with the governor recognized as the 
"ex officio director of state planning," was established in the Executive Department in 
1967. The State Planning and Community Affairs Policy Board chaired by the governor 
was created in 1970. The authorizii^ statute mandated the board to establish substate 
district (i.e., APDC) boundaries within a year. The board agreed on 18 substate dis­
tricts in 1971. Today, every county is included in one of the 18 state-certified sub-
state districts. 

The Georgia legislature expressed confidence in the APDC system through a 1970 
statute that strengthened the role of APDCs in intergovernmental relations. Each 
APDC was required to review and comment on applications by units of local govern-
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mental or private agencies for loans or project grants. Each vas also required to 
prepare an area biennial development program, including 6-year schedules of area 
capital improvements. 

The APDCs find themselves in a relatively strong intergovernmental position as 
new federal initiatives on special revenue sharing (i.e., block grants), multisource 
categorical funding, land use, and environmental protection talce shape. 

The APDCs in northwest Georgia were suggested as local development districts 
(LDDs) for the purpose of the Ai)palachian Regional Development Act of 1965. Georgia 
refused to designate LDD boundaries to include only eligible Appalachia counties that 
would slice across substate district boundaries. Each of the 5 APDCs containing Ap­
palachia counties was designated an LDD to ensure muUicounty coordination and the 
integrity of the substate district system. 

APDCs have also been designated as economic development districts (EDDs) and for 
comprehensive health, transportation, manpower, law enforcement-criminal justice, 
and other functional planning purposes by state and federal agencies. 

The Atlanta metropolitan area has always received special attention to meet federal 
requirements peculiar to large urban concentrations. The Atlanta metropolis clearly 
demonstrates that states can support statewide substate district and regional structure 
systems while mountii^ differential, yet consistent, strategies to deal with urban con­
centrations. The Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) was created by a special-
purpose statute in 1971 to serve as the umbrella multijurisdictional plaiming and de­
velopment agency for the 7-county substate district. The Atlanta Region Metropolitan 
Planning Commission, the Metropolitan Atlanta Council of Local Governments, the 
Metropolitan Atlanta Council for Health, and the Atlanta Area Transportation Study 
Policy Committee were amalgamated into the umbrella regional structure. ARC'S 
membership area is 5 counties, and its review and comment area is 7 counties. Pro­
vision has been made for the 2 most rural counties to become members in the future. 

The state statute creating ARC is broad and flexible, ft could be easily amended to 
individually or collectively strengthen other APDCs. The statute provides 11 repre­
sentation districts. Twelve local elected officials serve on ARC, 6 by virtue of office 
and 6 by peer-group election. These officials elect 11 citizens, 1 from each district 
delineated by state legislators from within the substate district, to complete the 23-
member commission. 

ARC is receiving priority attention and support from both the state and federal 
governments. The Southeast Federal Regional Council is providing ARC with coordi­
nated multisource funding and allowing the waiver of selected requirements to encour­
age program integration. ARC'S tri-party agreement with the Georgia Department of 
Transportation and the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) is ex­
pected to provide a precedent for other state functional agencies. Since ARC is the 
designated metropolitan transportation planning agency, i t possesses considerable 
authority to encourage multimodal planning. ARC'S chief of transportation planning 
directs the regional planning program and works with counterparts in the state trans­
portation department and MARTA. ARC takes the lead in all long-range planning. 
Short-range planning remains a gray area. MARTA, for example, makes decisions 
on routes, station locations, and so forth. Any disagreements are handled through 
staff negotiations. Today, ARC is the grant applicant for UMTA, FHWA, and FAA 
funds. Both the transportation department and MARTA engage in contractual arrange­
ments with ARC for plaiming services. 

The tri-party memorandum of agreement clearly sets out the role of ARC (13, pp. 
1-3): 

In accord with Section 14 of Act No. S, the Atlanta Regional Commission has authority and 
responsibihty to carry out comprehensive regional planning (including transportation) for 
Metropolitan Atlanta. 

The A R C . . shall serve as the single agency through which consensus among Metropolitan 
Atlanta local governments is developed regarding metropohtan or multijunsdtctional pohcy 
matters. Further, ARC shall serve as the official spokesman for local governments 

Each participating agency shall, to the maximum extent possible, implement its land use 



208 

and transportation related activities in accord with Development Guides, comprehensive 
transportation studies,.. developed by ARC 

Georgia's success in working with umbrella regional councils has been attributable 
to state financial support, consistent policy support on the part of the governor, strong 
state planning legislation, and continual program involvement between state and re­
gional council officials and staff. Several other states, including Texas, Virginia, 
New York, and Kentucky, have developed wall-to-wall substate district and regional 
structure systems. Each system is somewhat distinct, but all have one thing in com­
mon: They reflect a strong and consistent approach to establish meaningful program 
relations between state mission (i.e., line operating) departments and agencies and 
the regional councils. 

Michigan illustrates the impact that federal actions and sporadic state responses 
have had on regional structure. A 1970 survey revealed 98 multicounty agencies in 
the state. Of these, 18 were engaged in comprehensive multifunctional planning and 
development activities, 18 were multicounty community action agencies, 9 were 
multicounty comprehensive health planning agencies, and 11 were multicounty law en­
forcement and criminal justice planning agencies. 

In Michigan, the executive and the legislature have made numerous recommenda­
tions for solving problems within a regional context. The state's Revenue Sharing 
Act of 1971 provides a revised basis for distributing state-shared taxes and adds al­
most $30 million in new money. The governor feels that local governments with 
relatively low tax rates should not receive preferential treatment with state aid. 

Michigan consistently ties regional incentives to state programs. Local govern­
ments have, for example, been able to qualify for more funds in conjunction with the 
state's multimlUion dollar water pollution control and recreation bonding programs by 
allowing regional councils to prepare master programs and package projects. 

Yet Michigan has not committed itself fully to a statewide system of umbrella multi-
jurisdlctional regional planning and development ^ n c i e s , although such a system is 
under consideration. Nor has the state designated regional agencies for A-95 review 
and comment in nonmetropolitan multicounty state planning regions. But several re­
gional development agencies have been organized to satisfy a variety of federal statu­
tory and administrative regulations. 

One such ajgency is the combined Central Upper Peninsula Planning and Development 
District and the Central Upper Peninsula Regional Planning Commission, which con­
stitute 2 legal entities with an overlapping policy body and a single staff. This agency 
must coordinate with several multistate agencies, including the federally initiated 
Upper Great Lakes Commission, and a mix of multicounty agencies. The latter in­
clude the Upper Peninsula Commission for Area Progress and the Upper Peninsula 
Comprehensive Health Planning Association, which is divided into 4 zones, 2 of which 
geographically correspond to state planning and development regions. 

The 7-county Detroit metropolitan area Is served by a number of multljurlsdlctlonal 
regional structures. SEMCOG is responsible for comprehensive general purpose plan­
ning and development. S was established in 1968 through a consolidation of the Super­
visors biter-County Committee, the Detroit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Com­
mission, and the Transportation and Land Use Study. Private sector leaders provided 
much of the impetus and political support for this effort. 

Although SEMCOG's efforts include transportation, health, law enforcement and 
criminal justice, and manpower components, the agency finds itself in competition 
with other regional structures. The Southeast Michigan Comprehensive Health Plan­
ning Council, for example, views its responsibilities to Include A-95 review and com­
ment. (Such review authority has not been granted to rural regional councils by the 
state.) The Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Justice System Coordinating Council and 
2 similar entities serving Macomb and Oakland counties contend that they are the fo­
cal point for their functional specialties. 

The Southeast Michigan Transportation Authority (SEMTA) was created in 1967 by 
statute. The authority's area is identical to SEMCOG's, and the 2 structures are 
linked in several ways. SEMCOG's policy body shares appointments to the authority 
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with the governor, and SEMCOG exercises broad review over SEMTA's buc^t, pro­
gram, and fund applications. 

The statute charged SEMTA with the responsibility of carrying out a broad program 
to achieve balanced transportation and improve existing services and facilities. 
SEMTA can plan for, acquire, construct, and operate transportation facilities. L im­
ited provision was made for the issuance of revenue bonds. 

SEMCOG and SEMTA have enjoyed good relations to date. SEMCOG has exercised 
its prerogatives of appointment and review and comment. SEMCOG has provided 
SEMTA with extensive planning data and information through the Transportation and 
Land Use Study. SEMCOG and SEMTA staff work together closely on committees, 
plan preparation, and projects. 

Governor Milliken has been a strong supporter of SEMTA since its conception. 
Seeking to strengthen SEMTA, the governor submitted a "mass transportation financing 
package" to the legislature as 1 of his 3 highest priorities in 1972. The governor has 
proposed the creation of a statewide transportation fund. Revenues were to be derived 
from a 2 cents per gallon increase in the state motor vehicle fuel tax. The increased 
tax was to yield some $83 million, of which $26 million was to go for transit purposes. 
A new state discretionary fund was to be used to channel money for transit and high­
way development in urban areas. 

SEMTA was to receive approximately $13 million from the fund in the f i rs t year to 
acquire and improve bus systems in the region. It was not sufficient to help finance a 
rapid transit system. 

SEMTA also proposed the use of the real property transfer tax now in effect to 
generate revenue for general transportation improvements, including rapid transit. 
A dedicated increase in this tax could yield SEMTA some $18 million annually. 

The transportation fund proposal was bottled up in the Senate Highway Committee. 
The committee held a series of public hearings in predominantly rural areas. The 
committee chairman openly challenged the governor's position and, according to 
senate staff, hoped that a delay in voting on the bil l would give opponents time to mo­
bilize. The State Highway Commission mildly supported the bi l l in public. Privately, 
commission members and department staff criticized the bUl as weakenii^ the High­
way Trust Fund. Opponents of the b i l l included road builders, the Automobile Club of 
Michigan, and the Michigan Travelers Association. The "big three" of the automobile 
industry softened their separate positions to at least have the bi l l voted on by the entire 
senate. SEMCOG supported the bi l l along with leadership organizations like the Greater 
Detroit Chamber of Commerce, Metropolitan Fund, Inc., and New Detroit, Inc. 

The legislature did take favorable action in 1972 by increasing the gas tax and dedi­
cating a portion for the support of public transportation. In addition, a small amount 
of funding was set aside to help support specific projects (e.g., a people-moving proj­
ect). Both SEMTA and SEMCOG are eligible to receive funds and both agencies are 
jointly working to attract a special project. Yet despite this "breakthrough," SEMTA 
remains underfinanced in terms of its broad multimodal mandate and responsibility to 
consolidate bus service in the metropolitan area. 

Depending on one's viewpoint, California regional councils such as ABAG in 
San Francisco and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) in Los 
Angeles are complemented or threatened by other regional structures. 

The California legislature has shown a preference for functional comprehensive 
agencies that can both plan and implement. The legislature established the San Fran­
cisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) in 1965 to operate until 
1969. Rather than strengthen ABAG, which was established by local officials in 1961, 
the legislature chose to give BCDC a permanency. The legislature has preferred that 
a number of other regional structures, including the Bay Area Air Pollution Control 
District and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BARTD), deal with pressing and 
highly visible problems. 

A Conference on Bay Area Regional Organization was held in 1970 to review the 
many alternatives to regional structure. State legislators, executive branch officials, 
local elected officials, local appointed officials, representatives of special interest 
groups, and citizens offered their viewpoints. As reported by Stanley Scott and Harriet 
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Nathan, a consensus emerged on the need for a stronger form of regional structure, 
but there was sharp disagreement on the form of the structure and on how regional 
decision-makers with implementation authority were to be selected. The conference 
analyzed a host of legislative proposals dealing with different regional structures. 
Three substantive legislative proposals calling for a Bay Area home rule agency (1969), 
a regional government of the Bay Area (1969), or a conservation and development 
agency of the Bay Area (1970) received considerable attention. 

ABAG spokesmen outlined the many problems stemming from continued governmen­
tal fragmentation during ACIR's 1973 hearings on substate regionalism, ft was noted 
that 14 separate agencies were carrying out planning or program implementation or 
both on a multijurisdictional basis within the 9-county substate district. Of these, 4 
agencies were involved in transportation. To counter this trend, ABAG officials called 
for a national policy on regionalism and noted (14, pp. 8-9): 

ABAC'S regional home rule policy would see multifunctional regional organizations through­
out the State Each of these organizations would reflect the region m which it was located 
with mandatory membership and participation by all cities and counties 

Use of the comprehensive regional agencies by the State seems a necessity if we consider, 
for example, the land use legislation that is emerging from Washington The State has no 
land use planning capabihty at this time 

Resolution 1-71 adopted by ABAG was submitted to ACIR for consideration. The 
resolution outlines the state legislation sought. According to the ABAG program, each 
regional organization would be required to prepare and adopt a general regional plan 
with mandatory elements, including transportation, land use, natural resources, and 
housing, to addition, the statute would provide for "an 'umbrella' relationship between 
the regional councils and existing regional special districts and agencies" ( H , p. 10). 

California Tomorrow has called for a statewide system of regional governments cor­
responding with each of the 10 substate districts. Each region would have tts own 
legislature, whose members would be elected regionally, and a regional mayor. Each 
regional government would be responsible for preparing, adopting, and Implementing 
a regional plan and program. Regional plans and programs would be linked with the 
California State Plan. Each regional plan and program would set forth in detail means 
for implementation including regulation, direct action, and control of funds. According 
to this proposal (4, p. 20): 

The region would operate the principal transportation network It would build and maintain 
hospitals and health centers The region would carry out a large-scale pubhc building pro­
gram, constructing new transit facilities, housing, treatment plants, hospitals and educational 
faciUties 

Assemblyman Kiiox introduced a bUl in 1973 that would create a Bay Area Regional 
Planning Agency. The proposed agency would "be the sole and exclusive public agency 
within the region with the responsibility for general purpose regional planning" (15, 
p. 1). The proposal notes, "Because of the comprehensive regional responsibilities 
required of the agency, the agency. . . notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
shall be the regional transportation planning agency. . ."{15, p. 12). Moreover, it 
was recommended {15, p. 4) that the agency "have the ability to enact ordinances and 
to secure cease and desist orders. . . in order that the regional plan wi l l , in fact, be 
capable of Implementation." The proposal calls for a board constituted mostly of local 
elected officials appointed by their local legislative bodies. The regional plan would 
contain elements specifically dealing with environmental quality, including water and 
air; solid wastes; transportation; open space; parks; land use; and natural resources 
conservation, development, and manE^ement. Although extensive hearings have been 
held on this proposal, i t has yet to gain widespread support. 

A coalftion of San Francisco Bay Area environmentalists took a far-reaching regional 
structure initiative proposal directly to the voters in November 1972 and won. The 
coastal land regulation law set up 6 regional and 1 statewide regulatory commissions. 
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Local elected officials serve on the commissions as do representatives of special 
interests and citizens. The state commission hears appeals from the 6 regional com­
missions and must submit a development plan for the 1,200-mile coastline to the legis­
lature in 1975. 

The South Coastal Regional Commission in Los Angeles poses new intergovernmental 
coordination problems for SCAG, for it is in a position to halt, slow down, or approve 
private and public development projects involving billions of dollars. The long-range 
impact of this approach to regional structure has not yet been assessed. 

The California State Transportation Board took positive action in support of regional 
councils-UMJOs when it issued guidelines in 1973 relative to regional transportation 
plans. As indicated in the transmittal letter (J^), the guidelines place an emphasis on 

citizens' involvement and participation throughout the planning process, planning through 
local levels of Government to the Regional and State levels, the concerns for environmental 
protection through systems level environmental reports, and the development of an implemen­
tation plan to carry out the regional consensus 

Councils of governments (i.e., regional councils-UMJOs) are specifically recognized 
as eligible regional structures for preparing regional transportation plans. Most of 
the California regional cotmcils-UMJOs have been recognized as the official substate 
district ^encles for transportation planning purposes. 

The guidelines state (,16, p. 7), "The relevant State agencies, boards, and com­
missions wi l l generally conform to the adopted regional transportation plans and pro­
grams, except for matters of overriding statewide significance." 

The guidelines note that each recognized transportation plaiming agency (TPA) 
should have a guaranteed source of funds to support multimodal transportation planning. 
California enacted a statute in 1972 (AB-69) establishing the State Transportation 
Board and providing for state financial support to TPAs out of the Transportation Plan­
ning and Research Account within the comprehensive State Transportation Funds. 
Regional councils-UMJOs and other types of regional TPAs may receive as much as 
70 percent of nonfederaUy reimbursed costs for regional transportation planning. 

The 1972 statute outlines the state's role and its relation to regional councils-UMJOs 
and other types of regional and local TPAs. The linkage between regional plans and 
programs and the California Transportation Plan is also indicated. Citizen partici­
pation is provided for at the state and substate district levels through mandatory pub­
lic hearing processes. The planning processes to be used are outlined with emphasis 
placed on "measureability". The guidelines specify that regional policies and objec­
tives be stated in terms that facilitate measurement; "This requires that evaluation 
criteria be developed again through the public participation process" (16, p. 11). The 
multimodal process is broadly defined relative to mandatory subject areas to be con­
sidered. They include energy, wildlife and vegetation, aesthetics, neighborhood and 
community cohesion, housing, tax and properties, and agriculture. 

The Transportation Development Act of 1971, as amended, provides a means for 
the state to raise and allocate funds in support of transportation at the substate and 
local levels. Regional councils-UMJOs and other types of TPAs were granted a key 
role in determining the allocation of funds out of local transportation funds established 
in each county. These funds are allocated to public transportation entities for capital 
and operating purposes. Specific provision is made for the use of funds in large 
metropolitan areas in support of transit and research and demonstration projects. 

The San Diego Comprehensive Planning Organization (CPO) carries out regional trans­
portation planning as 1 of 4 maj or planning areas. The other 3 are intergovernmental plan­
ning and management (including plan Implementation activities and review and comment), 
regional growth and economic development (including land use), and environmental 
quality and natural resources. CPO has assisted in the preparation of a proposed new 
piece of legislation that would authorize the establishment of the San Diego metropol­
itan transportation district. The city-coimty district would implement the regional 
transportation plan prepared and adopted by CPO. Article 4 sets forth the powers 
and duties of the board of directors of the CPO relative to the district's board 
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of directors. These powers include approval of the facilities to be acquired and con­
structed, operational plans, financing, and the district's annual budget. 

A brief review of developments affecting substate districts and regional councils 
in a few other selected states indicates the wide r a i ^ of interest and activity taking 
place. The Colorado legislature enacted the Service Authority Act of 1972 as required 
by the 1970 constitutional amendment on local government. Citizens in metropolitan 
Denver voted in 1973 on a multiftuictional regional service authority with planning and 
program implementation responsibility. The proposal called for the merging of sev­
eral regional agencies, including the Denver Regional Council of Governments. The 
proposal would have granted the authority responsibility for 16 services, including 
transportation. The voters rejected the proposal. Advocates feel that the proposal 
can sti l l win approval and are taki i^ steps leading to another test. This approach rep­
resents a pragmatic compromise between formal regional government and voluntary 
regional councils with no inherent capability to Implement plans and programs, ft 
would also serve to reduce and halt governmental fragmentation at the substate district 
level. 

NARC completed an evaluation and analysis of the feasibility of regional councils 
preparing regional improvement programs (RIPs) in 1973. Five regional councils 
participated in the project. The Metropolitan Council of Minneapolis-St. Paul was 
one of the participants. This council found that the RIP approach was useful and nec­
essary to link plaiming with implementation. The policy body authorized the develop­
ment of draft legislation for submission to the Minnesota legislature. Al l of the parti­
cipating regional councils supported the RIP approach and found it to be politically 
feasible. NARC subsequently developed draft national legislation calling for federal 
support of the RIP approach In conjunction with federal planning and special revenue 
sharing (including community development). 

The Puget Sound Governmental Conference is the regional transportation agency 
and works closely with the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle, a federation of local 
governments, to implement plans and programs. The Municipality of Metropolitan 
Seattle works through the regional council to obtain UMTA and FHWA funds. The 
implementing ^ n c y has launched a free bus program that has reduced traffic con­
gestion by some 20 percent while stimulating downtown Seattle business. The ME TO 
agency took over Seattle's 2 unprofitable bus lines more than a year ago and has turned 
them into going concerns linked to central city revltalization and regional development. 

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG), which serves the 
District of Columbia and portions of Virginia and Maryland, is deeply involved In trans­
portation. Like many regional councils, COG does the planning and works with METRO, 
the transit authority, on implementation. COG's Transportation Planning Board has 
just taken a controversial position opposing an extension of biterstate 66. The Virginia 
Highway Commission has approved the extension. A legal battle could ensue. The 
matter is now before the Secretary of Transportation for final action. This example 
indicates that the COG is prepared to take steps to implement its plans and programs. 

The Richmond Regional Planning District is now considering a consultant's report 
recommendii^ a regional services demonstration program for the next 5 years. 
Transit was one of the services recommended for inclusion In the program, which is 
now being considered by the district and local governments. There is strong and vo­
cal opposition to the proposal. 

The Florida Commission on Local Government proposed legislation In support of 
multicounty plaimii^ and areawide service delivery commissions. The 1973 report 
outlined a broad proposal that recognized that, "in order to prevent the development 
and accumulation of plans without implementation possibilities, the multlcoimty plan­
ning commissions wi l l require policy making and program operation powers" (17, p. 
5). This proposal is receiving widespread attention and has attracted both strong sup­
port and opposition. 

The experiences of Georgia and Texas contrast sharply with that of Michigan. 
These 2 states have been able to prevent the proliferation of separate multljurlsdlc­
tlonal £^encies outside the framework of comprehensive regional planning and develop­
ment. Since 1965 Texas has been developing a system of regional councils that are 
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comprehensive regional planning and development agencies and review and comment 
agencies. 

Experiences of other states with regional structures vary. Some states rely 
heavily on special-purpose districts, authorities, and agencies. New York, for ex­
ample, has actively supported such agencies to deal with urban development, trans­
portation, and housii^. California's experience demonstrates that any particular form 
of regional structure, including regional government, must pass the stiff tests of 
American pluralism, pragmatism, and local self-determination. 

States have initiated action on problems and opportimitles within the framework of 
regionalism, and there appears to be a direct relation between the overall capacity of 
a state government and its posture toward regionalism. Available evidence suggests 
that state commitment to regional councils and other forms of regional structure is 
weaker in those states that have the capability of dealing directly with problems and 
helping local governments finance programs or projects. These states tend to have 
a stronger posture toward regionalism in terms of financing public services (Including 
education and health), locatii^ public works and facilities, and providing direct public 
services. Michigan, Wisconsin, New York, and California have strong executive and 
legislative branches; they provide substantial direct financial assistance to local gov­
ernments and economically disadvantaged citizens, taking into account regional con­
siderations. Texas, Georgia, and Virginia on the other hand possess strong state 
regional council systems but weaker executive and legislative branches. They provide 
little direct state financial assistance to local governments or programs having regional 
impact. 

The status of local government does not appear to be a contributing element. Both 
Michigan and Texas have strong municipal charter provisions. Counties in Texas are 
weak, whereas they are relatively strong in Georgia. 

A state's commitment to regionalism does not necessarily mean a commitment to 
the establishment of statewide regional structure or a substate system. Nor does a 
commitment to regional structure necessarily imply commitment to a process of re­
gionalism on the part of the state government. 

The critical importance of federal action was recognized by the "big seven" national 
public interest groups representing state and local officials in their joint December 
1972 report. The report (1, pp. 2-3) noted: 

In spite of efforts of the Office of Management and Budget, mcluding A-95 review and com­
ment, the federal programs that encourage, support or utilize multijurisdictional orgamzations 
are badly coordinated, are inconsistent, and ignore the problems the programs cause general 
purpose local government 

The policies tend to greatly inhibit crossfunctional pohcy planning by local and state chief 
executives This problem appears to be due to the excessive functionalization of the planning 
and operating activities of the mult^unsdictional organizations 

Significantly, the report does not address itself to the need, validity, or rationale for 
the use of multijurisdictional, areawide organizations. Rather it begins with the as­
sumption that regionalism is a fact of l i fe . The question it seeks to answer is. How 
can we make it work? 

The report presents a series of action recommendations addressed to the president, 
the federal executive branch, the states, and local general-purpose governments in 
support of umbrella multijurisdictional organizations. The definition offered for such 
an organization describes each of the Texas regional councils {1, p. 7): 

A multijunsdictional organization has pohcy control over two or more functional planning 
and pohcy development programs, each functional program having a corresponding advisory 
committee to assist the policy board of the umbrella multijurisdictional organization 

An umbrella multijurisdictional organization has coordinative powers and the ability to 
mediate conflicting policies among independent single purpose, functional agencies 
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Although the national administration seems willing to consider strengthening the 

A-95 review and comment process, i t appears that the Initiative for strengthening re­
gionalism and regional councils must come from the national public interest groups, 
working independently and collectively with Congress, and from state cliief executives 
and legislatures. 

Future of Regionalism and Regional Councils 

The current national administration claims to favor the solution of problems and the 
realization of opportunities through multijurisdictional approaches. Yet there is a 
certain air of detachment evident concerning support of regionalism and regional 
councils in the form of national policies, funding, and regulations linked with "hard­
ware" grants. 

The administration has taken a number of steps designed to place the responsibility 
for the future of regional councils almost solely on governors and local elected of f i ­
cials. Commitments to general and special revenue sharing have been accompanied 
by gradual withdrawals of federal areawlde planning requirements linked to grants, 
federal funding incentives to state and local governments to stimulate the evolution of 
regional councils, and enunciation of strong federal policy in support of regionalism. 

ft is questionable whether the progress made by Texas and other states can be sus­
tained without a strong, positive federal involvement. Moreover, regionalism may 
not have become embedded deeply enough within local political processes that local 
elected officials wi l l actively strengthen regional structures in the absence of federal 
carrots and sticks. As one Texas liegional Council executive director commented: 
"At the crucial time when we are approaching real maturity and getting it together, we 
are faced with shriveled carrots and broken sticks." Another executive director noted 
that the administration's special revenue-sharing proposals fa i l to require or consis­
tently encourage multijurisdictional plannii^ and programmii^ by umbrella regional 
councils. 

The administration's trend is clear. Regionalism and regional structure wi l l be 
endorsed in principle, but the states are to be the shapers of policy, the conduit for 
federal funds, and the source of requirements. This approach can hardly be expected 
to promote a national planning and development system that focuses on umbrella re­
gional councils as the keystones in statewide planning systems designed to strengthen 
intergovernmental coordination. 

ACm concluded (12, pp. 15, 272, 217): 

The 1970s will be a watershed penod for substate regionalism and for Amencan federalism. 
Recent regional activity m metropohtan areas raises agam many of the questions that accom­
panied the evolution of our federal system, including centralization-decentralization, respon­
siveness, representation, and accountabihty. Taken together, the above themes constitute 
an agenda of challenges that will have to be faced and successfully resolved if mild chaos is to 
be preserved and extreme disorder is to be avoided 

Obviously, the State role is of major importance to substate regions. If the organizations 
estabhshed to serve these regions are to be given governmental status, they must look to the 
States for it. 

Federal areawide programs, more often than not, have exhibited ambivalence as to the de­
gree to which national objectives are to be earned out, and the degree to which the States and 
local governments, and the areawide organizations are to be allowed to exercise their own dis­
cretion Those Federal programs which have required areawide planning organizations covering 
whole areas as a prerequisite to continued Federal "hardware" grants-like the highway program-
have promptly and completely blanketed eligible areas with oigamzations having the specified 
representational characteristics Those programs-like comprehensive health planning-which 
have not provided such strong incentives and directives have taken much longer to develop only 
partial coverage of their target areas. 

The Federal government itself has not organized effectively to promote general objectives in 
substate regions Every Federal areawide program except A-95 is administered by an individual 
Federal department or agency with its own pnonties and with independently enacted legislation. 
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Separate constituencies have developed around these departments and agencies, their pro­
grams, and the responsible Congressional committees, leaving the President and 0MB unmen-
tioned. Although the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 sought to give the Execu­
tive Office of the President a generalist oversight role with respect to a wide variety of programs, 
the resulting Circular A-95 has been httle match for the vested interests and the special pro­
gram "turfs" already staked out by them 

ACm also recognized (12, p. 109): 

Regional councils are producing more and more comprehensive and functional plans, yet still 
lack the power to implement them directly or to compel or coerce constituent general purpose 
junsdicbons or special distncts to carry out or abide by them 

Even though a consensus is emerging regarding the need to perform certain urban functions 
on an areawide basis, only a handful of regional councils have been able to assume operational 
responsibihties for public services and programs 

While considerable support exists among regional council directors, mayors, and county ex­
ecutives for these orgamzations to become umbrella agencies, the feudahstic attitudes of pro­
gram specialists and the general public's opposition to metropobtan or regional government re­
main considerable barriers to expanded action 

ACIR has taken a strong position in support of umbrella multljurisdictional organi­
zations. The foUowii^ excerpts (12, pp. 372-373) indicate the general nature of the 
type of regional agency called for. 

The UMJO would be a comprehensive and functional planning, coordinatmg, programming, 
servicing and implementing body-in short, a regional council with some meanmgful, but limited 
authority. 

What would be the source of its powers to carry out these difficult functional assignments'' 
A mix of positive Federal-State-local actions are recommended to provide the needed arsenal 
of powers to guide substate regional development 

(1) The UMJO would become the preferred implementing instrumentality for all Federally 
assisted distncting programs, thanks to State legi^ation establishing a comprehensive substate 
distncting system and to the promulgation of a new 0MB directive covenng all Federally as­
sisted areawide programs 

(2) It would be assigned a decisive policy-guiding-but not operatmg-role vis-S-vis regional 
special distncts and authorities by (a) a proposed amendment to the Intergovernmental Co­
operation Act of 1968 giving such councils a review and approval authority over special dis­
trict apphcations covered by the A-95 process, (b) State legislative action converting such 
districts via assignment of one or more controlling powers (appointment of the district's 
pohcy board, review and approval of distnct budgets and/or projects, project suspension 
authority, etc ) , and (c) concerted efforts on the part of local governmental representatives 
on special distncts to have their umbrella unit designated as the pohcy board of such distncts 

(3) The UMJO would be assigned special review authonty over State agency actions having 
a regional impact. Two amendments are proposed to the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act 
of 1968 to accomplish this. They would empower the organization to review State agency-
sponsored major capital facihty projects slated for its region and to resolve inconsistencies be­
tween them and regional plans and pohcies (provided the former are subject to the A-95 prot 
cess or are financed in part by Federal block grant or, potentially, special revenue shanng funds). 
Moreover, pursuant to recommended State legislation, the UMJO would be authonzed to review 
all such State agency projects and resolve any differences in light of adopted regional plans and 
policies At the same time, the governor would be authonzed to veto any umbrella organiza­
tion's actions that conflict with State plans or pohcies having statewide application or with poh­
cies or actions of another regional council 

(4) The UMJO also would be assigned special review authonty over certain local government 
actions having a mulb-junsdictional impact, including the powers to (a) review and resolve in­
consistencies in A-95 covered apphcations submitted by constituent locahties, pursuant to a 
proposed amendment to the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, (b) review any proposed 
major capital facility of a local junsdiction having a pronounced areawide impact that is to 
be funded partially or wholly from a Federal block grant or any special revenue shanng pro­
gram and to resolve any inconsistencies between the proposed project and regional pohcies, 
under another proposed amendment to this Federal legislation, and (c) review and comment 
on all locally funded m^or capital facihties, as a consequence of recommended State legisla­
tive action. In addition, the UMJO would have its officially adopted regional pohcies or plans 
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recognized as guides for pertinent local governmental programming, planmng and implementa­
tion activities, pursuant to proposed action by the governing bodies of its local jurisdictions 

Such would be the powers conferred on these reformed regional councils by Federal-State-
local actions. With them, an UMJO could speak with authority Without them, its areawide policy 
making and implementation roles would be faltering and feeble. 

Significantly, ACIR is taking a strong stand on authority and heavy state financial 
assistance. The following findings (12, pp. 362, 636) indicate the general direction of 
ACIR's overall position. 

The Commission is convinced that officially designated umbrella multijurisdictional organiza­
tions should be assigned the authonty to take on areawide operatmg responsibilities when the 
need arises. Such authonty should be carefully spelled out in the authonzing State statute, in­
cluding specific provisions to cover the fmancmg of any assumed operating function and to 
give local governmental members of each multijurisdictional organization a chance to react to 
and approve ea(^ proposed direct servicing role. Without this authonty, the specter of an ever 
mcreasmg number of special distncts, admittedly of the subordinate vanety, looms large on the 
future regional horizon. Such a development would complicate unduly the basic regional policy-
du-ectmg and coordinating roles that this omnibus recommendation assigns to the umbrella or­
ganizations To maintain existing special districts in a separate operational status is one thing, 
but to assign the same status to new distncts is quite another. The Commission is mindful of 
this basic distinction m urging the authorization, under certain constraints, of operational as­
signments to the officially designated umbrella organizations 

Some of those opposed to State financial assistance to umbrella organizations take the stance 
that these organizations should be fundamentally local in onentation and m funding. Others 
claim that most.of these bodies have been established as a result of or in reaction to Federal pro­
grams and requirements, hence, the chief outside funding for them should come from Federal 
sources. 

These arguments, the Commission believes, are invalid The States-not local governments-
are the constitutional repositones for non-delegated powers under the Constitution, and have 
a basic responsibihty for ordenng local and regional governance systems. The fact that States 
histoncally have been slow in reordering the pattern of local government responsibilities does 
not excuse them from now assuming the development of viable multifunctional regional insti­
tutions through the judicious and continuing allocation of funds. 

Finally, the Commission wishes to underscore the fact that most of the organizations to be 
aided are part and parcel of a State substate distncting system. This system, in many instances, 
IS slated to meet State as well as local needs at the regional level To leave the funding of these 
mstrumentalities with these purposes and with the representational formula called for here to 
the localities involved and to the Federal government, in our opinion would be an abdication 
of State responsibihty in an area where it must grasp the mantle of leadership 

The following excerpts (12, pp. 354-355) from ACIR's many reconmiendations seem 
most appropriate to a consideration of regional councils-UMJOs and their future role 
relative to regional development. 

The Commission recommends that the governors and legislatures of all apphcable States, after 
appropnate and adequate consultation with representatives of units of general local government 
and their respective State associations, develop and enact a consistent, comprehensive statewide 
pohcy to provide a common framework and a clear set of State and local purposes for existing 
and future substate regional planmng, programmmg, coordination, and districting undertaking 
The Commission further recommends that, at a mimmum, such State actions should provide 
for . 

A The establishment of a formal procedure, involving participation by units of general local 
government, for delineating and revising the boundaries of substate regions, relying on specific 
topographical, economic, social, commumcation, political, and jurisdictional cntena specified 
m legislation. 

B The required use of substate regional boundanes, insofar as is practicable, established 
pursuant to legislation by all State agencies to the extent that their implementation of State 
and/or Federally assisted State programs requires the geographic division of the State for ad­
ministrative or other purposes 

C. A specific process, involving the governor and the units of general local government in a 
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substate region, which results ultimately in the designation by the governor of a single um­
brella multijunsdictional organization in each region, with such designation conferring the 
legal status of an agency of local governments. 

D A membership formula which requires that there be State representation on each um­
brella multijunsdictional organization but that at least 60 percent of the membership of each 
such organization be composed of elected officials of units of general local government within 
the substate region and that all such units must belong to their officially designated umbrella 
multijunsdictional organization. 

E. A voting formula which requires a dual system involving the application of the one-
government, one-vote prmciple in most voting matters but permitting certain larger local con­
stituent jurisdictions to overrule this procedure on certain issues, thus bnngmg a proportionate 
or weighted votmg procedure into operation 

F Adoption and pubhcation by each officially designated umbrella multijunsdictional or­
ganization of regional policies or plans and of a program for their implementation 

G. Reliance by all State departments and agencies on the officially designated umbrella 
multijunsdictional organizations for any substate regional planning, programmmg, coordmative 
management, and distncting activities an which they might engage pursuant to their assigned 
responsibihties under State or Federally-aided State programs 

H Planning and programming inputs into the State planning and budgeting process on a 
systematic basis from officially designated umbrella multijunsdictional organizations 

I. State designation of all official umbrella multijunsdictional organizations as the A-9S 
cleannghouse for their respective substate regions. 

J. Confemng on all officially designated umbrella multijunsdictional organizations the power 
the review and approve, in hght of adopted regional policies and plans, all proposed major cap­
ital facihty projects of State departments and agencies which are slated for location in the or­
ganizations' respective substate regions. 

K. Review and comment by officially designated umbrella multijunsdictional organizations 
on locally funded major capital facility projects proposed jor authorized by units of general 
local government withm their respective substate regions. 

L. Assignment to each officially designated umbrella multijunsdictional organization of a 
pohcy controlhng role with respect to the operations of multijunsdictional special distncts and 
authonties functioning within their respective substate regions to assure conformance with 
adopted regional pohcies and plans. 

M. Promotion of mutual problem solving by officially designated umbrella multijunsdic­
tional organizations and rendering by these organizations of such services as may be requested 
individually or jointly by member units of general local government. 

N. Authonzation for officially designated multijunsdictional organizations to assume a 
regionwide operating responsibility with financmg as provided in State legislation, subject to 
approval of a majonty of member units of general local government representing at least 60 
percent of the substate region's population 

O A State program of financial assistance, on an ongoing basis, to officially designated 
umbrella multijunsdictional organizations 

P Gubematonal authonty to disapprove any actions of an officially designated umbrella 
multijunsdictional organization after making a finding that such actions are in conflict with 
officially adopted State plans, policies, or actions having a statewide impact or m conflict 
with officially adopted plans, pohcies, or actions of another umbrella multijunsdictional or­
ganization. 

To predict the effects of special revenue sharing or broad block grants or both on 
regionalism is difficult, ft appears tliat states with a strong commitment to regional­
ism wil l seek new processes to fuse federal, state, and local funds and programs at 
the state and local levels. These states wi l l probably continue to take aggressive 
legislative and administrative actions to establish trends and shape patterns concern­
ing community growth, development, and social eccmomic balance within regional 
frameworks. Significantly, actions taken by these states show a willingness to regu­
late the private sector on the one hand and an ability to forge new public-private sector 
partnerships on the other, ft is not clear how regional councils and other forms of 
regional structure wi l l fare in these states during the next 5 years. 

The statements of officials and staff representing NARC indicate frustration over 
events at the national level, but optimism prevails as the regional movement finds new 
supporters. Ohio Governor John J. Gilligan's massive commitment to a statewide 
system of umbrella multijurisdictional planning and development organizations stands 
in contrast to national trends. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Committee for 
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Economic Development, and other private sector leadership organizations are also 
advocating that every governmental level further refine and extend the concepts of 
regionalism and regional structure. Clearly, regionalism has become a fact of life 
within the American political process. State and local officials are making It work, 
albeit imperfectly. By the end of this decade, it seems safe to predict that a new 
and stronger generation of regionalism and umbrella regional structure wi l l have 
emerged. 

The interstate situation is beyond the scope of this paper. But, brief mention must 
be made because of the number of interstate compact agencies with planning and pro­
gram implementation responsibility for transportation. ACIR noted (12, pp. 278-279): 

There are more interstate metropolitan areas than most people realize, and their number is 
bound to increase. These areas were not designed to be interstate, they just happened If 
pohtical, admimstrative, and junsdictional considerations were determinative, the major ur­
ban developments that mushroom mto metropohtan complexes would be confmed within 
single States, in order to simphfy the conduct of State-local relations and the provision of 
services Three of the five largest metropohtan areas are mterstate and many smaller but 
mcreasingly important urban centers are the hubs of interstate metropohtan communities 
The interstate metropohtan area will be with us for the indefinite future and will increase 
rather than diminish in importance. 

The abihty of local governments in mterstate areas like those in other parts of the State, 
to make or participate in extratemtonal arrangements (e.g , interlocal cooperation) is largely 
determined by the State government. Communities composing an intrastate metropolitan 
area have a common point of departure. Their powers and responsibihties may be affected 
by whether they are incorporated as cities, towns or villages, but their frame of reference is 
a common State law At any given time, they also deal with a single group of State officials. 

ACIR concluded (12, pp. 310-311): 

The Federal government has played an important but somewhat ambivalent role m interstate 
metropolitan areas. In recent years. Congressional enactments and administrative policies 
have given increasing attention to the encouragement and financing of comprehensive area-
wide planmng, urban transportation planning, and A-9S review and comment procedures 
encompassing whole interstate metropolitan areas. Comprehensive planning agencies in inter­
state metropolitan areas generally owe their existence to Federal funding requirements of 
mdividual Federal laws that there be comprehensive areawide planning as a condition prece­
dent to the receipt of Federal grants, and their designations as A-9S review agencies. 

However, in most interstate metropolitan areas, comprehensive health planning, although 
it IS supported by Federal financial assistance, is not performed on an areawide basis. More­
over, in most such places, it is performed by bodies independent of the regional comprehen­
sive planning agency, thus making it difficult to coordinate health care with other services. 
In addition, there are no interstate law enforcement planning agencies even though this ac­
tivity, too, IS supported by Federal financial aid. Also, in a number of instances Federal pro­
grams emphasize States or special regions such as nver basins, even though they vitally affect 
programs having metropohtan areawide significance or addressed to many problems of partic­
ular metropolitan concern. 

Because of the intensified junsdictional problems faced by mterstate metropohtan areas, 
and because of the importance of the Federal rote m urban affau^, the development of a 
consistent set of national policies in support of interstate metropohtan areas could be es­
pecially helpful 

The following excerpts (12, p. 348) from ACIR's many recommendations seem ap­
propriate to indicate the extent of Its support for the UMJO approach. 

Amendment of Section 402 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to give offic­
ially designated umbrella multijunsdictional organizations the power to review and approve 
or disapprove grant applications covered by the A-95 process which emanate from multijuns­
dictional special distncts and authonties operatmgwithin these organizations' respective sub-
state regions 

Amendment of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to give officially designated 
umbrella multijunsdictional organizations the authonty to review grant applications covered by 
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the A-95 process emanatmg from umts< of general local government within each orgamzation's 
jurisdiction and to resolve any mconsistencies between such applications and officially adopted 
regional policies or plans, such applications to be processed by the pertinent Federal depart­
ments and agencies only when these inconsistencies have been resolved. The umbrella organiza­
tion should exercise a similar role with reference to grant apphcations of State agencies for ma­
jor capital facilities not having a multiregional impact located within each organization's substate 
region. 

Amendment of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to require that any major 
capital facilities proj'ects having a pronounced areawide impact or intergovernmental effect, 
whether sponsored by a State agency, a multljurisdictional agency or authority, or a unit of gen­
eral local government, must be reviewed and any inconsistencies between such projects and of­
ficially adopted regional pohcies or plans must be resolved by the officially designated umbrella 
multqunsdictional organization in the substate region wherem the project is scheduled to be 
located, provided Federal funds from block grants, or potentially from special revenue shanng 
programs are involved. 

ACIR recommends the following (12, pp. 366-367): 

A. The Federal government and the affected States join with the localities involved m de­
veloping a strategy leading to agreement on the boundanes of the interstate metropohtan areas 
and to estabhshment of a single officially designated umbrella multyunsdictional organization 
m each of these areas 

B. The affected States formally recogmze m their substate distncting statutes the existence 
and integnty of interstate metropohtan areas and specifically consider these factors when de-
hneating the boundanes of substate regional distncts 

C. The President initiate changes in OMB's Circular A-95 to require conformance, to the 
maximum extent possible, of all Federally assisted areawide plannmg, programming, coordina­
tion, and distncting programs m interstate metropohtan areas to the boundanes resulting from 
joint Federal-State-local action, and the President mandate a pohcy of relying on the officially 
designated interstate umbrella orgamzation as the sole pohcy board for those Federally assisted 
undertakings that are interstate metropohtan m scope and as the ultimate policy review and 
coordination board for those assisted activities which focus more on single State portions of the 
metropolitan area, provided that until the pertinent States have joined in designating such an 
organization, this pohcy would permit a majonty of the counties and cities accounting for two-
thirds of the population in the affected interstate metropohtan region to join in establishing 
their own preferred mterstate umbrella organization and to request its official 0MB designation 
for the purposes cited above. 

D The affected States initiate and Congress subsequently approve amendments to all 
interstate compacts whose implementation has an interstate metropohtan area impact with 
a view toward confemng on the officially designated interstate umbrella organization the 
power to review and approve all capital facility programs and projects imtiated by inter­
state compact bodies. 

E. Congress amend the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to gnre officially 
designated interstate umbrella organizations, mcluding locally imtiated umbrella organi­
zations, m metropohtan areas the power to approve or disapprove grant apphcations for 
major capital facilities assistance emanating from multij'unsdictional special districts and 
authonties operatmg either withm a single State's portion of or across State boundanes 
in an interstate metropohtan area and from units of general local government m the area. 

F. The Federal government and the affected States, after appropnate consultation 
with the locahties mvolved, join in drafting and enacting Federal-multistate compacts which 
define the legal status of umbrella multijunsdictional organizations operatmg in interstate 
metropohtan areas, spell out their general plannmg, programmmg, coordmative manage­
ment, and other pertinent powers and functions, detail a membership formula which takes 
into consideration appropnate local. State, and Federal representation 

G. The Federal government and the affected States make adequate provisions for the 
fiscal support of officially designated umbrella multijunsdictional organizations in inter­
state metropohtan areas, including locally mitiated umbrella organizations by stipulating 
suchsupportin the Federal-multistate compacts estabhshmg such organizations and by 
earmarking for such organizations an appropnate portion of a general Federal-State block 
grant program of planning, programming, and coordmative management assistance to all 
interstate as well as intrastate organizations In instances where localities have been 
obliged to initiate their own preferred interstate umbrella organization, the Federal govern­
ment should make arrangements for direct provision of financial support to such orgamza­
tions. 
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Special Distr ic ts and Authorities 

Although special distr icts and authorities are beyond the scope of this paper, they v l l l 
play an increasingly Important role i n the implementation of transportation plans and 
programs. The number of special distr icts increased f r o m 488 to 889 between 1962 
and 1972. Highway dis tr ic ts decreased f r o m 786 to 698, but t ransi t distr icts Increased 
f r o m 10 to 33. 

The trend to establish single and multimodal special distr icts w i l l most l ikely con­
tinue. State government w i l l be responsible f o r determining whether such distr icts 
are to be directly linked to substate dis t r ic t comprehensive planning processes carr ied 
out by regional councils-UMJOs. This trend also seems to be developing. 

The SEMCOG-SEMTA linkage described ear l ier indicates how substate distr ict com­
prehensive transportation planning within the framework of general-purpose compre­
hensive plaiming can support a substate dis t r ic t agency with operational authority. The 
initiative f o r SEMTA's establishment came f r o m public and private leaders in the 
Detroit metropolitan area. SEMCOG proposed the linkage, and the SPA supported i t 
throughout the legislative process. Then, as today, this Michigan approach does not 
represent an overall e f for t by the state to l ink transportation operating agencies to 
comprehensive plaiming agencies at the substate dis t r ic t or state levels. Nor does i t 
represent an attempt to l ink both agencies to the Michigan Department of Highways and 
Transportation, the U.S. Department of Commerce, and other departments and agen­
cies with transportation responslbUities in a consistent fashion. 

California iUustrates how statewide linkages can be developed. The state has pro­
vided the San Diego CPO and other regional councils with a strong state-down role in 
transportation {danning. CPO is not proposing the establishment of the San Diego 
Metropolitan Transportation Dis t r ic t . As indicated ear l ier , the distr ict would be d i ­
rectly linked to CPO in a variety of ways. This proposal is a logical extension of the 
state's strong policy in support of transportation planning carr ied out within the f r ame­
work of comprehensive plaiming at the substate dis t r ic t level. It helps to strengthen a 
state-substate dis t r ic t - local planning process. 

The next generation of developments may witness the integration of regional councUs-
UMJOs into multifunctional regional service distr icts and authorities. The Denver Re­
gional Service Authority proposal would have accomplished this . A variation of this 
approach would be to strengthen the planning role of regional counclls-UMJOs (e.g., 
responsibility f o r the preparation and adoption of regional capital improvement plans 
and programs) and directly l ink them to multifunctional regional service authorities 
responsible fo r implementing the plans and programs approved. Georgia could ac­
complish this by consolidating several dis tr ic ts and authorities (e.g., MARTA) and 
linking them to ARC. 

Federal policies and programs could be used to support the strengthening of 
regional counclls-UMJOs v i s - £ - v i s special distr icts and authorities. Requirements 
fo r substate dis t r ic t planning t ied to grants-in-aid and other forms of assistance 
should be used across the board by the federal government to help reduce the number 
of special distr icts and authorities and to ensure that those that are carrying out basic 
services are directly linked to regional counclls-UMJOs. 

Regional Government 

Some advocates of stronger regionalism feel that regional counclls-UMJOs should 
merely be a transit ion state leading to fo rmal regional government. This viewpoint is 
not shared by the vast major i ty of local elected off ic ia ls serving on regional counclls-
UMJOs. They s t i l l f e ^ that regional counclls-UMJOs should serve as local govern­
ment service agencies and intergovernmental coordinating mechanisms. Many of these 
local elected off ic ia ls also do not favor strengthening existing comprehensive planning 
processes at the state and substate dis t r ic t levels. 

At AClR's hearings, Francis B. Francois, president of NARC and councilman of 
Prince George's County, Maryland, stated {lA, p . 2): 
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There is one thing that we frankly don't need in America, and that is yet another layer or tier 
of government. We already have a very complex Federal-State-local three-tier governmental 
structure, and to add yet another layer is neither necessary nor desirable. And yet, as I read 
between the lines of the ACIR report look at its recommendations, and in particular read 
the staff summary entitled "Authontative Regional Councils A Brief Analysis", I can only 
conclude that it is contemplated the regional council will emerge from the ACIR recommenda­
tions as such a fourth layer or tier of government. I believe this must be avoided. 

This view appears to be dominant at the present t ime. For this and other reasons, the 
development of regional governments on a national basis seems unlikely f o r many de­
cades. Today, there is no true regional government in the nation. Most so-called 
"metros" are city-county consolidated governments. The Toronto and European fo rms 
have consistently been rejected by American poli t ical leaders and public and private 
sector leadership organizations. 

Emphasis w i l l continue to be placed on establishing special distr icts and authorities. 
The extent to which these agencies can be linked to regional councils-UMJOs w i l l 
largely determine the rationality of planning and service delivery in substate dis t r ic ts . 
States must play the key role. The Michigan legislation applicable to SEMTA-SEMCOG 
offers an example. Arkansas provides another. The Li t t l e Rock Metroplan Regional 
Council acts as the trustee f o r 3 member governments f o r the operation of the transi t 
l ine. 

The California Tomorrow plan and other proposals advanced by other advocates of 
some f o r m of regional government in the state legislature clearly indicate the potential 
associated with regional government. Reaction to these proposals also indicates how 
d i f f i cu l t I t w i l l be to establish regional government without f i r s t building a strong re ­
gional citizenship. The Metropolitan Council of Minneapolis-St. Paul represents a 
first-generation compromise. The council was established by the Miimesota legisla­
ture in response to a broad-based citizen movement in the Minneapolis-St. Paul sub-
state dis t r ic t . The council has strong planning responsibilities, including veto au­
thori ty , and demonstrates that plaiming can be implemented without the need to es­
tablish a fo rmal regional government. The significance of the state legislation appli­
cable to both the metropolitan council and ARC is that i t could be amended to provide 
f o r fo rmal regional government. The technical aspects are there, including a means 
to achieve the necessary transition to the direct election of regional representatives. 

The states, with encouragement by the federal government, w i l l have the lead m 
establishing regional government. Two decades f r o m now we may wel l see joint 
federal-state actions in this regard. The fuU implementation of a national growth and 
development policy w i l l certainly focus greater attention on the need to implement 
plans and programs on a substate dis t r ic t basis. Environmental considerations alone 
may require the federal government to designate "endangered national d is t r ic ts" or 
"endangered national population d is t r ic t s" o r both. A careful reading of the testimony 
offered by scientists before congressional fact-f inding committees indicates that this 
is not fantasy. The Los Angeles basin has been declared a health hazard today. Sta­
t is t ics that few would dispute indicate that i t w i l l be an environmental death trap to­
morrow. Action can only be taken by the state and federal levels in both the statewide 
and national interest. A regional government would be a logical helpmate i n carrying 
out the types of programs required to conserve human, economic, and natural r e ­
sources. 

Findings 

1. Congress, most of the major national public interest groups (including the Na­
tional Governors' Conference), and other interested parties (e.g., ACIR) are demon-
s t r a t i i ^ an interest in a new generation of multistate regional planning and develop­
ment organizations whose functional responsibilities would include transportation. 

2. The national administration continued to deemphasize the role of existing mul t i -
state planning and development organizations, and there appeaxB to be no commitment 
to strengthening their Intergovernmental position through federal financial incentives 
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and multistate planning requirements. 
3. There is growing support within the public and private sectors f o r national i n ­

centives in support of the establishment of statewide planning systems with UMJOs 
serving each off ic ia l ly state-designated substate dis t r ic t (frequently referred to as 
state planning regions). 

4. The findings released by ACIR in coniunction with its continuing investigation of 
regional structure clearly indicate that almost a l l elected off ic ia ls at every govern­
mental level do not favor regional forms of governments or greater use of special 
single- or multiple-purpose special distr icts and authorities. 

5. The ACIR findings do indicate that elected officials at every governmental level, 
general citizen organizations (e.g., League of Women Voters), and private sector 
organizations (e.g., U.S. Chamber of Commerce) appear to favor UMJOs serving of­
f i c i a l ly state-designated substate distr icts within every state. 

6. There appears to be widespread support on the part of e x i s t i i ^ regional coun­
ci ls , as reported to ACIR by the president of NARC in October 1973, fo r becomii^ 
UMJOs within comprehensive statewide planning systems. 

7. UMJOs offer a poli t ically acceptable means short of fo rmal regional or metro­
politan government to transcend and coordinate the jurisdictional responsibilities of 
general-purpose governments at every level , special distr icts and authorities, and 
private sector interests through comprehensive policy and plaiming processes. 

8. Regional structure is evolving in different states and in a variety of fo rms . 
Although it is not desirable to predetermine a particular f o r m for every multistate, 
state, and substate dis t r ic t situation, the major national public interest groups, ACIR, 
and other interested parties suggest a positive federal leadership role in favor of um­
brel la multistate organizations and UMJOs. 

9. Almost every state needs to sort out governmental jurisdictions relative to the 
various transportation modes, public works, public faci l i t ies , and regulatory responsi­
bi l i t ies . Without such an ef for t , i t w i l l continue to prove d i f f icu l t , i f not impossible, 
f o r states to develop a statewide transportation system within a general statewide 
transportation policy framework. 

10. Positive, consistent, and sustained federal leadership f r o m within the executive 
office of the president, especially f r o m 0 M B , is needed i f progress is to be made to ­
ward the establishment of statewide planning systems with UMJOs serving off ic ia l ly 
state-designated substate districts within every state. 

Recommendations 

1. The Transportation Research Board should assume a leadership role in encour­
aging various transportation interests to support the following recommendations con­
tained in the report of the 7 major national public interest groups (^). 

2. In. interstate urban areas, the thrust of federal programs concerned with area-
wide planning and intergovernmental coordination should be on increas i i^ the abilities 
of local and state governments to develop the multistate character of the area. Toward 
this end, p r io r i t y among federal programs concerned with areawide planning and inter­
governmental coordination in large interstate areas should be directed to strengthening 
the abili ty of the interstate umbrella mult i jurisdict ional organization to deal with area-
wide problems. In small interstate urban areas, due recognition and coordination w i l l 
have to be given to the affected state planning and development agencies. 

3. The interstate coordination of planning and policy development programs is a 
special problem requiring unique solutions worthy of a major study. Therefore, 0 M B 
should insist that urgent attention be given by a l l federally sponsored multi jurisdictional 
programs to align their program boundaries with state-designated substate region 
boundaries to permit maximum initiatives f o r state implementation; take positive steps 
to encourage the integration of the policy boards of the variously sponsored and inde­
pendent federal mult i jurisdict ional programs into a s i i ^ l e , areawide umbrella m u l t i ­
jurisdictional organization; and insist that administering agencies recognize fo r fund­
ing purposes the pr ior i t ies established by the umbrella multi jurisdictional organiza-
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tions that are composed of locally elected off ic ia ls . 
4. The umbrella mult i jurisdict ional organization should be empowered to make 

decisions in order to resolve competing objectives and to set regional pr ior i t ies that 
should be recognized by both federal and state funding agencies. 

5. DOT should provide states and UMJOs, through states, with new cr i te r ia and 
factors that can be used to assign jurisdictional responsibilities to state government 
and local general-purpose governments. 

6. The Transportation Research Board should work with ACIR and the Council of 
State Governments to develop proposed state legislation fo r introduction by interested 
states that would clearly mandate UMJOs to be responsible multistate or substate 
dis t r ic t transportation plaiming agencies fo r a l l state and federal purposes. 

7. 0 M B should encourage a l l federal transportation agencies to require that fed­
eral financial assistance and plaiming requirements fo r areawide planning and pro­
gramming be directed exclusively to state-certified UMJOs. 

8. The Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) should deal with 
UMJOs through comprehensive statewide planning agencies. 

9. DOT should t ie a l l federal and state-administered federal transportation funds 
to the "pass-through" concept and give UMJOs a clear and strong interposition role 
between the federal-state levels and local general-purpose governments or mul t i j u r i s ­
dictional and local special district-authority transportation agencies. 

10. OMB should work with comprehensive statewide planning agencies to encourage 
the enactment of state statutes and the establishment of statewide planning systems de­
signed to enable UMJOs to analyze and exercise strong review and comment, and per­
haps veto, authority relative to developments of regional impact (including multimodal 
transportation works, faci l i t ies , and services). 

11. In o f f i c i a l substate distr icts lacking a state-certified UMJO, OMB should en­
courage a l l federal transportation agencies to require that federal financial assistance 
and planning requirements for areawide planning and programming be directed to and 
through comprehensive statewide planning agencies. 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PROCESSES 

Multimodal Programs and Linkages 

Strong advocates of statewide and substate dis t r ic t comprehensive planning would argue 
that f o r statewide transportation planning to serve the interests of a l l citizens and to 
contribute to a balanced system i t must be multimodal in character. The quest for 
multimodal considerations remains elusive. 

Once again i t seems important to start at the top of the state planning hierarchy. 
A strong central SPA directly responsible and responsive to the governor, as chief 
state planning off icer , and linked with the central budget process is essential. Two 
researchers suggested to DOT in 1970 that SPAs were the most appropriate agencies 
to close the gap between policy generalists and functional specialists while also serving 
as the linchpin between various functions and governmental planning levels. The 
multiple-agency and intergovernmental character of comprehensive planning was 
stressed. Although these researchers acknowledged that no single agency could be 
responsible fo r comprehensive planning, they did conclude that a single agency to 
guide and direct the comprehensive planning process was needed. The following com­
mentary (7, p. 74) on "counteracting picket-fence federalism" reinforces this con­
clusion: 

The theory and practice of pohcy determination and administration within our federal system 
has been the subject of debate centering around the culinary analogies of "layer cake vs marble 
cake" federalism A more accurate analogy, we would argue, is the "picket fence" character 
of contemporary U S federalism Here the horizontal bars of the fence represent the federal, 
state, and local levels of government The vertical slats stand for the alliances and associations 
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between like-minded professional specialists in the same program field connecting in a vertical 
fashion the levels of government 

Outstanding examples of picket fence federalism are the highway and health fields A 
governmental report once called these vertical linkages "vertical functional autocracies " 
Most state planning efforts and the pohcy proposals included in this report are aimed at coun­
teracting the negative features of picket fence federalism 

At the state government level this need to overcome the vertical specialties focuses on the 
governor and his immediate staff functions Therefore this places a great priority on enhanc-
mg such staff functions as planning 

To strengthen both comprehensive planning and statewide transportation planning, 
these researchers offered the following recommendations (7, pp. 65-66), which are 
as valid today as they were 4 years ago. 

State-Level Review, Comment and Finding 
The Department of Transportation should incorporate into federal transportation planning 
requirements a provision requiring that transportation projects funded by federal aid are re­
viewed, commented upon, and found to be m accordance with the goals and objectives of a 
comprehensive statewide development plan, including its transportation component, in 
states where acceptable functional and overall plans exist Certification of such plans shall 
be made on the recommendation of the governor of the state, and approved as effective by 
DOT with respect to the transportation plan and by an executive staff agency (e g , Office 
of Intergovernmental Relations). 

Joint Funding 

DOT should actively press for passage of the joint funding legislation pending before Con­
gress After passage of this legislation DOT should entertain and encourage the develop­
ment and submission of grant applications that propose the joint funding of state planning 
programs designed to relate transportation planning to overall state development planning 

Consolidated Transportation Planning Grant 
A consolidated grant for transportation planning should be authonzed and funded. Such 
a grant, representing the collapsing of airport, highway, mass transit, railway and waterway 
planning authorizations, should be available on a formula basis to the states A specified 
proportion of the planning funds should be allocated to a discretionary fund and disbursed 
for special planning projects approved by the Secretary of Transportation 

State-Level Allocation of Transportation Planning Funds 
Once authorized, the allocation of transportation planning funds within the state should 
be at the discretion of the governor subject to review by the Secretary of Transportation 
Such review shall be for the basis of establishing 

a The bona fide transportation-related activities supported by the funds, whether they 
be a state DOT, a state planning agency, a state department of community affairs, gover­
nor's policy staff, or other appropnate agency or personnel 

b Periodic recertification of the allocation and/or designations of planning fund uses 
and agencies 

c A showing by the governor that he has reviewed and approved of the transportation 
plan components developed under these funding arrangements 

Linking Transportation Plans with Comprehensive Plans 
Legislation should be proposed permitting individual states to use up to a specified percent­
age of federal planning funds for programatic planning purposes (airports, highways, etc ) 
for planning efforts aimed at coordinating modal and intermodal transportation plans with 
comprehensive state development plans. The legislation should specify that the agency to 
carry out this charge will be designated by the governor and that this designation is subject 
to periodic review. 

Since Hawaii organized the f i r s t state department of transportation in 1959, 23 other 
states have established transportation departments. Some of these are t ru ly mu l t i ­
modal in character, but others essentially represent a relabeling of fo rmer highway 
departments and agencies. Regardless of the scope and integrity of the transportation 
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departments, i t stUl can be argued that a SPA should be clearly placed in a policy and 
program development position v i s -^-v is transportation and other state departments and 
agencies as wel l as vis-a-vis regional counclls-UMJOs and other levels of govern­
mental planning. This meant to suggest not that SPAs would take on line-operating 
planning and programming responsibilities but that SPAs along with other staff arms 
of the governor would serve to balance competing policies, programs, and pr ior i t ies . 

A case in point comes to mind. Had the Michigan Office of Planning Coordination 
and the Bureau of the Budget not become Involved with public transportation issues in 
1967, SEMTA and a state grant-in-aid program f o r substate transportation planning 
and programming may not have been realized within a 2-year period, i f at a l l . As a 
result of these 2 executive office agencies working closely together and with external 
public transportation interest groups, progress was made. And, a strategic decision 
was made to lodge the grant program in the U.S. Department of Commerce to buffer 
i t f r o m traditional highway polit ical pressures unti l a new constituency could develop 
to protect and expand i t . This is the type of strategic involvement that a SPA can, and 
many would argue should, play to promote and foster multimodal transportation po l i ­
cies and programs rooted in public values and philosophies different f r o m advocates 
of single modes. 

Strong regional counclls-UMJOs linked to SPAs can help guarantee multimodal con­
siderations, and policy trade-offs are incorporated into statewide transportation plan­
ning. This approach suggests delays and certain general welfare or commonweal 
decisions that would be unfavorable to state transportation departments and single-
mode advocates. Nevertheless, this approach is finding more and more supporters at 
every governmental level. The land mark Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 and policy 
changes by DOT at the national level suggest that we are embarking on a new era of 
transportation planning that w i l l advance the art and science of multimodal policy­
making and planning processes. 

Table 1 (^8, p. 7) gives the subject matter that statewide transportation planning 
should be concerned with and is a helpful reminder of the scope of multimodal consid­
erations. 

The 2-volume work plan prepared fo r the Pennsylvania Department of Transporta­
t ion offers insights into the many diff icul t ies associated wi th realizing multimodal 
statewide transportation planning. The report notes (19, pp. 1-2): 

A summary of the seven most critical transportation planning problems facing Pennsylvania 
has been developed 

The identitication of these cntical issues influenced the planning work program recom­
mended for PcnnDOT If all models had equal problems, it would have been desirable to 
move forward on all modal fronts at the same time But all modes are not equal Highway, 
air, and rail problems appear to be more severe than those of other modes This tended to 
favor an approach that would focus on these cntical problems, leaving other modes until 
later 

In the long run, a more objective and precise identification of what constitutes "severity" 
of a problem must be obtained To become more objective, the performance of a mode must 
be measured m terms of various goals (or objectives) that are commonly agreed to be im­
portant Goals form an integral part of the planning program that is recommended 
Measuring the performance of all the modes in relationship to the same goals will permit both 
a more accurate assessment of problems and the ability to do better multi-modal planning 

Although certainly not applicable to a l l states, the following definition of statewide 
planning, as defined in the report f o r Pennsylvania (19, p. n i -3 ) , does help focus on 
the scope that must bfe addressed. 

a To attain a series of goals, or to improve performance in relationship to a senes of criteria 
(as listed later in this section), 

b Of different groups people who travel, pnvate firms that ship, private firms that sell 
transportation services', people who are in any way affected by facilities or services, and the 
general public, 

c By involvement in or recommending new, or changes in construction, operation ,̂ 
technology ,̂ price regulation*, subsidy*, and regulation of operations*. 
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d For the followmg modes truck, rail freight, air freight, waterways, ports', pipelines, 
air passenger and general aviation^, bus passenger, rail passenger, and highway (automobile), 

e Planned by means of an orderly, objective process based on measurement, but includ­
ing inputs by duly elected officials' and reviews by ad hoc citizen groups', and also 
including pnority programming,̂  

f Closely integrated and coordinated with land use, economic, environmental, and other 
plans, 

g For the entire state, including both urban' and rural areas, and 
h. For time periods ranging to 20 years ' ° 

' Despite some disagreement within PennDOT, this group was left in the definition to express PennDOT's 
brodd, general concern for the health of private tamer operations 

^An overall view of the performance of each transportation mode, and selective adjustments or improve­
ments, is needed to produce a better coordinated functioning ot the entire system 

^By technology is meant demonstration projects, or applied use ot technological advances, rather than 
technological research and experimentation 

*These items were left in the definition, despite some disagreement within PennDOT, to express concern 
about measures required to maintain a totally functioning transportation network 

^One respondent felt that ports should not be included 
^General aviation also supplies air taxi and business flying service, both extensions of air passenger 

service 
'There was some disagreement withm PennDOT on these inputs, but planning it it is to be effective, 

must knowledgeably reflect the views of concerned officials and the public 
^This activity was included to bnng closer a strategic, result-producing process and to avoid data-

producing processes which fail to provide helpful tools for decision-making 
' Y e t state transportation planning for urban areas must recognize the intensive metropolitan transpor­

tation planning already under way, leave the details to metropolitan agencies while maintaining an overview, 
and seek to tie these efforts m with broader regional and state objectives 

'"'None of the PennDOT persons interviewed desired a planning process looking further than 20 years 
into the future 

The following outline of the levels of planning contained in the report (19, p. I l l -10) 
are also excellent.as a point of reference. 

The steps of the transportation planning process are applied at a series of different levels of 
planning This idea was generated in a paper by Bouchard et al (Techniques for Consider­
ing Social, Economic and Environmental Factors m the Planning of Transportation Systems 
Highway Research Record 410, 1972] 

The levels at which statewide transportation planning are earned out are listed below, 
together with descriptions and examples to clarify the meaning 

1 Policy Planning Pohcy planning is concerned with allocation of resources, principally 
financial, to the construction or operation of different types of transportation It is also 
concerned with regulation, both legislative and administrative Examples of important 
policy questions are. 

a. How much should the state and the federal government invest in transportation as 
opposed to other types of governmental programs' 

b How much should be invested in each of the different modes'' Should operating 
support be provided to urban transit systems' 

c Should the state concentrate more on urban transportation problems or inter-urban 
problems' 

d Should the state spend more on interstate-type facilities, on the pnmary, or on the 
secondary systems' 

e. What levels of transit service should be provided in smaller communities' 
f Should the state support rail service to maintain rail access to certain areas' 
2 System Planning This is long-range planning for major systems of facilities covering 

the entire state rail freight systems, highway systems, systems of airports, and the co­
ordination of these systems The accent is on major facilities which are appropriate to be 
planned at the state level 

3 Regional or Urban Systems Planning This is long-range planning for systems within 
urban areas, or within regions (multi-county regions) of the state The accent is on a more 
fine-grained approach 

4 Corridor Planning. This is a special type of planning, where a corridor is being studied 
through which one or more modes of major facilities may be built Corndors may be ur­
ban or rural The decision to build is not firmly made, and these studies may produce 
evidence that no new facihty should be built 

5 Project Planning. This is more detailed planning than corridor planning, the decision 
to build has been made, and an approximate location has been fixed Project plans suitable 



Table 1, Subject matter of concern in statewide transportation planning. 

Subject Matter Concerned With 

Highway 

Bus 

Air passenger 

General aviation 

Rail passenger 

Rail freight 

Truck 

Canals 

Ports 

Pipelines 
Land use 

System design in principle for all systems (basically 
spacing and configuration), corridor location for pri­
mary and Interstate routes, investment levels by type, 
location, and timing (both intraurban and statewide) 

Systems of routes (design and interline coordination), 
level of service (headways), generalized terminal 
location, pricing, bus size 

Systems of air routes and airports, generalized airport 
location, size, and investment, airspace use, pricing, 
utilization of airport by type of airplane 

Systems of airports, generalized airport location, size, 
and investment, airspace use, pricing, utilization of 
airport by type of airplane 

Rail passenger systems, generalized station locations, 
pricii^, service levels (headways), public investment, 
grade crossing protection 

Extent and design of system, investment, terminals 
(especially TOFC/COFC), system speed and pickup 
frequency, rail-truck coordination, pricii^, grade 
crossing protection 

TOFC/COFC terminal locations, expressway location, 
truck size and pricing 

Investment and maintenance costs, systems as related 
to rail and highways, recreational use 

Investment, coordination with rail, highway, interport 
coordination and general location 

Impact on rail, canals 
Relation between accessibility (by mode) and the dis­

tribution and level of economic activity, population 
distribution 

preservation of natural, historical, and aesthetic re­
sources 

Not Directly Concerned With 

Route location, engineering design, corridors 
of secondary highways in counties (unless 
owned by state), traffic engineerii^ and con­
trol 

Detailed terminal location, scheduling, internal 
management, operations, safety 

Detailed airport location, scheduling, internal 
operations, air traffic control, safety 

Detailed airport location, scheduling, internal 
operations, safety, air traffic control 

Scheduling, operations, safety 

Scheduling, operations, safety 

Operations, details of TOFC/COFC location, 
safety 

Design, management, operations 

Safety, management, operations 

Figure 1. Linked technology 'v"*"" M"<dor route 
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Figure 2. Experimental, flexible approach to highway planning. 
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for presentation at a public hearing are produced. 
6 Engineering Design This is, of course, the most detailed type of planning 
7. Planning for Management and Operations These are plans for improved manage­

ment, maintenance and operations of all types of transportation facilities. 

The consultants determined that the transportation department has a pr ime responsi­
b i l i ty for levels 1 through 4 and secondary responsibilities fo r the rest. 

The consultants were not part icularly optimistic about the current status of m u l t i ­
modal transportation plaiming processes. They noted (19, p. V-1) : 

A decade of steady hard work can be expected before a truly comprehensive, multi-mode 
transportation planning process will be established, on a continuing basis. At present, the 
data are insufficient and methods are not well enough developed Measures of the extent 
and severity of the problems in some of the modes are not available Considerable effort 
will have to be given to develop preliminary plans quickly, in order to have some basis for 
state pohcies and decisions, and the development of these interim plans will take manpower 
away from the improvement of various technical processes required by the comprehensive 
process. 

The consultants did indicate progress was being made and that a multimodal process 
would emerge. It was suggested (^9, pp. V-3 and V-4) that the process w i l l , among 
other things, 

Be coordinated with an official state policy on population location and land development, 
having a demonstrable degree of "goodness" along specific parameters. 

Have the ability to determine the impact of land development on transportation service, 
and vice versa. 

Have the ability to determine and project, for alternative plans, the distnbution of pas­
senger tnps between the available modes, taking mto account the service (speed, safety, 
price) provided by the different modes, 

Have the abihty to determine and project, for alternative plans, the distribution of 
freight shipments between the available modes, taking into account the service (speed, 
reliability, damage rates, cost) provided by different modes, and 

Have the ability to evaluate passenger travel patterns of alternative plans in terms of 
user costs, supplier costs, environmental impact, and impact on land use 

The report concluded by recommending that the single-mode simulation-evaluation 
approach be rel ied on f o r the statewide planning of most modes. Tt concluded ( 1 ^ , p. 
III-28) that "the multi-mode simulation-evaluation approach is considered to be not 
wel l enough developed at present to be productive." 

Adams (20) graphically depicted the 1960 linked approach to basic highway planni i^ 
as shown in Figure 1. He suggested that this approach to the basic highway planning 
process in atoout 1960 served "to buffer the planning process (the technical core) f r o m 
external influences" (20, p. 4). Thus, the core was protected f r o m 2 types of environ­
mental influences: the institutional environment involving regulations and Intergovern­
mental relations (including review and comment) and the task environment including 
public involvement, coordination with private groups, interest groups, and so for th . 

Figure 2 shows the approach now being experimented with in response to assaults 
on the buffered core and the organizational structure of the highway planning process. 
The change is dramatic. It is radical. And, in Adams' opinion, more change is on 
the horizon. He notes that Michigan's approach to the Action Plan was to shif t to a 
process that allows f lexib i l i ty to respond to new requirements while attempting to 
"provide a f i t between transportation systems and the community" (20, p. 17). Adams 
cites the following examples of the federal policies that have led to the above change: 
the 2 public hearings requirement, environmental impact statements required under 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, early public and agency involvement, 
and the reinforced requirement of a multidisciplinary approach interpreted through the 
Process Guidelines f o r the Action Plan. 

The rate and intensity of change that is making statewide transportation planning 
more complex and multimodal in character are causing some legitimate concerns on 
the part of congressional committees, single-mode advocates, and other interest 
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groups. The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials i s , 
f o r example, attempting to alter public policy in favor of rebuflEering the technical core, 
at least to a greater degree than now experienced. This brief discussion seems more 
appropriate to future considerations of state plannii]^ vis-a-vis statewide and substate 
dis t r ic t growth and development. 

Every state is currently grappling with the latest wave of policy and programmatic 
changes enunciated by DOT and HUD at the national level. DOT's 1973 order dealing 
with Annual Unified Work Programs f o r Intermodal Planning clearly indicates that 
regional councils-UMJOs serving metropolitan areas are to play an increasingly i m ­
portant role in transportation planning. The multimodal emphasis and specific r e fe r ­
ences to matters such as consideration of alternative courses of action, systematic 
interdisciplinary approach, identification of socioeconomic and environmental impacts, 
public involvement, and land use planning come across clearly. So does the support 
f o r a dynamic process. The order explicit ly states that unified work programs are 
not to be just compilations of existing work programs. They are to represent inte­
grated programs developed through a process. 

Funding changes, including the intent that FHWA and UMTA fund the same metro­
politan planning organization In each metropolitan area, should strengthen the role of 
regional councils-UMJOs in every state. The single-agency requirement related to 
FHWA, UMTA, and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) funding has led many 
states to begin to rethink the intergovernmental planning relation that should exist 
among regional councils-UMJOs, local governments, and special distr icts and author­
ities, and state governments. 

The DOT-HUD decision that the unified work program be merged with the HUD-
required overall program design also signals an entirely new set of involvements at 
every governmental level . The Ohio Intermodal Planning Group, f o r example, i n ­
cludes representatives f r o m the Department of Economic and Community Development 
(DECD) and OMB, fo r these 2 agencies have major responsibilities v is-a-vis HUD and 
regional coimcils-UMJOs. HUD's interaction with DOT has already been institutional­
ized through the Regional Intermodal Plaiming Group. 

The above changes found Ohio in the middle of i ts effor ts to establish a statewide 
system of new regional p lanni i^ and development organizations (i .e. , regional councils-
UMJOs). To keep Ohio eligible fo r federal funds, the governor designated metropoli­
tan areawide agencies currently responsible f o r transportation planning unt i l the new 
regional structures are in place. The Ohio Department of Transportation is now 
working closely with DECD and OMB to assist state-designated transition organiza­
tions to qualify fo r federal funds while at the same time restructuring themselves into 
regional councils-UMJOs. 

DOT i s working on new joint planning guidelines and requirements f o r unified cap­
i ta l and service programs. Multimodal considerations are stressed. It is obvious 
that more changes are on the way. There is reason fo r some concern relative to 
regional councils-UMJOs. The favorable DOT policy and funding changes f ind most 
states yet t ry ing to come to grips with whether they want to support regional councils-
UMJOs within the framework of a statewide planning system. Even states with a 
strong commitment to regional councils-UMJOs, l ike Texas, are now feeling the pres­
sure f r o m strong single-mode interests at the state, substate dis t r ic t , and local levels 
to allow transportation planning to be rebuffered at the metropolitan level. I t i s un­
fortunate that DOT'S new directions are not accompanied by strong corresponding 
actions on the part of HUD and OMB in support of SPAsand regional councils-UMJOs. 

Decision-Making 

The current Texas situation offers many insights into the type of battle that w i l l be 
fought at the substate dis t r ic t level as to who is to be responsible fo r transportation 
decision-making. Texas regional councils are finding that despite the strong policy 
support they receive f r o m the central SPA, the Division of Planning Coordination in 
the Governor's Office, and the fact that they have received almost across-the-board 
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state and federal designations to carry out functional planning, a vulnerability exists. 
The policy and program compromises hammered out at the state level by the Texas 
Highway Department have resulted in institutional changes within several major re­
gional councils that may effectively divorce transportation decision-making f r o m the 
normal decision-making responsibilities of the general deliberative and executive 
bodies. 

NCTCOG is responsible f o r comprehensive planning within 14 counties. This 
regional-council-UMJO also has responsibilities f o r such functional planning in the 
areas of transportation, health, manpower aging, public faci l i t ies and works, and law 
enforcement and cr iminal justice. 

As a result of negotiations among the Texas Highway Department, the governor's 
Division of Planning Coordination, NCTCOG, and the 10 signatory local governments 
(including DallaSi>Ft. Worth) in the intensive study area, a new decision-making 
mechanism within the framework of NCTCOG emerged. 

Af te r the decision to organize a Regional Transportation Policy Advisory Committee 
(RTPAC), a steering committee was organized as the f i r s t step. Af te r some in i t ia l 
disagreement, the 20-member committee was established and held its f i r s t meeting in 
December 1973. The Bylaws and Operating Procedures fo r Multimodal Transporta­
t ion Planning was adopted at this meeting. The bylaws state (21, pp. 1-2): 

Evaluation of transportation alternatives and the determination of the most desirable trans­
portation system can best be accomplished through a committee of elected officials, as 
spokesman for the citizens, of counties and cities in the North Central Texas Region Such 
Policy Advisory Committees should include State and Federal elected officials in order to 
provide proper coordination and funding of transportation systems 

The Pohcy Advisory Committee should make recommendations involving the total trans­
portation system to the governing bodies of the counties and cities for all modes of transpor­
tation Final decision for implementing the transportation plan must rest with the governing 
bodies of the counties and cities in the North Central Texas Region and the State Highway 
Commission 

The 20-member Steering Committee consists of the following off icials : 

^ e n c y Seats 

Counties 
Dallas 2 
Tarrant 2 

Cities 
Arlington 1 
Dallas 4 
Fort Worth 2 
Garland 1 
Grand Prai r ie 1 
Irving 1 
Mesquite 1 
Richardson 1 

Texas Highway Department 
Dist r ic t 2 Engineer 1 
Dis t r ic t 18 Engineer 1 

Technical Committee 
Public Transportation 1 
A i r Transportation 1 

The Steering Committee is responsible fo r a l l day-to-day operations and possesses 
considerable authority. The committee's responsibilities include reviewing and pe r i ­
odically revising the United Work Program for Multimodal Transportation Planning. 
NCTCOG and the Regional Planning Office of the Texas Highway Department provide 
the committee with administrative and cler ical support. 
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The RTPAC membership is as follows: 

Agency Seats 
Cities and Counties 

Local elected off icials in the 
14-county north central Texas 
region 102 

U.S. House of Representatives 8 
Texas Senate 9 
Texas House of Representatives 36 

It meets at least annually to provide general guidance, review the transportation plan 
and make recommendations to local governments and other agencies, and take actions 
on Steering Committee recommendations. Figure 3 shows i ts relation to the Seering 
Committee and the several technical committees provided fo r in the bylaws. 

hi mid-January 1974, the Steering Committee approved the 1985 transportation plan 
stemming f r o m the Dallas- Fort Worth Regional Transportation Study completed by the 
Texas Highway Department. The committee agreed to review the findings and recom­
mendations stemming f r o m the Regional Public Transportation Study carr ied out by 
NCTCOG at a future meeting. The Committee also approved the 1973 Unified Opera­
tions Plan and the 1973-1974 Unified Work Program, documents jointly developed by 
NCTCOG and the Regional Planning Office of the Texas Highway Department. The 
Unified Work Program covers 14 months so that the budget year w i l l conform to that 
of the Texas Highway Department. The committee also agreed to consider taking a 
position in support of a provision relative to regional operating agencies f o r public 
transportation in conjunction with the current Texas constitutional revision process. 
NCTCOG staff was asked to prepare a presentation. And, the committee endorsed the 
comprehensive car-pool program developed by Dallas along wi th an application f o r 
funding fo r submission to the Texas Highway Commission. 

A s imi la r approach to organization and structure has been taken by the Houston-
Galveston Area Council (HGAC). A 21-member steering committee composed p r inc i ­
pally of local elected off ic ia ls has been provided f o r along with a loosely defined policy 
advisory committee. Draft bylaws and operating procedures indicate (22, p. 1): 

Invitations to membership on the Policy Advisory Committee shall be extended each year to 
the following, the county judge of each of the counties, and the mayor of each of the in­
corporated cities in the Gulf Coast State Planning Region All state senators, state representa­
tives, and U S congressmen serving from districts located wholly or in part within the Re­
gion will be invited to serve . Those accepting the invitation shall be voting members 

The fact that local elected officials have been given a strong role in the approaches 
being used by the 2 Texas regional councils is encouraging. The discouraging aspects 
revolve around the fact that transportation plans and programs w i l l be approved outside 
of the f ramework of the general deliberative and executive bodies of the councils. 
Even more important, transportation plans and programs w i l l not be acted on by local 
elected off ic ia ls i n thei r capacity as "regional policy statesmen" on these bodies rela­
tive to comprehensive regional development plans and programs. Perhaps what we 
are seeing is the development of a new f o r m of "buffering", one that buffers transpor­
tation decision-making f r o m overall regional decision-making and the vis ib i l i ty associ­
ated with comprehensive plans and programs that allows diverse interest groups and 
citizens to react to given functions (e.g., transportation) within a broader perspective. 
Policies, pr ior i t ies , and dollar resource allocations may wel l be distorted by the pro­
cesses chosen by state and local off icials in Texas. The burden rests f u l l y with local 
elected off ic ia ls to barter and trade within the processes to minimize or prevent dis­
tortions that would imbalance modes and work against the regional general welfare or 
commonweal. 

Significantly, NCTCOG's transportation staff has posed the following issues to the 
RTPAC and the Steering Committee relative to comprehensive multimodal transporta­
t ion plaiming and decision-making (23, p. 6): 
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What is the proper role and combination of travel modes to achieve the desired develop­
ment in the North Central Texas area' 

What transit projects need to be implemented to achieve the pubhc transportation role 
of the total transportation plan'' What pnority should be assigned to each transit projecf 
How should each project be implemented' 

What airport projects need to be implemented to fulfill aviation's role in the total trans­
portation plan' What pnority should be assigned to each project withm the Airport System 
Plan' How should each project be implemented' 

Is an area-wide operating agency for transit needed' What characteristics should it have, 
and what is required for its creation' 

What impacts will each alternative transportation system have on the social, economic, 
and environmental aspects of the area' 

What will be the effect of an extended energy cnsis on the transportation system' What 
transportation system can be planned and developed to allow for energy cnsis' 

Citizen involvement and participation require special consideration. Confusion 
s t i l l exists relative to these approaches. A satisfactory process f o r citizen involve­
ment and participation in public policy-making has not emerged despite sincere effor ts 
on the part of every governmental level , especially federal departments and agencies. 
Federal interagency task forces have fai led to c l a r i f y how such a process might be 
developed and Implemented. There remains considerable latitude fo r subjective judg­
ment and interpretation at every governmental level . 

Citizen participation and involvement at the substate distr ict level has generally 
come to mean advance notification, public hearings, citizen advisory groups, and the 
appointment of citizens to policy and technical committees. Some regional counclls-
UMJOs provide f o r the election or appointment of citizen representatives to their gen­
eral deliberative and executive bodies. For the purpose of this paper, citizen par t ic i ­
pation w i l l mean advance notification and public hearings. Citizen involvement w i l l 
mean a direct opportunity f o r citizens representing different socioeconomic groups and 
classes to advocate policies, recommend programs, and engage in decision-making 
within the institutional framework and processes of regional coimcils-UMJOs. 

Citizen participation and involvement are d i f f icul t to realize at the state level, 
part icularly in conjunction with long-range planning that affects basic policies, plans, 
and programs. How are citizens to be Involved? What is expected of them? Are 
they to be a sounding board? Do they present alternatives? Do they formulate goals? 
Do they settle disputes ? Are they to educate the statewide commimity ? How are they 
to be selected? Does the state provide support services such as meeting faci l i t ies and 
secretarial assistance ? Is this expecting more than the system can give ? 

State transportation agencies usually l i m i t citizen participation to advance noti­
fication and public hearings to obtain citizen responses and reactions to proposals. 
Many states s t i l l rely on multlheaded policy boards and commissions to guide and d i ­
rect transportation agencies. Even in the case of single-chief-executive forms of 
organization, policy and advisory boards or commissions are often required by state 
statutes or constitutional provisions. The weight of decision-making tends to be on the 
side of the providers and producers rather than on the side of the citizen in the role of 
consumer. The New York experience is of Interest ( 1 ^ , p. 19): 

In each of the ten regions of the state (excluding the metropohtan New York City area, which 
used different procedures) public meetings were held These meetings were co-sponsored by 
the New York State DOT and the Regional Planning Board, and were held in the region Prior 
to the meeting DOT mailed out information on the meeting and asked for responses to ques­
tions deahng with facility pnorities, changes in regulations, transportation services that were 
needed, directions and form of regional growth and development, and so on These were di­
rected to public agencies in the region, Chambers of Commerce, freight earners, manufacturers, 
and others. Written responses in advance of the meeting were encouraged When the meeting 
was held, it was fairly unstructured, but covered issues raised before the meeting and developed 
some additional issues The meetings were taped and a report, cross referenced by speaker and 
issue, was prepared. New York expects to publish and circulate these reports for each distnct 
and then to hold public heanngs Then, and only then, will statewide plans be finalized. 
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New York State has begun to deal realist ically with the problem. However, citizen 
participation s t i l l breaks down at the local and substate dis t r ic t levels. S is d i f f icul t 
f o r citizens to influence decisions at the state level through existing processes. 

Regional councils-UMJOs can play a major role in a statewide communications pro­
cess, and SPAs can play a coordinative role at the state level. SPAs, directly r e ­
sponsible to governors as chief state planning off icers , can provide the focal point fo r 
the exchange of information and the negotiation of differences. A vert ical and ho r i ­
zontal process is needed that allows citizens to express their concerns and desires at 
the substate dis t r ic t level and through regional councils-UMJOs to SPAs, state trans­
portation agencies, and state legislative committees. Citizens and interest groups can 
work within the existing institutional arrangements and s t i l l keep a l l their options open 
f o r direct pressure on local elected off ic ia ls , governors, and legislators. At the same 
t ime, governors are directly brought into the process through their SPAs. A process 
that can lead to negotiation and policy trade-offs and in which SPAs and regional 
councils-UMJOs play the central roles seems to have real mer i t . Two-way communi­
cation involving SPAis and regional councils-UMJOs before and after decisions are 
made is essential i f citizens are to be given an opportunity to take t imely preventive 
and remedial actions. 

Direct cit izen involvement seldom exists at the state level except i n the f o r m of ad­
visory committees and task forces and through the legislative process. Regional 
councils-UMJOs capable of mounting a state legislative program that represents " re­
gional consensus" offer a way f o r citizens to extend their influence at the state level . 

Federal policies and requirements have added to the confusion that surrounds c i t i ­
zen involvement issues at the substate dis t r ic t level. For example, throughout the 
1960s, EDA encouraged the establishment of regional councils with policy bodies com­
posed of local elected officials and representatives of diverse socioeconomic groups. 
HUD, on the other hand, favored regional councils wi th policy bodies composed of 50 
to 100 percent local elected off ic ia ls . Although HUD has encouraged socioeconomic 
balance on policy bodies, there is a growing trend fo r regional councils to reorganize 
in favor of policy bodies composed of at least two-thirds local elected off ic ia ls . 

The selection of citizens to represent socioeconomic groups and classes is d i f f icul t 
at best. Yet, despite the many problems associated with democratic selection and 
equity, there is an inherent value associated wi th the direct involvement of such c i t i ­
zens on the policy bodies and standing policy committees of regional councils-UMJOs. 
This approach gives members of groups and classes the opportunity to key on someone 
who can at least ensure that their views are made known in a forceful maimer. 

States have reflected many levels of compliance and cooperation with federal d i ­
rectives. Maryland has taken very positive actions to ensure citizen Involvement and 
participation within the planning processes carr ied out by regional councils-UMJOs. 
Maryland's guidelines and requirements exceed those of federal agencies and are 
rooted in Ar t i c le 66B of the Public General Laws of Maryland. 

An innovative approach to citizen participation relative to transportation is con­
tained in a b i l l introduced by a California assemblyman in 1973. The b i l l would create 
a Bay Area (San Francisco) regional planning agency to be the comprehensive transpor­
tation agency as defined in the proposed statute. Citizen participation is ensured 
through a public hearing process required in conjunction with the approval and r e v i ­
sion of the comprehensive regional plan. Thus, the mandatory transportation element 
would be reviewed and acted on within the context of the total plan. This suggests that 
many new opportunities f o r policy, p r io r i t y , and resource allocation trade-offs would 
exist. At the same t ime, provision is made f o r citizen involvement during the early 
stages of planning through citizens appointed to advisory committees. Since the pro­
posed agency would have the authority to enact regional ordinances to secure cease 
and desist orders to prevent actions, the policy bodies would be composed of local 
elected off ic ia ls or their representatives selected by member governments. 

Adams of the Michigan Department of Highways and Transportation has, in reference 
to open planning processes, suggested (20, p. 16) "A solution to many of these prob­
lems is the use of multidiscipline teams which do provide fo r the Involvement of a l l 
disciplines in the process as workers as wel l as reviewers, as public involvement op-
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erators, as wel l as project developers," The process he suggested would include the 
f o U o w i i ^ (20, p. 30): 

Establishment of citizen advisory groups through regional or local government agencies Citi­
zen advisory groups should represent a cross section of mterests within the study area 

Public Opinion Surveys-questionnaires either by mail, interview, or pubhc meetings to test 
pubhc attitudes 

Leadership Basemapping-identification of the formal and informal leadership in the study 
area. Identified leaders can then be contacted and interviewed concerning their opinions of 
the study issues. Improved contacts can be made with the general public through the identi­
fied leadership. 

The above process marks an exciting departure f r o m the past by a highway department 
noted f o r i ts powerful and r i g i d professional h i ^ w a y planning and engineering. 

HUD and other federal agencies have attempted to ensure citizen participation and 
involvement f o r a l l social and economic groups. DOT has taken the following approach 
in its requirements (24, p. 1): 

Public Involvement. The planning process should provide for broad pohtical and citizen partici­
pation and involvement Interested parties should be afforded adequate opportumties to express 
their views early enough in the process to influence the course of actions and decisions Refer­
ence should be made to methods by which information on the existence, status and results of 
planmng studies are made available to the pubhc 

This relatively weak statement by the Department of Transportation has allowed 
states and regional councils-UMJOs considerable latitude—perhaps too much 
latitude. 

The Bylaws and Operating Procedures fo r RTPAC (21) contain very weak references 
to citizen participation and involvement. The RTPAC and Steering Committee "may" 
choose to involve citizens through a citizens advisory committee. The word "may" is 
repeatedly used to retain as much f l ex ib i l i ty as possible. The bylaws contain the 
following provision (21, pp. 14-15): 

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Section S The following rules shall govern the procedure, membership and records of the Citi­

zens Advisory Committee 
A Membership. Members of the Citizens Advisory Committee shall be appointed for an 

mdefinite term by the Executive Board of the North Central Texas Council of Governments. 
Members may be added as necessary. 

The 1973 Unified Operations Plan approved by the Steering Committee contains the 
following explicit statement of intent (25, p. 22): 

It shall not be the purpose of the Citizens Advisory Committee to provide representation of all 
minorities or interest groups Input from these groups will be obtained through community in­
volvement programs developed by the individual local governments Membership on the Citizens 
Advisory Committee shall initially be 27 members with expansion as required Appointment of 
the Citizens Advisory Committee shall be by the Texas Highway Department and the Executive 
Board of NCTCOG The Chairman shall be appointed for a term of two years beginning on 
January 1, 1974 

Thus, while some states and regional councils-UMJOs move forward and recognize 
the validity and need to speed up Increased citizen participation and involvement, 
others take a more cautious approach. Innovation is required. 

The Metropolitan Fund, Inc., a Detroit-based nonprofit research organization, 
launched an innovative project in 1972. The project provided the impetus fo r an effor t 
within the 7-county southeast Michigan region to establish a process that would yield 
a regional constituency. The f inal report outlined a blueprint fo r action to develop and 
establish a regional citizenship organization capable of taking policy positions and ad­
vocating courses of action at the local, substate dis t r ic t , and state levels. 
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Considerable progress has been made i n establishing both the process and a fo rma l 
institutional arrangement. Work on a regional agenda is under way. I f this organiza­
tional approach i s successful, i t offers a new way fo r citizens representing different 
groups and classes to f o r m polit ical coalitions that can hammer out regional goals, 
analyze c r i t i ca l issues, set pr ior i t ies , and take direct action. This regional organiza­
t ion can be expected to work closely with both SEMCOG and SEMTA. Transportation 
has already been Identified as a major item on the regional ^enda. 

Implementation 

The implementation of multimodal transportation plans and programs within the f r ame­
work of statewide and substate dis t r ic t comprehensive plans and programs w i l l continue 
to pose many di f f icul t problems. For the near future, states and local governments 
w i l l continue to have the p r imary responsibility f o r implementation. I t does appear, 
however, that the concept of an enforceable regional plan and program, as suggested 
by California Tomorrow and outlined in the proposed California legislation to create a 
Bay Area regional planning agency, w i l l continue to f ind support. Short of regional 
government, this approach seems to have the most meri t in the long t e rm. The short 
t e rm w i l l probably see more states taking a positive role i n financing and i n establish­
ing transportation authorities directly linked to regional councils-UMJOs. In other 
cases states may, l ike California, l i nk state financing to regional councils-UMJOs 
to provide them with more authority through regional policy-making that can directly 
Influence or direct f i sca l resource allocations. 

State legislative action in 1970 was impressive in terms of the many departures f r o m 
traditional approaches to transportation. Maryland became the f i r s t state to set up a 
comprehensive transportation t rus t fund. The fund draws revenue f r o m the corporate 
income tax, highway user taxes and charges, and other transportation-related sources. 
The fund supports multimodal transportation, including transit . Pennsylvania estab­
lished a state transportation authority that can help finance transit programs through 
bonding. 

Seven states, including New York and California, took action in 1970 to allow local 
governments greater authority in establishing mult l jurisdict ional urban transit agen­
cies. Kentucky also enacted legislation in support of mult l jurisdict ional t ransi t agen­
cies, and Ohio authorized transit authorities to Include air , water, and land transpor­
tation. 

States have continued to take actions to provide greater multimodal financial support 
downward to the substate distr ict and local governmental levels and to authorize new 
institutional arrangements. In 1972 California established a comprehensive transpor­
tation fund and Florida enacted the Regional Transportation Authority Act. The 
Flor ida statute authorizes mult l jurisdict ional authorities to develop multimodal public 
transportation systems. 

It i s important the regional cotmcils-UMJOs be directly involved in state actions re ­
lated to comprehensive transportation funding and the establishment of new substate 
dis t r ic t agencies. To ensure this involvement, state transportation departments, 
planning agencies, and legislative committees must initiate opportunities by establish­
ing and maintaining close working relations with regional councils-UMJOs. Having 
regional councils-UMJOs look after thei r own interests w i l l not suffice, part icularly 
i f one supports the position that the use of substate distr icts and regional councils-
UMJOs is i n the general interest of states. 

The Twin Cities Business League (Minneapolis-St. Paul) recognized the keystone 
position of state government when i t recommended that the legislature take action to 
strengthen multl jurisdictional and multimodal transportation planning. The compre­
hensive planning and designated transportation planning agency, the Metropolitan Coun­
c i l , would benefit f r o m the proposal. The league recommended (26, p. 13): 
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The legislature should spell out that automobiles, public buses, pnvate buses, school buses, 
taxis, rent-a-cars, car pools, and other ways used to move people around the metropolitan 
area shall come within the scope of transportation policy making. For the first time, an 
mtegrated approach to all modes would be possible. . . For example, all vehicles, includ­
ing those used for goods movement, rather than Oust for) passengers, would be mcluded... 

B: is su^ested by the authors that DOT take action to encourage every SPA working 
in conjunction with the appropriate state transportation agency or agencies to develop 
a specific implementation program as part of the now required joint DOT-HUD overall 
work program/program design. These documents should clearly indicate how regional 
councils-UMJOs are to be involved in implementation as well as functional and finan­
cial relations with other governmental agencies. The following excerpt from the 
North Central Texas Unified Operations Plans suggests a good point of departure for 
other states and regional councils-UMJOs (25, pp. 59-60): 

FUNCTIONAL AND FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
Accomphshment of all activities under this Unified Operations Plan shall be the responsibility 

of the North Central Texas Council of Governments and the Texas Highway Department All 
specific responsibihty will be delineated m each Unified Work Program General responsibilities 
are descnbed below 
A Functional Responsibility 

North Central Texas Council of Governments. The North Central Texas Council of Govern­
ments will be responsible for a portion of data mamtenance activities for socioeconomic and 
transportation planning data, all strategic and operations planmng for public transportation and 
air transportation, and for coordinating the multimodal plannmg decisions with the appropriate 
local governments 

Texas Highway Department. The Texas Highway Department will be responsible for a portion 
of the data maintenance activities for socioeconomic and transportation plannmg data, and for 
the strategic planning for highway transportation. 
B. Financial Responsibihty 

Inasmuch as regional multimodal transportation planning requires close coordination and vital 
input from professional staffs of local governments, the parties to the continuing phase agree­
ment will provide in-kmd services in the form of review and evaluation dunng the planning 
process. In addition, the Dallas Transit System and Citran of Fort Worth will provide in-kind 
services through transit expertise and evaluation of operational alternatives. 

Financial contributions, both federal, state, and local, stratified by mode are as follows. 

Transportation 
Mode 

Pubhc 

Highway 

Air 

Federal State 

UMTA None 

Local Cash 
Contnbutions 

NCTCOG 

Local In-Kind 
Contnbutions 

Dallas and Tarrant counties, 
cities of Arlington, Dallas, Fort 
Worth, Garland, Grand Prairie, 
Irving, Mesquite, and Richardson, 
DaUas Transit System, Citran of 
Fort Worth 
None 

Dallas and Tarrant counties, 
cities of Arlington, Dallas, Fort 
Worth, Garland, Grand Frame, 
Irving, Mesquite, and Richardson 

Specific cash contnbutions and in-kind contributions by agency and by work program element 
will be submitted annually in each Unified Work Program 

FHWA Texas Highwa> None 
Department 

FAA None NCTCOG 

Findings 

1. Ihtermodal and multimodal transportation processes remain inadequate despite 
the progress made during the past 10 years. * v. 

2. Participatory decision-making involving broad constituent mterests needs to oe 
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increased relative to fundamental transportation policy choices at the state level are 
through the development of citizen input processes, and UMJOs should be responsible 
for providing citizens with factual information and convening appropriate hearings 
within the context of "regional" plans and programs. 

3. Existing policy execution and program-project implementation vehicles at the 
multistate and substate district levels are inadequate on a statewide basis in every 
state. 

4. Underfinanced and constituent weak modes should not be assigned to state trans­
portation departments or "lead transportation agencies" until they have been ensured 
"competitive status" through policy support, financial support, and other actions. 

5. Existing multijurisdictional comprehensive planning agencies with major trans­
portation planning responsibilities are seldom directly linked with comparable multi­
jurisdictional implementing agencies (e.g., metropolitan transportation authority). 

6. State departments of transportation are desirable, but whether transportation 
policy, planning, programming development, financing, construction, maintenance, 
and operation can be coordinated and balanced in these agencies is doubtful unless 
broad-based constituent interests (e.g., transit) are represented on policy bodies 
(e.g., commission) or otherwise have direct and meaningful input into policy in the 
case of departments having a single executive. 

7. Effective multimodal programs and linkages can probably best be realized by 
the federal and state governments choosing not to integrate modes until such time as 
each mode enjoys a position of "equalized modal competition" in terms of public policy 
support, financial support, and the ability to effectuate transportation trade-offs at 
the multistate, state and substate district levels. 

8. Effective multimodal programs and linkages can probably best be encouraged 
by heavy "front-end" federal and state financial planning, program development, and 
program implementation assistance dedicated (i.e., earmarked) for transit, existing 
railroad branch lines, experimental nongas private vehicles, and other types of trans­
portation alternatives. 

9. It is unrealistic to expect a mission (i.e., line operating) department or agency 
at the federal or state level to advocate the mix of policies and programs required to 
realize balanced multimodal transportation. 

10. It is the exception, not the rule, for Congress and state legislatures to speci­
fically require that transportation policies, plans, and programs be directly Imked 
to comprehensive planning at the state and substate district levels. 

11. Substate transportation planning usually focuses on land use, public works, pub­
lic facilities, and services without giving priority attention to recommendations in­
tended to affect public and private sector transportation policies at every governmental 
level. 

12. Railroad abandonment illustrates the type of transportation planning issue that 
comprehensive statewide planning agencies and UMJOs should routinely focus on rela­
tive to development programs and investment plans. 

13. Consolidations of public and private transportation operations (e.,g., bus 
service) can be achieved by UMJOs with statutory authority and fiscal capacity using 
options such as the establishment of new public multijurisdictional transportation 
agencies, regional service authorities, or direct ownership and operation. 

14. Direct state acquisition, ownership, and operation of multijurisdictional trans­
portation agencies offer a fundamental alternative to substate district agencies estab­
lished by, or with the involvement of, UMJOs. 

15. UMJOs are in a keystone intergovernmental position to determine and present 
the facts relative to transportation questions associated with equity concerns (e.g., 
guaranteed accessibility to jobs and services for certain minority groups) and general 
welfare financing (e.g., pricing public transportation below true cost and then subsidiz­
ing to realize broader objectives such as energy conservation, reduced pollution, and 
congestion relief). 

16. To be viable partners in transportation plaiming, UMJOs must have access to 
continued funding that is not totally dependent on local decision-making. In short, a 
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flow of state and federal funds in support of multimodal transportation policies, plans, 
programs, and projects must be available to UMJOs. 

17. Although admittedly difficult to perfect and sell, the concept of a multimodal 
regional transportation trust fund or an omnibus regional transportation trust fund di­
rectly linked to transportation plannmg carried out by an UMJO warrants further re­
search. 

18. Clear and consistent federal and state transportation policies are required to 
ensure that every local general-purpose government is discharging its transportation 
responsibilities based on its fiscal capability and effort. This approach can help even 
out the extreme disparities that now exist within states, especially between central 
cities and suburban communities and between metropolitan and rural areas. 

Recommendations 

1. OMB should encourage all federal executive branch departments and agencies to 
discard references to "metropolitan" and "nonmetropolttan" areawide planning and 
agencies and rely on the general term "areawide" as defined by the latest official 
version of Circular A-95, as amended. 

2. The Transportation Research Board should assume a leadership role and encourage 
every state transportation department or lead transportation agency to develop and pub­
lish guidelines or procedures [e.g., the California guidelines that set forth pre­
cisely how regional transportation processes are to be carried out and the role of 
UMJOs and other mterested parties in the processes. 

3. The Board should work closely with DOT and other interested parties, includ­
ing the Council of State Governments and the National Governors' Conference, to 
amend the requirements and procedures relative to action plans for consideration of 
social, economic, and environmental effects (SEEE) to mandate a stronger role for 
comprehensive statewide planning agencies and UMJOs in the process. 

4. DOT, especially the FHWA, should require that (a) the environmental action 
plan called for by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 be the responsibility 
of the comprehensive statewide planning agency in conjunction with the state transpor­
tation department or transportation lead agency and (b) the above state agencies include 
a clear and definite role for UMJOs. 

5. The Transportation Research Board should work with selected comprehensive 
statewide planning agencies, the Council of State Governments, and the National Gov­
ernors' Conference to design and carry out demonstration projects to determine how 
multimodal transportation programs and linkages can best be realized under different 
forms of state government organization and structure. 

6. OMB in conjunction with DOT and other federal executive branch transportation 
mission agencies should employ incentives and sanctions to encourage governors and 
state legislatures to establish a single state multimodal department of transportation 
or, at a minimum, to legally designate a single state transportation lead agency as the 
focal point for federal agencies, UMJOs. local governments, special districts and 
authorities, and all other interested parties. 

7. The Transportation Research Board should design and carry out several re­
search and demonstration projects in conjunction with DOT and NARC to document how 
federal and state policies and programs could be strengthened to encourage UMJOs to 
take on the responsibility of implementing transportation programs and projects or to 
establish compatible subsidiary transportation multijurisdictional organizations (along 
the holding company model) to implement programs and projects in accordance with 
policies set through UMJOs. 

8. The Board should design and carry out several research and demonstration 
projects with selected comprehensive statewide planning agencies in cooperation with 
state transportation agencies and UMJOs to determine how program and project im­
plementation can be directly linked to UMJOs under various legal, organization and 
structure, financial, and local governmental circumstances. 
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9. The Board should design and carry out a research and education project in con­

junction with the major national public interest groups to develop alternative state legis­
lation that would strengthen the capability of UMJOs to engage in transportation plan­
ning and to ensure program and project implementation (e.g., the proposed Colorado 
Service Authority Act of 1972; the California Assembly Bill 2040, May 1, 1973, that 
would create the Bay Area Regional Planning Agency; and the California Assembly Bill 
2648, August 27, 1973, that would create the San Diego Metropolitan Transportation 
District with mandated responsibilities assigned to the Comprehensive Plamiing Or­
ganization). 

10. The Board should work with selected UMJOs (e.g., ARC) to document how 
multimodal transportation planning can be carried out by such agencies through formal 
(e.g., statutes, by-laws, memoranda of understanding, service contracts) arrange­
ments with substate district transportation operating agencies and state transporta­
tion departments or agencies. 

11. DOT should work closely with other federal executive branch transportation 
mission agencies to provide states with incentives and, if necessary, to impose sanc­
tions on states relative to the use of state regulatory powers to integrate all types of 
privately provided public transportation into statewide transportation systems. 

12. At least 6 national research and demonstration projects should be mounted in 
conjunction with selected UMJOs to determine the probable consequences of alternative 
land use patterns on minimizing multimodal transportation demands through changes 
in economic relations and life-styles. 

13. At least 6 national research and demonstration projects should be mounted in 
conjunction with selected UMJOs to determine the probable consequences of alternative 
regional (i.e., substate district) transportation policies related to regional and com­
munity development goals and objectives m terms of future resource requirements and 
allocations for multimodal transportation. 

14. National land use planning policies and programs should contain explicit refer­
ence to a strong role for UMJOs within statewide land use planning and management 
systems with emphasis on how transportation and other functions can be used to stimu­
late new patterns of growth and development (e.g., new communities) rather than 
merely respond to, or justify, existing trends. 

15 OMB should work with the Federal Energy Administration (FEA) to develop a 
strong role for comprehensive statewide planning agencies and UMJOs relative to 
energy allocations for all transportation modes within and between official substate 
districts 

16. DOT should design and carry out in conjunction with other federal executive 
branch transportation mission agencies, includmg HUD and FEA, several research 
and demonstration projects with selected UMJOs to alter consumer demand for various 
types of transportation works, facilities, and services. Appropriate state agencies 
and NARC should be provided the opportunity to directly participate in these projects. 

17. At least 6 national research and demonstration projects should be mounted in 
conjunction with selected UMJOs to educate both employers and employees relative to 
the effect of alternative work (e.g., hours and days) and transportation (e.g., car 
pooling and park-ride) arrangements on congestion, accidents, pollution, energy, 
multimodal demand, costs, and other considerations. 

18. DOT in conjunction with NARC should work with selected UMJOs to design and 
carry out special demonstration projects designed to inform all citizens of the facts 
associated with travel by the various modes (e.g., energy consumption of buses com­
pared with private automobiles) and the options that are available and could be made 
available. 

19. DOT should provide incentive funding to a selected group of UMJOs in conjunc­
tion with state transportation departments and agencies to systematically examine all 
alternatives and conduct cost-benefit studies to determine the best ways to halt the 
abandonment of railroad branch lines and in certain instances to resume commuter and 
freight services on abandoned lines. 

20. The Transportation Research Board should in conjunction with DOT and other 
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interested parties, including NARC, design and carry out a research and demonstra­
tion project to determine alternative ways for state transportation agencies to 
strengthen the roles of UMJOs in nonmetropolitan (i.e., rural) substate districts or, 
lacking an UMJO, ways for states to ensure broad-based constituent participatory 
decision-making with the comprehensive statewide planning agency assumii^ the re­
sponsible leadership role. 

21. OMB should work closely with federal executive branch transportation depart­
ments and agencies and comprehensive statewide planning agencies to establish a 
federal-state process that wi l l enable all citizens and interested parties to hold both 
federal and state transportation departments and agencies accoimtable for transporta­
tion policies, plans, programs, and projects of regional significance through UMJOs. 

22. OMB should assume a leadership role in conjunction with major national public 
interest groups, including NARC, to encourage Congress to amend the Transportation 
Act of 1973 and other relevant statutes in order to require that transportation planning 
undertaken at the multistate and substate district levels be directly responsible to 
executive and general deliberative bodies of UMJOs and that such bodies be composed 
of at least 51 percent local elected officials. 

23. The Transportation Research Board in conjunction with selected state transpor­
tation departments should develop alternative approaches to ensure that broad-based 
constituent interests are guaranteed a direct and meaningful input into transportation 
policy at the multistate, state, and substate district levels. 

24. OMB should seek clear statutory authority from Congress to require that ad­
vance public notice be given and at least 2 public hearings be held by appropriate 
UMJOs or state transportation agencies in conjunction with all modes of transportation 
planning. 

25. The Transportation Research Board in conjunction with DOT should work with 
private and public service broadcasting networks to promote for television, school, 
and community usage the development of documentaries that indicate transportation 
alternatives and are designed to raise the level of awareness of all citizens and stimu­
late them to communicate their preferences to appropriate elected officials and inter­
ested parties in a position to take action. 

26. DOT should work with state transportation agencies to develop technical c r i ­
teria and factors that can be used in conjtmction with court actions stemming from 
open-system participatory decision-making. 

27 OMB should work closely with federal executive branch transportation depart­
ments and agencies to (a) encourage and strengthen comprehensive statewide planning 
agencies relative to making all special transportation or multifunctional (including 
transportation) districts and authorities responsible for submitting their policies, 
plans, programs, projects, and financial portfolios to UMJOs for review, comment, 
and disclosure to all citizens and interested parties; (b) ensure that all public funds, 
direct or indirect, made available by the federal government to all special transporta­
tion or multifunctional (including transportation) districts and authorities be linked to 
areawide plaiming requirements covering areas such as land use, energy conservation, 
environmental protection, and minority group benefit that are administered by, or 
through, UMJOs; and (c) provide all public funds made available by the federal govern­
ment to such districts and authorities on a priority and incentive bonus if these entities 
are discharging multimodal responsibilities. 

28 Congress should annually appropriate general federal revenue funds in support 
of multimodal transportation planning and programming through a transportation 
special revenue sharing with specific provisions made for fund allocations to compre­
hensive statewide planning agencies and state-certified UMJOs. 

29. Single modal trust funds (e.g., highway, airport) should continue to be relied on 
by the federal and state governments, but there should be mandatory diversion of a 
fixed annual percentage for the support of all modes. 

30. Federal policies and programs should be overhauled or developed to stimulate 
states to annually appropriate general-fund state revenue funds in support of multi­
modal transportation planning and programming on a statewide and substate district 
basis. 
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31. DOT and HUD should encourage counterpart state agencies to use federal plan­
ning funds to in turn encourage UMJOs to carry out cost-benefit studies and develop 
intergovernmental and multijurisdictional financial programs relative to the continuing 
costs for the operation and maintenance of certain types of public works, public facil­
ities, and services (e.g., bicycle and pedestrian paths). 

32. The Transportation Research Board in conjunction with DOT and other federal 
executive branch transportation agencies should design and carry out a research proj­
ect with several states to determine how problems associated with multimodal trust 
funds and omnibus transportation funds at the federal, state, and substate district 
levels might be overcome. 

33. The Transportation Research Board should design and carry out several re­
search projects with selected UMJOs to determine alternative ways to strike a balance 
between user charges and general welfare subsidies, taking into account the probable 
economic impact of alternatives on consumers, suppliers, and every governmental 
level. 

34. The Transportation Research Board in conjunction with several selected com­
prehensive statewide plaiming and multimodal state transportation agencies should de­
sign and carry out a research project to determine how single- or double-mode special 
transportation or multifunctional (including transportation) districts and authorities 
might be encouraged to assume multimodal responsibilities through cross-modal direct 
and indirect public subsidies provided through single or combined federal, state, and 
regional financial assistance programs. 

35. DOT should design and carry out research projects in conjunction with other 
federal executive branch agencies to determine how the cross-subsidy process and 
federal transportation regulations applying to all types of publicly and privately pro­
vided public transportation might be used to ensure balanced multimodal transportation 
on a national, statewide, and substate district basis. 
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DsscuissiiDini of Resoiuiircie Paper 
Thomas H. Roberts, Atlanta Regional Commission 

Before making specific responses to various statements in Thomas' paper, let me open 
with a few general observations: 

1. The paper stresses a great need for comprehensive plannii^ so that transporta­
tion and other functional planning can be related to comprehensive planning. A major 
problem here is that there is an insufficient willingness to fund comprehensive planning. 
Some of the functionally oriented federal agencies are willing to fund their pro rata 
share of comprehensive work, others are willing but unable, and stil l others are un­
willing. Adequate funding for transportation and other functional planning must be ac­
companied by adequate funding for comprehensive planning—that is, we need to fund 
the "glue" as well as the pieces. 

2. Thomas deals with federal-state-regional-local relations from a national per­
spective and proposes a set of procedures and relations that would work fine on a uni­
form national basis, except for the fact that federal agencies, states, and regional 
agencies vary enormously from place to place and from time to time in their respective 
track records, capabilities, and status. Therefore, the imposition of any national uni­
form system that did not take account of these differences would do enormous damage 
in given instances. For example, a high-quality regional agency should not be force-
fitted into a weak state context until the state capacity has been strengthened. In other 
words, where the tail is wagging the dog, the tall should not be weakened until after 


