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Chapter I 

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

In 1970, approximately 69 percent of the 205 million peo-

ple living in the United States resided in 264 Standard Met-

ropolitan Statistical Areas. In fact, during the decade of 

the 1960-70, nearly 85 percent of the total population 

increase for the nation occurred within these SMSAs.1 Each 

SMSA is by definition a metropolitan area which exhibits a 

substantial degree of internal locational interdependence in 

terms of labor market dynamics, commerce and trade, and 

social identity~ Within the geographic limits of the SMSA, 

however, one typically finds an extremely fragmented and 

atomized arrangement of governmental entities. 

There were more than 16,000 general purpose local govern-

ments in the officially designated SMSAs in 1970. 2 Thus, a 

typical S~SA in 1970 consisted of two counties, 13 town-

ships, 21 municipalities. 18 school districts, and 31 spe-

cial purpose districts.3 Each of these entities was involved 

in exercising whatever limited powers it had for decision 

1Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Regional Qg£ision Making: New ~trategies for Substat£ Di2-
tricts, (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
1973), p .. 2. 

Zibid .. , p. 2. 

3Ibid., p. 2.,. 

1 
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making, allocating resources, and engaging in limited plan-

ning activities largely independent o·f the other gover.nmen-

tal entities. Obviously, many of the decisions being made 

in this highly fragmented and geographically limited area 

involve issues of mutual concern to neighboring units of 

government. 

The fragmented governmental structure of the SMSA created 

unfortunate and unnecessary difficulties in finding solu-

tions to those pr-oblems which extend beyond the boundaries 

of the independent units.4 In many cases where local units 

sought cooperative solutions to area wide problems the con-

cern over territorial imperative, or not giving up one's 

authority to another existing unit of government, resulted 

in the creation of even more single function special purpose 

districts with.in the metropolita.n region. Cooperation thus 

frequently added to the complexity of the governmental 

structure of the metropolitan area rather than to its sim-

plif ication. 

While they have not occurred with any great regularity or 

frequency, there have been a number of attempts over the 

past quarter of a century to reorganize the governmental 

~Richard E. Zody, "The Politics of Decision Making: Impact 
on the Wichita Area",in Metropolii2.!! Wichita f_gst,, Present, 
and I.Y.!.!!£g, Glenn Miller and Jimmy M. Skaggs, (Lawrence, 
Kansas: The Regents Press of Kansas, 1978), p.171-173. 
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structures of metropolitan areas to make them more respon-

sive to issues and problems of areawide concern. These 

attempts at reorganization have included city-county consol-

idation as in the case of Indianapolis-Marion County, the 

federated approach of Metropolitan Dade County, and the mul-

ti-purpose umbrella agency such as the Metropolitan Council 

of the Twin Cities Area. Each of these reorganizations 

embodies a number of unique and advantageous characteristics 

as well as certain drawbacks or disadvantages. Huch can be 

learned from studying these examples of governmental reor-

ganiztion in metropolitan areas. 

Statement of the Problem 

It is the purpose of this study to evaluate the viability 

of specific areawide planning functions within the structure 

of various examples of metropolitan government. Four case 

study governments have been selected: Metropolitan Dade 

County, Florida; the consolidated government of Indianapo-

lis-Marion County, Indiana; the Metropolitan Council of the 

Twin Cities Area in Minneapolis-st. Paul, Minnesota; and the 

Portland Metropolitan Service District in Portland, Oregon. 

Within each of these 

tions five federally 

metropolitan governmental organiza-

sponsored planning programs will be 
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evaluated. These programs are: Areawide Comprehensive 

Planning Assistance; Areawide Cornpretensive Health Planning; 

Manpower Planning; A-95 Review; and Urban Transportation 

Planning. Each of these programs represents a direct fed-

eral inducement for regional planning, and within the con-

text of this study, metropolitan regional planning specifi-

cally. The extent to which these programs, as 

representative examples of federally initiated inducements 

to regional planning, have been incorporated within the 

aggregate planning effort of the metropolitan governments to 

be studiea., will be indicative of the viability of these 

structure arrangements for metropolitan regional planning. 

There are several specific characteristics which will be 

utilized to define ~hether or not a specific planning organ-

ization is viable within the metropolitan regional context. 

They are as follows: 

1. Autonomy - The metropolitan organization should 
function as the primary planning organization for 
issues of metropolitan or regional concern. In 
addition, the metropolitan or regional planning 
concerns should be the primary focus of the organ-
ization• s planning efforts. Metropolitan issues 
should be the first and foremost concern, not 
local, municipal issues. 

2. Comprehensiveness - The metropolitan organization 
should incorporate a broad range of planning func-
tions within its scope of operations. Altho~gh 
the planning section may not function as actual 
planning arm for all aspects of the metropolitan 
organization, it should have mandatory review and 
comment responsibilities for all planning f unc-
tions within the metropolitan organization. 
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3. Coordination - The planning section of the metro-
politan organization should have primary responsi-
bility for coordinating the discrete planning 
operations of sub-metropolitan governmental enti-
ties as well as metropolitan departments and 
authoritiese Mandatory review and comment of 
plans and growth programs would provide for this 
coordinating function. 

4. Implementation The metropolitan organization 
should have the capacity, the authority and the 
fiscal power to engage in the active implementa-
tion of planning decisions. This is not to say 
that the planning section of the metropolitan 
organization will have implementation powers 
itself, but rather that the larger governmental 
organization of which it is a part, will be so 
empowered. 

These four characteristics are intended to differentiate 

metropolitan regional planning operations within a reorgan-

ized metropolitan governmental setting from the planning 

activities carried out by special purpose districts of met-

ropolitan scale, as well as from the more common and tradi-

tional regional planning activities in the highly unstruc-

tured, fragmented governmental settings which exist in 

metropolitan areas. Metropolitan autonomy and comprehen-

siveness of scope differentiate the case studies from spe-

cial purpose districts, and the coordination function and 

implementation capabilities set them apart from traditional 

regional planning activities. 
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Importance of the Study 

This study will look at two very significant but differ-

ent aspects of regional planning in metropolitan settings. 

First, it will provide a general overview of a mix of fed-

eral programs which were intended to provide financial 

incentives for states and localities to organize regional 

planning bodies to function as a forum for review and dis-

cussion of issues of mutual concern to local governments, 

and to provide a means for coordinating efforts to resolve 

mutual problems. Secondly, it will provide a detailed aual-

ysis of several different case examples of state and local 

initiatives aimed at simplifying governmental organization 

in metropolitan areas. 

The general reluctance or inability of local units of 

government to come to gcips with problems of mutual concern 

resulted in gro~th and development decisions being made, and 

implemented with little coordination and even less concern 

for potential areawide impacts. Local responses to the 

pressures and challenges of capid population growth and 

rapid technological change during the 1950 1 s were largely 

inadeguate.s The apparent ambivalence of state and local 

SAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, The 
Challa.n.srn Q! LO£~.! Governmental Be-0rganiza:t.i.Ql!1 (Washing-
ton: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), p.128. 
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governments to seek structural and organizational solutions 

to the problems of intergovernmental coordination, pulled 

the federal government into a major leadership role in 

defining and encouraging multi-jurisdictional planning and 

coordination.6 Many of the federal programs developed during 

the 1960•s in response to these problems were aimed at 

building institutional bridges between state and local gov-

ernments, and between units of local government. 

Unfortunately, in a great many cases, the federal initia-

tives resulted in the establishment of one or more addi-

tional layers of government which served primarily adminis-

trative, review and comment roles for local grant-in-aid 

applications. There was not a major redefinition and reas-

signment of local governmental processes and functions. 

Those examples of local governmental reorganization which 

did occur, such as the cases to be utilized in this study. 

were undertaken independent of federal initiatives as a 

result of state and local actions. 

One of the problems that has Iesulted is that in a number 

of cases and in a number of ways, the federal initiatives 

and the local government reorganization efforts have not 

been well synchronized.. The federal programs which fund the 

6Ibid .. , p.. 128. 
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regional planning ef.forts do not appear on the surface to 

fit well within the restructured metropolitan organizations. 

This study will analyze the problems associated with the 

interfacing of federal efforts to support regional planning 

and local and state initiatives to reduce governmental frag-

mentation in metropolitan areas. 

Hypothesis 

The hypothesis to be tested for the purposes of this 

study is as follows: 

The federally funged ,Elanning jgogram§ which ~I.,g 

intended to initiate and provide financial .§!!.E.I?Ort !£!: 
regional Qlannina activities, and th,g YlliQ!lli statg and 

local resPO!!~ to the need fo_r local ggyernment r~org:ani.~~

t i.Q!t in ~tro,Eolit@ areas, hav,g ,!!~ largely uncoordinateg, 

have failed tQ noduc,g tlg,ble metropolitan regi.Q!!tl planning 

.Qrganizations, and in many cases ]!~yg -e:r-oyg]! to be antithe!-

ical .. 

There are a number of factors, both programmatic and 

organizational, which should come to the forefront during 

the course of this study to either support or refute the 

hypothesis. The first of these pertains to the compatibil-

ity or consistency of the federal planning programs them-



selves .. In some instances the legislative definitions and 

requirements for things such as eligibility and the compos-

ition of the governing board or commission. appear to pres-

ent complications relative to the criterion of comprehen-

siveness. 

A second factor to be considered relates to the scale of 

governmental reorganization which occurs in the metropolitan 

area. In some instances 1 the governmental reorganization 

involves the entire domain of the SMSA as defined by the 

u .. s. Bureau of the Census.. In other instances it involves 

only a portion. albeit the most populous portion. of the 

SMSA,. 

The third and final factor involves the nature of the 

reorganization effort itself. Of particular interest in 

this area is the shifting of governmental functions from one 

unit to another. In some cases the integrity of the indi-

vidual local units is not compromised at all. All of the 

existing units of local government retain their autonomy but 

transfer designated responsibilities and functions to an 

areawide organization. In other cases. units of local gov-

ernment are merged together. thus eradicating a certain 

amount of the complexity within the structure of local gov-

ernment .. 
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Each of these factors represents a potentially 

significant feature in the rather complex fabric of metro-

politan regional planning in this country. The study design 

is intended to help clarify sorue of the issues identified 

above by indicating the relationships among these .factors 

for existing metropolitan planning efforts • 

.Methodology 

This research effort involves case studies of four metro-

politan regions which exhibit one form er another of 

regional government including a metropolitan planning func-

tion. Background data associated with each case study area 

have been collected and analyzed to provide a more detailed 

understanding of the distinctive characteristics of each 

organization .. The case studies selected are different from 

one another in form and function and it is the comparison of 

some of these differences, as well as some similarities, 

that forms the basis for this study. 

The data collected and analyzed for the case study gov-

ernments concern not only the structure and organization of 

the metropolitan entity, but specific information related to 

the planning activities undertaken. Some of the relevant 

questions to be answered include: 
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1. What is the status of the planning function within 
the larger organizational framework of the govern-
ment? 

2. How much of the SMSA is included in the planning 
jurisdiction o.f the metro agency? 

3. Are there any other regional planning operations 
with jurisdiction over all or part of the SMSA? 

4. What are the primary sources of funding for the 
planning activities which are being undertaken? 

5. In which of the five identified 
programs does the metropolitan 
ticipate? 

federal planning 
organization par-

6. Are there any direct linkages between the planning 
operations of the organi2ation and the capital 
outlay programs of the various operating depart-
ments of the organization? 

7. What are the relationships 
tions of the metropolitan 
local or regional planning 
ropolitan area? 

of the planning func-
organi zation to other 
activities in the met-

The responses to these questions will provide a framework 

for evaluating the planning activities of the metropolitan 

organization relative to the viability criteria established 

ear.lier .. This data will provide a clearer understanding of 

the planning functions, activities and organiztional struc-

ture of each of the case study governments. Each case study 

government represents a different format for metropolitan 

governmental reogranization and the assignment of metropoli-

tan planning responsibilities. These differences may be 

indicative of a number of the problems related to the fail-

ure to coordinate federal funding mechanisms with state and 

local efforts at reorganization. 
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In addition to this type of analysis, the five federally 

funded planning programs will also be evaluated in some 

detail. In order to assess the t.he compatibility of the 

designated federal programs in relation to the planning via-

bility criteria, it is important to determine whether or not 

the federal funding strategies encourage the streamlining of 

the metropolitan governmental organization or the prolifera-

tion of unifunctional special purpose districts and agen-

cies. As a result, the examination of each case study 

includes efforts at addressing the following questions: 

1.. What types of areas or regions are eligible for 
funding? 

2. How are these areas designated? 

3. What types of agencies are eligible for funding? 

4. What are the reguirements for local (regional) 
representation on the governing board on commis-
sion? 

The data related to the five planning programs have come 

primarily from various government documents and legal vol-

umes. Both the Congressional Record and the U.S. Code Book 

provide detailed data on the specific legislation and the 

administrative guidelines for each of the programs. For the 

case studies, the data have come from the individual organi-

zations themselves for the most part. Copies of enabling 

legislation, work programs, and interviews with staff per-

sonnel have been utilized extensively. 
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The analysis of the data concerning the specific 

organizational parameters of the 

the legislative specifics of the 

case study governments and 

five federal planning pro-

grams may provide valuable insights toward clarifying which 

organizations or agencies are eligible for which types of 

funding; which organizations or agencies are involved in 

which types of planning programs; which organizational for-

mat best fulfills the definition for viable metropolitan 

regional planning; and which organizational format, if any, 

is most compatible with federal initiatives for regional 

planning in metropolitan areas. 

In all there are five chapters in this study. Chapter II 

provides a review of the literature, primarily related to 

the evolution of planning from a municipal to a metropolitan 

concern, and also including an overview of the issue of met-

ropolitan reorganization. Chapter III presents the basis 

information on each of the five federal planning programs 

utilized in this study.. Chapter IV presents the data on the 

case study organizations themselves and their individual 

planning programs. The analysis and conclusions for the 

federal programs and the case study governments are pres-

ented in the final chapter, Chapter v. 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Perhaps the basic, underlying premise upon which this 

study is based is that there is an inherent value in having 

the planning function of government organized in such a way 

that it be responsible to a single governmental entity. 

Obviously, this is not the case for the great majority of 

regional planning efforts in this country .. 1 Planning efforts 

at the regional level attempt to integrate ar€awide concerns 

into the daily affairs of local government. Thus, the sue-

cess or failure of these efforts may depend for the most 

part on the coordination of the independent decision making 

forces of the various separate governments in the region. 8 

Planning decisions made at the regional scale can easily be 

scuttled by one or two obstinant local governments which are 

more concerned with their own competitive advantages in the 

region than vith the process of orderly regional development 

as a whole. 

7David c. Ranney, Pls.nning: and Politics in !h~ 11!1!;.t;:o1203=i.2, 
(Columbus: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Ccmfany, 1969), 
p.102 .. 

8Ibid .. I p .. 10 4,. 

14 
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The Initiation of City Planning 

Planning has .been recognized as a legitimate function of 

local government since the era of the City Beautiful Move-

ment during the earliest years of the twentieth century.9 

Although the planning function at the outset was organized 

largely in a citizen elite format, removed from the evils of 

machine politics and the influences of city government, the 

perceptions of the early reformers as to the proper place 

for planning within the community power structure were soon 

altered. The Chicago Plan Commission learned early on that 

it had to "surrender a certain independence for a closer 

relationship to the legislative and administrative agencies 

of municipal government.n10 The emerging leaders of the city 

planning profession developed an awareness that the only 

means by which they would be able to iIIfluence the ongoing 

planning activities within city hall would be through a gen-

eral acceptance of comprehensive planning by the municipal 

bureaucracy. 11 

9Anthony Catanese, Planners .fill!! ]&cal Poli!:i:c§ (Beverly 
Hills, Sage Publications, 1974), p. 17. 

1 Ol'Jel · Scott, American Ci!,y .l?lan.ning Si,!l~ j89Q (Berkeley, 
Univ. of California Press, Ltd., 1969) p. 141. 

llibid .. , pp. 141-145. 
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There was hardly a stampede by local governments to 

·embrace the new prcfession as an official part of the munic-

ipal organization .. Very few states authorized cities to 

appoint planning commissions during the first two decades of 

this century .. Thus, many of the early advocates of pro'fes-

sional planning, men such as Frederick Law Olmstead and Nel-

son 2. Lewis, emphasized the need to educate both the citi-

zens as a whole and the municipal officials to the need for 

and desirability of planning ... 12 Although the institut.ionali-

zation of planning within local government continued to move 

forward at a snail's pace, the primary proponents of plan-

ning developed a model enabling act for the creation of a 

Department of City Planning within the municipal organiza-

tion by 1913.13 The model act suggested an advisory role for 

the planning function but one with clear and established 

linkages to the decision making structure of local govern-

men t. 

As the planning responsibility of local government slowly 

began to gain credence during the 1920's, a number of large 

cities such as Nev York. Philadelphia, San Francisco, and 

Los Angeles also had adopted a view of planning which 

exceeded the boundaries of a single municipality. The 

12Ibid., p .. 142. 

1 3.Ibid., p. 143. 
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physical development aspects of city planning during this 

time emphasized the •city efficieut' concept of urban 

growtb.t• The nation was in the midst of a social and eco-

nomic boom period and the concerns of the early city plan-

ners, while still valid social concerns, were not viewed 

with the same fervor as ~hen the planners were closely 

alligned with the urban reformers at the turn of the cen-

tury. 

Suburbanization and Governmental Fragmentation 

The dramatic rise in the popularity and use of the auto-

mobile created enormous problems for large and small cities 

alike. First, city streets were not designed to accommodate 

the traffic that was generated thereby. The tremendous 

prosperity which enabled so many urban residents to purchase 

autos was now threatened by crippling congestion in the cen-

tral business d.istricts.ts A second major impact of the 

automobile was the opening up of access to suburban areas to 

even larger numbers of people, at greater distances from the 

urban cent€r~ The convenience of the automobile made it 

"the most effective device for spreading the city over a 

vast territory that history had ever seen.«16 

1 •Ibid., p. 183-269. 

15Ibid., p.. 186 .. 
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The problems generated by the automobile and the rapidly 

growing urban population created a demand for facility plan-

ning in a number of specific functional areas. Street 

improvement and transportation systems plans were the most 

pressing need, both for the downtown circulation systems and 

for the major linkages between the urban centers and the 

burgeoning suburbs.17 In addition to planning for street 

systems, there also were pressures for the development of 

plans relating to water supplies, sewerage facilities, and 

recreation and open space facilities for the expanding 

growth areas. The problems of unplanned and poorly coordi-

nated growth that had fueled much of the fervor for city 

planning at the turn of the century were now beginning to 

crop up in the suburban areas beyond the city boundaries.is 

The broadening of the concept of planning to incorporate 

a more regional or metropolitan perspective seemed inevita-

ble to many planners of the time, because it seemed obvious 

to them that the municipal boundary was meaningless for 

planning purposes in an industrialized society.19 According 

t 6Ibid., p. 186. 

17Ibid .. , p .. 187,. 

tapaul 
York: 

Studenski, Government of Metropolit~.!! Are22 
National Municipal League, 1930) p. 31, 32. 

t9Mel Scott, op. cit., p. 192. 

(Nev 
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to these plannei:s, individual plans for adjacent and conti-

guous local units of government should be based not prima-

rily on the parochial concerns of the individual unit alone, 

but on a more wholistic or comprehensive notion of the 

growth issues and characteristics of the region as well. By 

and large, the issue was not one of coordinating the inde-

pendent planning activities of the separate jurisdictions, 

for in most cases the suburban areas were unincorporated 

territories20 and, few if any of these areas were involved 

in planning activities. 

During the latter half of the 19th century, it was common 

practice for eastern cities to annex the rapidly developing 

areas adjacent to their borders. This was not only the pri-

mary means by which municipalities expanded their area, it 

also was the means through which urban services and the 

urban infrastructure were expanded into the developing 

fringe areas.21 Toughened state annexation laws dramatically 

reduced the pace of annexation after the turn of the cen-

tury, re£lecting a growing resentment and resistance on the 

part of the residents of the fringe areas .. 22 These same 

20John c. Bollens, Henry J. Schmardt. 
Pe~, foliti£§ and Economic Lif~,, 
Row, 1965) pp. 280-297. 

Zllbid., P• 281. 

The l!§tropolis: ~ 
(New York: Harper & 

22Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, .the 
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phenomenon also occured in midwestern and western cities to 

a smaller degree, but later during the century .. 

With annexation proceedings reduced substantially, the 

tremendous increase in accessibility due to the automobile, 

and the dramatic population shifts toward urban areas during 

the first half of this century, the unincorporated areas at 

the urban fringe experienced very large increases in popula-

tion. Since these areas were not going to be annexed by the 

existing municipalities they began to establish their own 

governments and petition the states for formal incorporation 

with the granting of autonomy and the full range of munici-

pal powers.~3 Incorporation became a means for avoiding or 

mitigating the threat of annexation as well as a means of 

establishing legitimate and necessary government operations. 

Unfortunately, the laxness of many state laws regulating 

incorporation allowed and even encoura.ged the proliferation 

of extremely small municipal corporations, adding greatly to 

the fragmentation of governmental structures in metropolitan 

---------------------

Challenge of Local Governmental .Reorganizatig.n, (Washing-
ton, D.C.; u.s. Government Printing Office, 1974) p. 82. 

Z3Bollens and Schmandt~ op. cit., p. 282. 

2 •Ibid., p. 284. 
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None of this is intended to indicate that central city 

annexation of the suburban fringe would have been a prefer-

red alternative to the present situation. There are limits, 

both physically and economically, beyond which annexation 

and the one-government concept should not go~ "The bounda-

ries of a single jurisdiction cannot be expanded indefi-

nitely with the spread of urban development without eventu-

ally losing the advantages of local government.n2s Thus, the 

problem of metropolitan governmental organization cannot 

summarily be resolved by one form or another of governmental 

unification. In some cases this may be an acceptable and 

appropriate solution. In others, however, it may not be. 

Such determinations are highly dependent upon the particular 

characteristics of the area including problem definition, 

the size of the metropolitan area, the relationships between 

state and local governments, and other issues of this type. 

Integration of metropolitan governments does not necessarily 

entail placing all responsibility in one authority but in 

harnessing the actions of many authorities at several levels 

to focus on common or compatible goals.26 

.25Annmarie Hauck Walsh, Thg Urban Challengg !£ Q.Qyerfil!!filU, 
{New York, Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, 1969), p. 42. 

2 6Ibid., p. 42. 
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By and large, the independent municipalities within the 

metropolitan environment have sought to assert and 

strengthen their independence from the central city, and 

from each other, rather than adopting a mere cooperative 

attitude. As a result, there exists a great deal of varia-

tion within any given metropolitan area in terms of the 

municipal regulations in force in different sections of the 

metropolis, in the standards of services maintained, and in 

the sectional treatment of various problems which are essen-

tially metropolitan in character.27 The important decisions 

concerning development issues within the highly integrated 

social and economic fabric of the metropolis were, and still 

are in many cases, being made on the basis of individual 

municipal outlooks. The actors, both institutional and 

individual, operate within the narrow perspective and sp€-

cific concerns of their own particular institutional base.2a 

For a long time, there existed no organi~ational base, and 

little institutional support, for consideration of areawide 

problems at the metropolitan level. There was certainly no 

decision making process which was structured to deal with 

metropolitan issues.29 

27paul studenski, op. cit., p. 29. 

2sNorton Long, "Who Makes Decisions in Metropolitan Areas," 
in Michael N. Danielson, ed .. , ~opolit~:n Politics: ! 
Reader, (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1966), p. 102. 
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In many cases, communities that were engaging in various 

physical planning activities found their efforts thwarted or 

neutralized by the actions of neighboring jurisdictions.30 

For example, the location of an industrial plant in one com-

munity may ruin a planned residential area in the neighbor-

ing community. Inadequate street development and mainte-

nance in one area may shift traffic to the street system of 

another jurisdiction which is ill pre pa red to handle the 

additional traffic flow. Wastes from neighboring jurisdic-

tions may pollute the air and water resources of a rela-

tively pristine community. 31 'These exter.nal impacts of 

localized decision making related to community development 

also have served to discourage local planning activities in 

the past. Local officials within the metropolis were cau-

tious to see that the burden of action to remedy the common 

ills would not fall too heavily on their own jurisdiction.32 

Their independent actions in the area of community planning 

were not only affected by external diseconomies, but often 

29Ibid .. , p. 100. 

30Studenski, op. cit •• p.30-31. 

31Cltizens Advisory Committee of the Joint Committee on 
Urba.n Area Government,, Legislature of the State of Wash-
ington, "Too tlany Governments11 reprinted in Michael .N. 
Danielson, Metr.Qpolitan Politics: A Bea~~, {Boston: 
Little, Brown & Co., 1966) p. 128. 

3Zibid ... , P• 129. 
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provided external benefits to neighboring jurisdictions 

without the capacity to assess them a portion of the cost. 

As the Citizens Advisory Committee in Washington put it: 

"{F)ragmentation in the metropolitan areas separates bene-

fits and burdens in ways which are of ten basically 

unfair."33 

Early Developments in Areawide Planning 

There were a number o.f examples in the 1920's of communi-

ties in metropolitan areas bonding together to form unoffi-

cial organizations to confer on various planning issues. 

The Niagara Frontier regio_n of Western New York State, the 

Los Angeles area, and the Twin Cities area of Minneapolis -

St. Paul are three such examples.3• These agencies were pow-

erless to take any action, they acted in a merely advisory 

capacity, and initially they had no budgets or staff. Rep-

resentatives of local government simply utilized these 

forums to convene periodically and discuss issues of mutual 

concern. Within a short time, however, the organizations in 

Los Angeles and the Niagara Frontier were granted official 

status by the state legislatures, and began receiving local 

governmental funding.3s Although these were significant 

33Ibid., p.. 129, 

3•Studenski, op. cit., p. 53 .. 
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steps in metropolitan regional planning, neither organiza-

tion was particularly successful in establishing a compre-

hensive and effective problem solving .mechanism for the mem-

ber governments. 

The Natural Resources Planning Board, which was a ere-

ation of the Depression era Roosevelt Administration, 

strongly encouraged the development of regional planning 

activities in metropolitan areas. 36 By 1950, however, fewer 

than 35 of the nations 168 standard metropolitan areas had 

established agencies specifically charged with metropolitan 

planning responsibilities.37 One reason for this appears to 

have been the general lack of awateness that that there was 

a need for metropolitan integration. For many jurisdictions 

the initiation of official metropolitan planning functions 

was perceived as a threat to autonomy, and thus was 

intensely resisted. Even the strictly advisory function of 

planning at the areawide scale was viewed by many of the 

suburban units as an attempt by the central city to dominate 

its neighbors.38 

35Ibid., pp~ 53-54. 

36Betty Tahleman, Governmental Organization !!! Metropolitan 
Areas, {Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1951}, 
p. 47 .. 

37Ibid., pp. 53-54. 
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While areawide planning activities were being viewed with 

suspicion in many areas, the political forces in local gov-

ernment were not so opposed to jurisdictional cooperation as 

to reject proposals for joint development and operation of 

more commonly accepted local government service .functions .. 

The clear economies of scale that would result from such 

arrangement were generally persuasive~ especially in cases 

where service provision or expansion would be economically 

infeasible for a single local unit. When excess service 

capacity could be shared, as well as the costs of providing 

that service, interlocal agreements have provided a means 

for overcoming the constraints imposed by jurisdictional 

borders. Sewer and :water supply systems, pollution control, 

solid waste disposal and transportation facilities are com-

manly dealt with in this manner.39 

Interlocal Agreements and Special Purpose Districts 

Interlocal agreements have been popular because they do 

not disturb the existing governmental structure. They con-

sist of transfering specific functions between higher- and 

lover-tier governments, usually from municipalities to coun-

ties, or creating joint service provision by units pf the 

38Ibidoe, p. 48. 

39Eollens & Schmandt, op. cit., p. 163-170. 
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same tier.•o These types of arrangements are generally flex-

ible and involve the active participation of the units of 

government involved. A more formal intergovernmental 

arrangement, the special purpose district, also has been 

utilized extensively to deal with metropolitan problems. 

The special purpose district is an independent unit of 

local government. Unlike inter1ocal agreements which pro-

vide services within the structure of the existing local 

units, the special purpose district is a single purpose gov-

erning organization with its own jurisdiction and its own 

capacity to raise revenues to finance its operations~•1 Spe-

cial purpose districts are a means for providing services or 

operating :facilities which are divorced from the control of 

regularly constituted city and county governments .. Local 

governmental responsibilities are not transfered to other 

general purpose municipal governments as in the case of 

interlocal agreements, but are trans.fered instead to a duly 

constituted independent public corporation. Transfering 

functions to a neutral authority, rather than a neighboring 

government, impinges less on the ingrained political tradi-

tions in the area.•2 

•OACIR~ The Challenge of Local Government~l Rgorganizatio11, 
op. cit., pp. 30-31. 

•1Tableman, op. cit., p. 56. 
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For the most part, special purpose districts are organ-

ized to per£orm a particular function within a designated 

area.•3 Boundaries may be flexible so that the jurisdiction 

can be expanded to coincide with the grovth and development 

of the metropolitan area. The individual municipalities and 

the interlocal agreement approach do not offer this type of 

flexibility .. Thus the special purpose districts have been 

able to provide the linkage .between jurisdictional autonomy 

and the coordinated development of urban services. 

A second salient feature of special purpose districts is 

their fiscal self-sufficiency,.4~ The ability to obtain their 

own revenues from bonding, intergovernmental transfers, user 

charges, special assessments, or even independent property 

tax authority, allows these districts more latitude to make 

decisions independent of the revenue spending priorities of 

the various local governments. Service recipients and 

direct beneficiaries usually bear the financial burden .. •s 

•2Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Regional Decision ~: New Strategies for Substa te 
Districts, {Washington: u.s. Government Printing Office, 
19 7 3) , p.. 2 1. 

•3.Ibid., p .. 21. 

••Howard w. Hallma:n, Small and Lar~ _!og:ether Governing th~ 
MetrQ,£olis, (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, Inc., 
1977), p.. 40 .. 

•SACIR, Regional Decision .tlakin_g: New Strgegies for .§!!!!-
~~ Dist~i£!§1 op. cit~, p. 21. 
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The relative advantages encompassed by the special pur-

pose district make them very attractive solutions to 

regional problems, including metropolitan regional problems. 

various federal g.rant-in-aid programs encouraged the devel-

opment of single purpose districts and by the early 1960's 

there were a number of federal aid programs which bypassed 

the local governments completely in favor of the dis-

trictsw46 Needless to say, these factors combined to gener-

ate a tremendous expansion in the utilization of special 

purpose districts. 

In 1972 there were 8,054 special purpose districts in the 

265 SMSA's,47 accounting for 36 percent of all governmental 

units within the metropolitan areas, and making them the 

most numerous type of local government. Between 1952 and 

1972 special purpose districts .increased in number by more 

than 93 percent.•a Although this growth rate has slowed con-

siderably since the late 1960's, the popularity of this par-

ticular mechanism for dealing with areawide problems remains 

high. 

4 6Ibid., p. 22 .. 

47Ballman, op. cit., p. 40. 

•&ACIR, .Regio~al Decision Maki1.rn: Nfil Strat~gifil? for Sub-
state Qis:t,ricts, op'9 cit., p,. 23. 
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Special purpose districts have been a mixed blessing. 

Because special districts exist as separate units of govern-

ments, they face the problem of integration vith other gov-

ernmental units. Despite their successes, they embody at 

least one major drawback; they have added to the confusion 

and complexity of metropolitan governmental organization by 

creating another layer of government. In addition, while 

the proliferation of single purpose districts may have pro-

vided a more efficient and equitable means of delivering 

urban services and developing public facilities, it failed 

to provide a means for coordinating the development deci-

sions of the individual municipalities or of the independent 

special districts.49 The £ragmentation of local government 

was accelerated by the special districts and this has fur-

ther compounded the problem of achieving coordination of 

government programming in metropolitan areas. As Berry and 

Steiker stated: 

While single purpose metropolitan authorities may 
reduce geographic fragmentation, they often inten-
sify functional fragmentation with the result that 
each service is considered an end in itself by 
each agency and the capabilities of the general 
political system to allocate resources to various 
projects and service categories according to com-
prehensive priorities are severely limited.so 

•9Ibid., pp. 2-15. 

50Berry and Steiker, "The Concept of Justice in Regional 
Planning: Justice As ·Fairness".. Journal .Q! the American 
Institute of Planners, Vol.. 40, No. 6, November 1974, p .. 
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The essential element that was lacking and that seemed to 

remain so elusive was one form or another of centralized, 

comprehensive organization to coordinate the activities of 

the independent uni ts'W The special purpose district pro-

vided the mechanism for more orderly development of the 

urban infrastructure and delivery of urban services. The 

major task of government in metropolitan areas thus became 

the development of policies consistent with the integrated 

character of the metropolitan community.st This situation 

called for a planning function at the metropolitan scale 

similar to the planning being undertaken by the local gov-

ernments. 

The Expansion of Metropolitan Planning Functions 

Bollens and Schmandt describe the local planning process 

as being "a method for reaching decisions about what spe-

cific objectives are to be pursued and what specific action 

is to be undertaken • • • (by) providing inputs for the pol-

icy choices which involve consideration of the future .. ns2 A 

complementary planning function at the metropolitan regional 

66. 

stAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, ~2-
pol.i tan !!!!.eric~: Challenge to Federalism, {Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966), p. 6. 

szsollens and Schmandt, op. cit., p. 228. 
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scale would be able to provide the policy framework neces-

sary for coordinating the development decisions of the vari-

ous component government units. The orientation necessarily 

would be related only to those functional elements of metro-

politan significance including transportation systems, 

regional sewer and water systems, regional parks and open 

space areas, and drainage and .flood control, rather than the 

specific land use decisions under the authority of the local 

units.s3 By 1962 there were sixty-three metropolitan plan-

ning commissions in the United States and in 1970 the total 

was approximately 175.s• These figures include councils of 

governments which performed planning functions. 

One of the primary factors in the growth of metropolitan 

regional planning commissions was tbe incentive provided by 

the federal government,,. In 1961~, only five federal 

grant-in-aid programs for community development included a 

requirement for t.he consideration of areawide concerns .. ss 

There were twenty-four such grant-in-aid programs as of 

1972. so Although local participation in the various grant 

53Charles M. Haar and Associates, "The Promise of Metropoli-
tan PlanningH, in Michael N. Danielson, ed., ~etroEolitan 
Poli tics: A Reader, (Boston: Little, Brown & Co .. , 1966), 
p,. 358. 

54Bollens and Schmandt, op. cit., pp. 242-243. 

SSACIR, Reilonal Decision Makincr: 
stat~ Districts, p .. 168. 

New Strategies for ~y!2,-
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programs, and hence metropolitan regional planning, is 

strictly voluntary, hundreds of millions of dollars in capi-

tal and operating program funds are directly tied to the 

federal committment toward regional plannin9 .. s 7 The federal 

government has utilized the familiar •carrot and stick' 

approach to encourage local participation in these regional 

planning programs. Additional seed money was made available 

for creating and staffing regional planning organizations, 

and there also was the threat that implementation monies for 

hardware and service provision would be withheld from non-

participating units .. 

While federal incentives of these types were generally 

effective in encouraging local participation in metropolitan 

planning activities, they in no way assured that participa-

tion would be sincere. Many communities participated in 

name only, and only to assure that other federal money they 

coveted would not be jeopardizea.sa Generally there has been 

little opposition to programs designed specifically to aid 

the development of an areawide planning function.s9 Indeed, 

s 6Ibia .. , p.. 168. 

S7Leonard E. Goodell and Donald P.. Sprengel, Th~ !.filg£,ican 
Metro.eolis, (Columbus: Charles E"' Merrill Publishing Com-
pany, 1975), pp. 46-49, also; ACIR, Regional Decision Mak-
ing: .,lig!! Stgtegies for Substat.e District§, p. 168 .. 

saGoodell & Sprengel, op. cit., p. 
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there was a relatively widespread acceptance of t.he desira-

bility and utility of area wide planning ... 6 o There was consid-

erably more consternation on the issue of implementation of 

regional plans. 

Metropolitan regional planning activities, as organized 

and funded throughout the 1960 1 s, provided a very weak forum 

even for the purely advisory planning function. Although 

these agencies were formed for the purpose of policy making 

at the metropolitan level, they lacked an adeguate institu-

tional base, legal authority and direct relationship to a 

metropolitan constituency to resolve problems and implement 

solutions within a metropolitan setting.61 Implementation of 

areawide development plans remained largely in the province 

of the independent jurisdictions of local governments and 

special purposed districts. Even when a few of these units 

of government did agree on joint issues or coordinated pro-

grams, their efforts were easily nullified by others chaos-

59David c. Ranney, Planni.llil l!Ild .Poli ti£§ in !he Metropolis, 
(Columbus: Charles E.. Merrill Publishing Company, 1969), 
p. 80 .. 

60Thornas P. r1urphy and Charles R,. warren, Or_gani~il,!g Public 
~ic€s in ~ll.Q12olitan America, (Lexington: Lexington 
Books, 1974) p.. 103, also; Bollens and Schmandt, op .. 
cit., p. 

61ACIR, MetropQJ,.itfil! America: 
cit,., pp. 7-8. 
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ing not to cooperate.62 

The organizational inadequacies which exist at the 

regional level inhibited the capacity for implementation of 

areawide plans. For the most part 1 metropolitan planning 

ag€ncies did not have operating responsibilities which ena-

bled them to bring even minor portions of the regional plans 

to fruition.63 They had to rely instead on their powers of 

persuasion in dealing with local governments and public 

authorities. successful planning occurred in those situa-

tions where pro.fessional planning s.kills liere matched with 

considerable political acumen.6~ When there exists no iden-

tifiable areawide political representation, and no regional 

consituency, mustering the necessary political support 

becomes that much more difficult. According to a number of 

people in the field, the inadequacy of the structure of gov-

ernment in metropolitan areas is not so much a contributing 

factor to the ~nability to solve areawide problems, as it is 

the key problem in metropolitan areas. 65 

62Ibid .. , p .. 7. 

63Ibid. 1 p.- 112 .• 

6•Goodell • Spengel, op. cit~, p. 189~ 

65Frank J. Munger, "Community Power and Metropolitan Deci-
sion-Making1" reprinted in Michael N. Danielson, §etropol-
itan Politics: ! Readg±, (Boston: tittl€, Brown & Co., 
1966) p. 110 .. 
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There is no longer any question that planning is a rea-

sonable and justifiable responsibility of municipal govern-

ment. Through the impetus of various federal and state pro-

grams, as well as a more enlightened vie~ of governmental 

responsibility at the local level, municipal planning is 

widespread and meeting with varying success in different 

areas.66 Even as the focus of planning activities began to 

evolve toward a more metropolitan regional perspective, as 

noted previously, there was general agreement from a concep-

tual or philosophical perspective that these types of coor-

dinated and cooperative efforts were positive and necessary. 

The success of these efforts, however, has largely been 

lacking .. One of the most common criticisms o.ffered as an 

explanation for such failures is that the great majority of 

regional planning activities in metropolitan areas are 

divorced from the politics and political realities of the 

metropolis.67 

From the outset of the planning movement in this country, 

when the planners were closely linked to the municipal 

reform movement, there has been something of an aversion to 

6 6Mel vin R. Levin, ~.QJ!!ll!!!!.i ty and RegioMl .flsnning_, (New 
York: Praeger Publishers, 1977), Introduction by George 
Blackwood, pp. xi-xxiii. 

67ACIR, Metropolitan Americ2: Cb~llengg to Federalism, op. 
cit., pp. 110-113, also; Bollens ' Schmandt, op. cit., pp. 
242-250. 
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politics on the part of planners.6s As time passed, however, 

planners sought to get plans off the shelves and imple-

mented. It became obvious, however, that politics could not 

be completely ignored. Implementation reguires a community 

or regional committment to an uncertain future which may 

necessitate present self-sacrifice in return for some pro-

jected future benefit.6 9 This requires the supfort of polit-

ical leaders who must make commitments for public expendi-

tures and for consistency in the application of development 

control mechanisms. Very few planners today would deny the 

importance of politics in the planning process.70 Alan 

Altshuler has concluded that contemporary planners find it 

both ethical and necessary to play the political game.71 

Metropolitan Governmental Reorganization 

For more than a decade now there have been increasingly 

strong recommendations from a number of different sources 

for a general reorganization of local governments within 

68Ranney. op. cit., p. 35. 

69Bollens & Schmandt, op. cit., p. 249. 

70Ranney, op. cit., p. 41. 

71Alan Altschuler, The :£ity Plannin_g Procg§.§ (Ithaca: 
nell University Press, 1965) pp. 355-356. 

Cor-
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metropolitan areas, as well as for adjustment and reassign-

ment of specific functional and financial powers.. The Advi-

sory Commission on Intergovernmental nelations made such 

recommendations as early as 1966.72 At that time, its recom-

mendations included: simplified requirements for municipal 

annexation, stricter standards for new incorporations, 

stricter control en the formation of special districts, 

broader authorization for interlocal contracting, and 

authorization and encouragement for the establishment of 

more areawide planning and service commissions to provide 

areawide governmental services.73 Without doing these 

things, ACIR warned, it would be extr-emely difficult to deal 

with the problems of social and economic disparity in metro-

politan areas.74 

There have .been a number of e.x:amples of metrcpoli tan gov-

ernmental reorganization in this country both prior to and 

since ACIR's report on Metropolitan America~ The four case 

study governments analyzed in this study are examples of 

different types cf areawide reorganization. For t.he most 

part, however, reorganization of general purpose local gov-

72ACIR, Met~Q.Eolit,fil! Ameri£~! 
cit .. 

73Ibid., p. 163'" 

74Ibid .. , p.. 164 .. 

Challenge to Federalism, op .. 
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ernments has had a minimal affect on metropolitan governmen-

tal fragmentation. The reason is that there have been very 

few general reorganizations of this type. Single purpose 

functional transfers and consolidations have been much more 

common.7s 

City-county consolidation has been utilized in several 

metropolitan areas as a means for reorganizing local govern-

ment.. Since 1962 there have been eleven city-county consol-

idations, si.x: of which occured in metropolitan areas with 

populations of 200,000 or more.76 These consolidations have 

merged the county government with one or more of the munici-

pal governments within the county borders forming a single 

unit of govern roe nt .. All six of these were incomplete con-

solidations in that not all of the municipalities in the 

counties participated. Thus, even in these cases some gov-

ernmental fragmentation still exists. The single county has 

been the scale for the consolidations w.hich have occured, 

and it would seem that more single county SMSA's would con-

sider utilizing this approach to reorganization. As of 

1970, however, only three of the 127 single county SMSA's in 

the nation were consolidated city-counties.77 

75ACIR., The Challanqe of Local Government J!.§Qrganization, 
op. cit., p .. 91. 

76Ibid., p.91. 
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While the consolidation approach to reorganization has 

the advantage of simplicity 0£ form. in that it creates a 

single lay,er of government with an areawide focus, it is 

extremely di.fficult to implement from a political stand-

point.78 In nearly all of the consolidation attempts since 

World War II. with Indianapolis being the notable exception. 

a public referendum has been necessary to approve the con-

solidation proposal. In the great majority of such cases 

the public has voted no.79 The primary reason given is that 

the public, most often the suburban public, does not want to 

relinquish local governmental autonomy in favor of decen-

tralized governmental contro1.eo 

The alternative to the one-layer approach is a two layer 

approach based on the theory of federalism.at Under this 

concept, areawide functions are delegated tc an areawide 

government while purely local functions and responsibilities 

are retained by local units of government .. Local autonomy 

77Ibid .. • p .. 91. 

78Advisory Commission on IntergovernIDental Relations • 
.Rggional Govetnance: Promis~ and Per-fQ!:.!!!fil!.£~, (Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 1973). p.2-3. 

7 9.Ibid.. p .. 3. 

SOJames F,. Horn and G. Thomas Taylor. Jr .. , Exnerimgnts In 
Metrop_olitan Government, (New York: .Praeger Publishers, 
1977), p.xii-xix. 

a11bid., p.xiv-xix. 
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over local issues is protected under this arrangement, and 

local resistance to areawide government is reduced to some 

extent. The county is frequently utilized as the areawide 

government when proposals of this type are presented because 

it does not require the creation of yet another unit of gov-

ernment .. This would seem to be especially inviting to sin-

gle county S~1SA's or SMSA's which are highly concentrated in 

a single county. 

Adoption of such federated systems has been inhibited by 

a number of factors, however.s2 In most states a constitu-

tional amendment is required for legal authorization to 

expand the county government•s powers, and statewide support 

is often difficult to get. In addition, many county offi-

cials feel that their political security is threatened by 

what they perceive to be a power grab by the urban center, 

and they oppose the change. There are also guestions about 

the f~nanc~al powers and organizational inadeguacies of 

most county governments relative to their capabilities to 

provide the necessary services.. Although successful adapta-

tions of this approach have been scarce, Metropolitan Dade 

County is generally held up as an outstanding example of how 

such a system can and should function~e3 

szrbid., p.xvii. 

a3Ibid., p .. 98-105. 
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Another variation on the two-layer approach is the cre-

ation of an entirely new l<evel of government in a fed€rated 

system. This alternative is primarily applicable to multi-

county SMSA's where the county level of government does not 

have sufficient jurisdiction to undertake areawide concerns. 

As in the single county federation, local functions would 

still be performed by municipal units. Implementation of 

this type of federated system has been extremely limited, 

due to the reluctance of the state and local governments to 

support proposals creating an additional level of government 

between them.a• The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities 

Area is the best known example of this approach. 

City-county consolidations and federated systems of local 

government have not been employed on a broad scale for met-

ropolitan governmental reorganization.. Even taken as a 

whole, these reorganizations have had little impact on the 

aggregate level of governmental fragmentation. The most 

common type of reorganization remains that of merging or 

consolidating duplicateve special purpose districts within 

the metro area. This~ however, merely consolidates related 

functional districts, but does not deal with the larger 

problem of uncoordinated municipal operations. 

a•rbid., p.xix .. 



43 

The provincialism of local units of government in 

metropolitan areas has severely weakened the best attempts 

of federal and state government to induce voluntary coopera-

tion and participation in regional planning activities. 

Without the requisite metropolitan political base to lever-

age the adoption of planning studies~ the ma jo ri ty of exist-

ing metropolitan regional planning organizations have been 

un- able to do more than pay lip service to the development 

of areawide policy plans to guide and control the develop-

ment decisions of the participating units of government. 

The tremendous potential for areawide problem solving in the 

metropolis created by the greatly expanded federal role in 

regional planning activities has largely been allowed to 

slip away .. 

There have been inconsistencies in the federal legisla-

tion in some cases, and in others the response from the 

state level was less than wholehearted. The key problem, 

however, remains the lack of power and authority on the part 

of metropolitan planning organizations due to the lack of a 

political entity to which they could be linked. The true 

potential of the combined federal, state, and local efforts 

to establish effective and meaningful metropolitan regional 

planning can only be assessed where the planning function is 

directly linked to a more wholistic or complete governmental 
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organization ~ith greater than merely advisory powers. 

These are the types of metropolitan planning activities this 

study will analyze. 



Chapter III 

A REVIEW OF THE FEDERAL LEGISLATION 

Introduction 

Five federal planning programs have been selected for 

analysis in this study,. They are Areawide Compre.hensive 

Planning Assistance, Comprehensive Health Planning, A-95 

Review, Urban Transportation Planning, and Manpower Plan-

ning. These particular programs were selected in order to 

provide a balance in the analysis of the case study govern-

ments. Comprehensive Planning and Urban Transportation 

Planning were selected as two of the primary physical plan-

ning programs funded by the f-ederal governme11t. Heal th 

Planning and Manpower Planning are two of the major federal 

thrusts in the social planning arena. Taken together, these 

four program areas cover a fairly wide spectrum in terms of 

the aggregate areawide thrust of federal planning legisla-

ti on~ A-95 Review was included because it is the official 

federally sponsored mechanism for providing imi:;roved program 

coordination and integration at the metropolitan or regional 

level. As a whole these five programs provide for a diverse 

program mixture, sponsorship by several differ-ent federal 

depar·tments, and yet a reasonable scale for evaluating the 

case study organizations. 

45 
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This chapter will not provide a detailed evaluation of 

each of these programs. Such an undertaking is beyond the 

scope of this study. Rather, this chapter will bring to the 

forefront a few major points relative to each of the pro-

grams which are relevant to the stated study objectives. A 

brief recital of the historical background and legislative 

evolution of each program is included. In addition, inform-

ation related to eligibility criteria, procedural require-

ments, and areawide agency designation are provided. These 

latter points are included because these are the factors 

which exert the greatest influence on the potential for 

broad based program integration at the metro_Folitan scale. 

These are the factors which will determine whether or not 

the case study governments qualify for program designation. 

The purpose of this chapter is informational rather than 

analy ticaL. It is intended to present the relevant charac-

terist~cs of the federal programs, not to evaluate or ana-

lyze the underlying intent or implications of the informa-

tion presented. Although this would certainly provide 

valuable insights into the program structure, it too is be-

yond the scope of the present effort. The analysis of the 

five programs, in terms of their relationships to each of 

the case study governments, is provided in Chapter v. 
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Areawide Comprehensive Planning Assistance 

The comprehensive plat:i.ning assistance program of the fed-

eral government is commonly refered to as the 701 planning 

assistance grant program. This is a reference to Section 

701 of the Housing Act of 1954, which was the initial fed-

eral enactment providing planning grants to a broad range 

of state and local planning programs.es It was the stated 

purpose of this act to facilitate urban planning in smaller 

communities, those with populations of less than 25,000, 

which were generally lacking in planning resources.a6 Al-

though the program emphasized the expansion of planning 

activities in smaller communities, grants also were availa-

ble for metropolitan and regional planning agencies which 

were duly empowered under state law to perform such plan-

ning activities. The initial funding level was $5,000,000. 

Since 1954 a number of changes have been made to the 701 

program reflecting the changing emphasis of federal program-

ming in the area of community planning. There bas been evi-

dence of an increasing awareness of metropolitan and 

regional issues which needed to be addressed through the 

planning process. In the 1959 amendments to the Act , the 

asaousing Act of 1954, sec. 701, 68 Stat. 640, 40 use. 
86Ibid .. 
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intent of the program was reworded in such a manner as to 

provide increased assistance to state and local governments 

for "solving problems resulting from increasing concentra-

tion of population in metropolitan and other urban areas.na? 

The heavier emphasis on metropolitan and regional planning 

along with local community planning activities required a 

reorientation of existing planning programs. The desire was 

to establish, to the maximum extent feasible, planning 

activities which would cover entire urban areas having com-

mon or related UI:'ban development problems .. e8 Grant appli-

cants -were encouraged to utilize the available financial aid 

to provide technical assistance for such areawide planning, 

as well as to organize and staff the necessary metropolitan 

planning agencies.,89 

Throughout the 1960 1 s and 1970's, addit~onal amendments 

were adopted each time the Congress voted to extend the 701 

program fu:nding .. The legislative emphasis continued to be 

regional planning, especial.ly metropolitan regional plan-

ning .• In 1965, wording was added to authorize grants to 

organizations composed o.f public officials reFresenting the 

political jurisdictions within a metropolitan area or urban 

&7Housing Act of 1959* sec. 419, 73 Stat. 678, 40 use. 
ssrbid. 

89Ibid. 
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region. Metropolitan councils of Government thus became 

eligibl,e for funding under th€ comprehensive planning pro-

gram and as a result, began to grow in popularity as a means 

of conducting areawide planning. It was during this time 

that federal financial assistance for planning reached its 

peak. The 1965 Act appropriated $230,000,000 for comprehen-

sive planning assistance. 

Amendments passed in 1974 expanded the £unding eligibil-

ity to include urban counties and areawide organizations in 

metropolitan areas designated with A-95 review authority.90 

In addition, a need was identified for the development and 

improvement of management capabilities to implement the 

plans as part of an ongoing planning process. This included 

an institution building capacity for "achieving moderniza-

tion, simplification and improvement in governmental.struc-

t ures. n91 

While the program increasingly has emphasized areawide 

planning activities, counties, small cities and other areas 

remain eligible for funding. The key to funding eligibility 

is authorization under state planning enabling legislation 

to undertake the types of programs which the grant money can 

90flousing and Community Development Act of 1974, sec. 401, 
88 stat. 686, 40 use. 

91Ibid. 
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sponsor .• For metropolitan areas, eligible agencies include 

regional planning agencies, organizations 0£ public off i-

cials, joint city-county planning commissions, and counties 

of over 50,000 population.92 Membership on the planning 

boards or commissions which govern these agencies must be 

elected local officials or their designees. Eligibility for 

representation, for the purposes of funding, is determined 

by the Department of Housing and Urban Development on a case 

by case basis in accordance with state statutory guidelines 

and Departmental rules and procedures. 

Areawide Comprehensive Health Planning 

The federal government has a long history of involvement 

in various public health services programs but it only 

recently become involved in broad based health systems plan-

ningw In 1966, the Congress passed the Comprehensive Health 

Planning and Public Health SErvices Amendments of 1966,93 

providing the initial mechanism for health planning assist-

ance. It was the stated purpose of this legislation to pro-

mote and assist the extension and improvement cf comprehen-

sive health planning and to provide for more effective use 

92Ibid .. 

93 Comprehensive Health Planning and Public Health Services 
Amendments of 1966, 80 Stat. 1180, 42 USC. 
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of available federal funds for health related programs. 9 ~ 

The program included funding for planning in the three pri-

mary areas of health services, health manpower, and health 

facilities. congress also indicated that success in this 

effort would require "an effective partnership involving 

close intergovernmental collaboration, official and volun-

tary efforts, and the participation of individuals and 

organizations.o95 

The focus of the program was state level health systems 

and the development of statewide comprehensi•e health plans. 

This included establishing or designating a single state 

agency for supervising and administering the state's health 

planning functions under the state plan, as well as setting 

forth policies and procedures for coordinating the develop-

ment of health systems and facilities throughout the 

state.96 Project grants for comprehensive regional and met-

ropol~tan health planning also were available on a limited 

basis to state approved regional agencies in accordance with 

approved state plans. Additional amendments passed in 1967 

increased the funding allocation by 503 to accomodate addi-

tional capital expenditures for replacement, modernization. 

95Ibid. 

96Ibid .. 
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and expansion of facilities according to the state plans. 

The most significant changes in the federal health care 

planning program came a.bout with the passage of the National 

Health Planning and Resource Development Act of 1974. 97 This 

legislation revamped the entire federal effort in order to 

pull together the efforts of local, regional and state 

health planning activities in accordance with national 

health planning policy. The linkage between the federal and 

state governments was strengthened, and new linkages devel-

oped to facilitate regional implementation of state plans. 

Maldistribution of health care services and facilities, and 

skyrocketing health care costs became the primary targets of 

federal action.9a One of the most important means for deal-

ing with these issues was the development of a system for 

health planning which brought together both public and pri-

vate health service providers to discuss not only areawide 

health system needs, but also cost sharing for the necessary 

support services as well. 

Regional planning and implementation is conducted through 

a system of Health Systems Ag€ncies (HSA) within each of the 

states .. The service area of each HSA is determined on the 

9 7 National Health Planning and Resource Development Act of 
1974, 80 Stat. 2225, 42 USC 

9 Sibid,. 



53 

basis of population and the availability of health service 

resources.99 The population criteria established a minimum 

area of 500,000 people and a maximum of 3,000,000. To the 

greatest extent possible, the boundaries of the HSA's coin-

cide with the boundaries of existing regional planning 

areas, and sub-state administrative areas. Due to the popu-

lation criteria, however, this often has meant that one HSA 

has jurisdiction over several regional planning districts. 

Each SMSA also is included entirely within one BSA, with the 

exception of the really huge population centers, which 

greatly exceed the upper population limit, such as New York, 

Chicago and Los Angeles. 

Health systems Agencies are designated by the Governor of 

each state a.fter consultation with various state officials 

in health related areas, municipal officials, and represent-

atives of comprehensive regional or metropolitan planning 

agencies.100 HSA's must be nonprofit corporations which are 

not subsidiary to any other public or private corporation , 

and which engage only in health planning and development 

functions.101 Regional planning agencies can be designated 

as HSA's only if the board is composed of a majority of 

99Ibid. 

tOOibid .. 

1 0 l!bid~ 
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elected officials of the member units of general government. 

Where this is the case, the existing regional board can not 

function as the HSA board~ A separate governing board must 

be established for health planning according to the legisla-

tion .. 102 

A majority of the members of the governing body must be 

consumers of health care who are not health care providers, 

and at least 40% must be health care providers, all of whom 

must be residents of the HSA region.103 Local elected offi-

cials, representatives of governmental authorities, and rep-

resentatives of both. public and private heal t.h care agencies 

must be included in this group.. The capacity to coordinate 

the various aspects of public and private development rela-

ted to health care, both social and physical, is designed to 

be greatly enhanced through this rather complex representa-

tive system... Sub-regional heal th planning boards can also 

be created by the HSA's to improve local coordination and 

local project review. 

102Ibid. 

l 03!.bid. 
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The A-95 Review Process 

The title 'A-95 1 is a reference to Office of Management 

and Budget Circular Number A-95, a regulation issued to pro-

mote improved coordination of federal assistance programs 

with each other and with state, regional and local plans and 

programs. Circular A-95 was first issued in July of 1969 as 

a means of implementing Title IV of the Intergovernmental 

Cooperation Act of 196a.10~ There have been revisions to 

Circular A-95 since that time, primarily to clarify some of 

the requirements and for the purpose of broadening the scope 

of the programs and activities covered by the review proc-

ess. 

Although the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 is 

the basis for A-95 review, there is an equally important 

predecessor:: section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and 

Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 required that applica-

tions for federal assistance construction grants for a wide 

variety of public facilities (including hospitals, sewer and 

water development, transportation systems, etc.) in metro-

politan areas be accompanied by the comments of the areawide 

comprehensive planning agency. The stated purpose was to 

io•office of Management and Budget, HA-95: What It Is - How 
It Works", (Washington: u. s. Government Printing Office, 
1976),p.2 



56 

determine the "extent to which the project is consistent 

with comprehensive planning developed or in the process of 

being developed for the metropolitan area or the unit of 

local government.tttos This process became the basis for the 

Project Notification and Review System under A-95, which 

expanded the state 1 regional, and local review of applica-

tions for various forms of federal assistance. 

In addition to Project Notification and Review there are 

three other major parts to A-9s.10& Part II, Direct Federal 

Development, provides for consultation with state, local and 

federal government officials on direct federal development 

projects. Part III, State Plans, assures gubernatorial 

review of state plans mandated under certain federal grant 

programs. Part IV, Coordination of Planning in Multijuris-

dictional Areas, promotes coordination of federally assisted 

planrting at the regional level. Part IV is very closely 

linked to Project Notification and Review, and these two 

aspects of A-95 are the most significant ones from the 

standpoint of metropolitan regional planning, in that they 

pull together areawide and municipal grant proposals and 

provide the opportunity for better integration. 

iosDemonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966, sec. 204, 80 stat.1262, 40 use. 

t06Qffice of Management and Budget. op. cit.* p.2 
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The purpose of A-95 review is to provide a mechanism for 

facilitating closer coordination and integration of the myr-

iad of federal assistance programs to state and local gov-

ernments. Title IV of the legislation states that "to the 

maximum extent possible all federal aid for development pur-

poses shall be consistent with and further the objectives of 

state, regional and local comprehensive p.lanning .. nto7 Pro-

ject Notification and Review and the Multijurisdictional 

Coordination element provide an early warning system to 

facilitate this coordination by requesting comments on spe-

cific projects from af.fected governments prior to grant 

approval .. This is accomplished through state and areawide 

clearinghouses which, when notified of pending federal 

grants, provide general information about the proposal to 

local governments and solicit their comments and concerns .. 

These are reviewed by the clearinghouse, a recommendation 

concerning the fate of the proposal is made, and the com-

ments are forwarded to the appropriate federal agency. 

The state clearinghouse is designated by the governor, 

and is the state comprehensive planning agency in most 

cases.1oa The governor also designates the areawide clear-

i 07Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, sec.. 401. 82 
stat. 1103, 40 use. 

1oaoffice of Management and Budget, op. cit., p.10 
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inghouses. Areawide clearinghouses are comprehensive plan-

ning agencies covering one or more counties except in metro-

politan areas .• In metropolitan areas, OMB d€signates the 

clearinghouses under authority of section 204 of the Demon-

stration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966. 

OMB has no established criteria for designating these clear-

inghouses except that they be comprehensive planning agen-

cies with areawide scope. There also are no membership 

criteria concerning jurisdictional representation or partic-

ipation in areawide planning activities.109 Each governor 

establishes his or her own criteria for non-metropolitan 

clearinghouses, and OMB seems to be flexible with respect to 

interstate variations in designating the metrcpolitan clear-

inghouses .. 

Urban Transportation Planning 

The federal government's role in urban transportation 

planning has been primarily in the provision of financial 

assistance for the development of streets and highways, and 

more recently in the provision of capital grants for mass 

transportation. There also has been substantial federal 

involvement in airport construction and some belated support 

for railroads. For the purposes of this study the highway 

109Ibid. 
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funding and the mass transportation programs are the most 

significant. 

Federal support for highway development dates back to the 

decision to construct the federal defense highway system in 

the middle 19SO•s.110 Billions of federal and state dollars 

have been spent since that time on the construction of the 

primary system, the interstate highway network, and over the 

years thece have been additions to the types of facilities 

eligible for federal aid designation. Since 1976 there have 

been designations for a federal aid secondary system in the 

rural areas and a separate federal aid urban system as well. 

This new urban system includes high volume arterial and col-

lector routes as well as access roads to ether types of 

transportation terminals which were not formerly included 

in the system.111 Local officials in project areas have been 

granted an expanded role in route selection under both the 

secondary and urban systems programs .. This is intended to 

provide increased conformance with established community 

goals and objectives. Previously, the state Departments of 

Transportation were primarily responsible for route selec-

tlORowland, Howard s., The New !ork Timg§ Guidg IQ Fegeral 
!id .l2£ Cities ~nd Towns, (New York: Quadrangle Books, 
Inc., 1971), p. 771-772. 

tttFederal Aid Highway Program, sec. 1oq, Title 23 u.s_ 
Code, {1976) .. 
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ti on .. 

The expanded participation of local officials in the 

highway related transportation planning process is a direct 

result of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962.112 Section 

134 of that act, and subsequent arrendmeuts in 1970, estab-

lished a broader framevork for transportation planning 

embracing various modes of transport in a more systematic 

and wholistic manner. The objective was to develop "long 

range highway plans and programs which are properly coordi-

nated with plans for improvements in other affected forms of 

transportation and which are formulated with due considera-

tion to their probable effect on the future developmentn11a 

of the urban areas they serve. Section 134 also established 

the first requirements for a continuing, cooperative and 

comprehensive planning process between state and local gov-

ernments for all forms of surface transportation.11• 

Although federal highway development and federal mass 

transportation programs have moved closer together since 

1910, the mass transportation program remains separate. 

Initiated under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 

112Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962, 76 Stat. 1148, 23 use. 
t13Federal Aid Highway Program, op. cit. 

114Ibid .. 



61 

the mass transportation program sought to overcome the prob-

lems of deteriorated and congested urban transportation 

facilities by providing alternatives to increased reliance 

on the automobile.11s From the outset, the program was 

directly linked to the transportation element of the compre-

hensive development plan for the urban area. Funding eligi-

bility is contingent upon the existance of such an areawide 

planning process. 

The highway program and the mass transportation program 

are still being funded and administered as separate and dis-

tinct programs under the direction of two different federal 

agencies. The former is administered by the Federal Highway 

Administration while the latter is under the Urban Mass 

Transportation Administration~ In spite of this, the two 

programs have been integrated to a great extent due to the 

requirements for a cooperative and comprehensive planning 

process. Under section 104 o.f the Federal Aid Highway Pro-

gram, the governor of each state is to identify a metropoli-

tan planning organization {MPO) in each metropolitan area 

for the purpose of coordinating the comprehensive transpor-

tation planning process mandated under section 134 of the 

Federal Aid Highway Act.116 

11sorban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, sec. 2, 78 Stat. 
302, 49 use .. 
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These metropolitan planning organizations also are 

responsible for coordinating the mass transportation plan-

ning activities with other ongoing planning activities in 

the area. Because mass transportation planning is usually 

conducted by the operating agencies which will be responsi-

ble for running and managing the system, the role of the MPO 

as the lead agency for coordinating all forms of surface 

transportation planning becomes even more important. Each 

governor and state transportation agency establish their own 

criteria for designating the M.PO' s .• OMTA and FHWA accept 

these designations for the most part, although if the choice 

fails to function properly FHWA and UMTA can request a 

change from the governor and even withhold funds in an 

effort to force the change. 

Manpower Development and Training 

There have been a great number of federal aid programs 

oriented toward manpower and employment problems over the 

past two decades. Most of these programs grew out of the 

familiar urban problems: inedequate housing, poverty, unem-

ployment, and a growing sense of frustration and entrappment 

on the part of the inner city residents.117 This is not to 

lt6Federal Aid Highway Program, op. cit. 

tt7Rovland, op. cit.,p.270 
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say that these problems were found exclusively in cities, 

for they were not, but cities generally had the greatest 

concentrations of these problems. A common thread which 

seemed to run through troublesome issues in both urban and 

rural areas, was the lack of job opportunit~es, and thus the 

opportunity for a better life, for a sizable portion of the 

American public. 

The federal response to these problems was the creation 

of a multitude o.f manpower 

conceivable department of 

and employment programs in every 

the federal bureaucracy. The 

Departments of Labor. Interior, Agriculture, Ccmmerce, Hous-

ing and Urban Development, and Health, Education and Welfare 

were all involvea.11a The activities of the agencies covered 

a wid€ range of programs from job counseling and job cre-

ation, to education and skill training. 

Unfortunately, in their haste to do something affirmative 

about the lack of job opportunities, Congress and the fed-

eral bureaucracy allocab~d little time and effort to estab-

lishing comprehensive goals and program objectives. Dis-

jointed incrementalism is the best description of the 

piecemeal federal approach which evolved during the 1960 1 s. 

President Johnson recognized the shortcomings and wasteful 

118Ibid., p.270-273 
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nature of this type of effort and attempted to remedy t.he 

situation by issuing an executive order. Executive Order 

Number 11422, issued in August of 1968, created the Coopera-

tive Area Manpower Planning System.119 This was a system of 

local, state and federal coordinating committees to assure 

cooperative planning and execution of manpower training and 

support service programs. Although this action clarified 

the policy and in tent of the federal government, what was 

necessary to effectively pull the diverse program elem~:mts 

together was a major overhaul of the legislative package~ 

This did not come about, however, until 1973. 

In December, Congress passed the Comprehensive Employment 

and Training Act of 1973. The act provided for an orderly 

transition of responsibilities and functions from the Man-

power Development and Training Act of 1962, the Economic 

Opportunity .Act of 1964 1 and the Emergency Employment Act of 

1971 into a single unified program under the Department of 

Lahor .. 120 The consolidated program then established a decen-

tralized planning system aimed at the state and areawide 

level in order to provide comprehensive manpower services in 

troubled labor market areas. The program includes training, 

tl9Cooperative Area Manpower Planning system, 33 F.n. 11739, 
(August 20, 1968). 

1zocooperative Employment and Training Act of 1973, 87 Stat. 
839, 42 use. 
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education, job creation and the provision of necessary sup-

port services to enable individuals to secure and retain 

employment at their maximum capacity.121 

The basis of the program is the identification of prime 

sponsors at the state and sub-state level. A prime sponsor 

can be the state itself, a unit of general local government 

with a population of 100,000 or more, or a consortium of 

units of general local government including at least one 

with a population of 100,000 or more .. 122 Especially hard-

pressed labor market areas which do not meet the population 

criterion can be qualified by the Secretary of Labor. Once 

identified, the prime sponsors must do two things to be eli-

gible for funding. First, it must establish a planning 

council consisting of representatives of the client commu-

nity, community based organizations* labor, business, and 

educational and training facilities. Second, it must also 

submit an annual comprehensive manpower plan indicating the 

goals, policies and procedures of the programs to be funded .. 

Funding eligibility is reviewed on an annual basis, based on 

the annual plan submitted and a review of previous program 

successes and failures. 

t.z •Ibid. 

t2~Ibid .. 
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Summary 

"It is o.bvious fr:om tke data presented in this chapter 

that the five planning programs selected for this study have 

evolved independently of each other,. Each one is adminis-

tered by a different federal department or agency. Each 

also has a separate set of criteria for defining the type of 

region within which it is to function, and for designating 

the plann.ing agency in those regions as well. These are all 

factors which influence potential and actual program con-

tent, structure, and organization in regional planning agen-

cies. Exactly how these factors have influenced the plan-

ning activities of the four case study governments will be 

outlined in the following chapter. 



I.n trod uc ti on 

Chapt€r IV 

THE CASE STUDIES 

This chapter will provide an understanding of some of the 

more salient characteristics of the planning programs and 

the organizational structures of the selected case study 

governments.. The presentation will be concerned more with 

pertinent data related to the case studies than with an 

analysis of the relative merits of each organization. The 

analysis of these organizations and their planning f unc-

tions, is undertaken in Chapter v. 

The four governments that were selected for this study 

were chosen because each represents a different variation on 

the theme of metropolitan reorganization.. Each government 

has specific organizational and structural characteristics 

which help to differentiate it from the others .. Metropoli-

tan Dade County is representative of a federated approach in 

which specific £unctions are transfered from one tier of the 

governmental hierarchy to another. Indianapolis-Marion 

County is an example of city-county consolidation in which 

most of the local units of government have become part of 

the larger city structure.. The Metropolitan Council of the 

Twin Cities Area is a prototype of the multi-purpose 

67 
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umbrella agency .. Portland's Metropolitan service District 

is a smaller scale umbrella agency which was created specif-

ically to unite planning and service delivery under one 

agency~ ilhile it probably would be inaccurate to consider 

the development of these separate agencies as an evolution-

ary process, it is reasonable to assume that the more recent 

reorganizations took note of, and drew lessons from the pro-

ceeding ones in order to create an organization that better 

fulfilled their particular needs. 

The information presented for each case study is fairly 

basic and straightforward. First, general background 

information is provided relative to the organization itself. 

This includes the scope and scale its jurisdiction, a brief 

review of the evolution or development of metropolitan con-

cerns and areawide governmental organizations, and other 

descriptive information concerning the organization.. Sec-

ond, a brief chronology of t"he major events and institu-

tional actions leading to the reorganization is presented .. 

Finally, the planning program of the organization is 

reviewed in general, as well as specifically in relation to 

the five federally funded programs described in the preceed-

ing chapter. The prime responsibility for each one of these 

programs within the metropolitan area, and the interrela-

tionships between these program activities and the compre-
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hensive planning arm of the metropolitan organization are 

the key factors considered in this section. This inf orma-

tion provides the basis for the analysis and evaluation of 

the cases in Chapter V. 

METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

General Background 

The Mia.mi, Florida area•s experiment with metropolitan 

government was undertaken initially in 1957, when a home 

rule charter for Dade County was adopted by county resi-

dents. The result was the creation of a single county, met-

ropolitan regional government with jurisdiction over an area 

in excess of 2000 square miles and a population, at that 

time, of more than 750,000. Today the population of Dade 

County includes more than one and one-quarter million perma-

nent residents, and somewhere in the neighborhood of seven 

million tourists annually.123 Just as the population has 

grown in the past two decades, so too has the authority, 

responsibility, and power of the Metro Dade County govern-

ment. 

t23Advisory Commission on Intergovernental Relations, 
Regional Governance: Promise j!Dd Perf.Q.£.!!@.!!£§, {Washing-
ton: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), p.6. 
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Even prior to the home rule charter referendum, the 

structure and organization of local government in Dade 

County was relatively simple.. In 1957, there were 26 incor-

porated municipalities, a countywide school district, a 

housing authority in Miami, and the Dade County Port Author-

ity, in addition to the county government.i2• By comparison, 

sofen reports that 18 other metropolitan areas of comparable 

size averaged more than 120 units of local government 

each.tzs One reason for this relative simplicity is that 

population growth in the Miami area was generally slow until 

after World War II so there was little impetus for the ere-

ation of local governments. A second, and mere important 

reason, is that in 1949, following the incorporation of 

numerous small areas with populations of less than 1000, the 

Dade County legislative delegation "secured the enactment of 

a measure that foreclosed further incorporations in Dade 

County under the general laws of Florida.n126 Thus, as the 

metropolitan area experienced extremely rapid growth during 

the 1950's, very substantial portions of that growth occur-

red in the unincorporated ai:eas of the county .. This factor 

served both to reduce some o.f the provincial resistance to 

12•Edward Sofen, The Mi~mi Metropolitan Expe,Ij.lllfilll, (Garden 
City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1966), p.9-15. 

t25Ibid., p.10 

t26Ibid., p.14 
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metropolitan government and to provide a co.nstitU€nt g.roup 

strongly in favor of expanded county authority. 

There had been a number of efforts to simplify and unify 

local government in Dade Count.y prior to the 1957 charter. 

During the 1940 1 s, ten school districts were consolidated to 

form a single countywide district .. 127 In 1943, a countywide 

public health system was organized to suppliment municipal 

health agencies.t~e In addition, tbere were various types of 

mutual aid arrangements between municipalities and the unin-

corporated areas related to such public safety issues as 

police communications and fire fighting. There were other, 

more significant overtures toward general governmental coor-

dination as well. 

In 1945, Nayor Leonard K. Thomson o.f the City o.f Miami 

suggested a plan to combine all municipalities in Dade 

County into a single 'City and County of Miami. 112 9 The pro-

posed consolidation was strongly opposed by thE ether munic-

ipalities and never moved beyond the talking stage. The 

Dade County legislative delegation refused tc introduce the 

t27C.J .. Hein. Joyce M .. Keys, G.11. Ro.bbins, Regional Govern-
li.Il,tal urangements In Metro2olitan ~s.§! fil:.n~ ~ 
Studies {Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1974), p .. 129. 

128ACIR, op. cit., p.6-7. 

t29Sofen, op. cit., p.28. 
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proposal and the necessary constitutional amendment for con-

sideration in the state legislature. In 1947, a second con-

solidation proposal was offered. This one, which proposed 

the merger of Dade County, the City of Miami, and four other 

small municipalities, was introduced in the state legisla-

ture. 1 ao The alignment of pro- and anti-consolidation forces 

was basically th€ same as it had been earlier and the coun-

tywide referendum, which would .have placed a constitutional 

amendment enabling the reorganization on a statewide ballot, 

was rejected by the voters ... t 31 The next attempt at consoli-

dation occured in 195.3, when a proposal to abolish the City 

of Miami and transf€r its functions to the county was sug-

gested by the Dade County legislative delegation. The pro-

posal was defeated in an extremely close vote, 50.83 against 

and 49.23 in favor. This slim defeat was a major factor in 

the ensuing campaign to establish a home rule charter for 

Dade County.132 

The Creation of Metro Dade 

t 30Ibid .. , p .. 29 .. 

1a1uein, Keys, Bobbins, op. cit., p.129. 

13.2.Ibid. , p. 129 .. 
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The narrow defeat of the 1953 consolidation referendum 

made both proponents and opponents alike recognize that met-

ropolitan governmental reform was inevitable for Dade 

County .. In order to deal with this reality in a more con-

structive and less divisive manner, the Metropolitan Miami 

Municipal Board was organized to study the municipal and 

county governments in Dade County and draft a plan for their 

"consolidation, merger, federation, or reorganization."133 

The study was coordinated by the Government Department of 

the University of Miami and when completed it was presented 

to the Board.t3• 

The recommendation was for a federated system of govern-

ment in which each of the municipalities would continue to 

be responsible for local functions, with mimimum standards 

established by the county government, and a reorganized and 

expanded county government which would take over areawide 

functions.t35 The recommendation necessitated the adoption 

of a constitutional home rule amendment by the state, and 

the approval of a specific home rule charter by the Dade 

County electorate. The amendment was approved by 703 of the 

voters in a statewide referendum in 1956. Six months later, 

t33Sofen, op. cit., p.37. 

13•Ibid., p. 38. 

t3SHein, Keys, Robbins, op. cit., p.130. 
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in May 1957, the home rule charter was narrowly approved by 

the county .. Only 26% of the registered voters ~ent to the 

polls and the margin of victory was only 1784 votes, or 2% 

of all votes cast.t36 

The home rule charter designated a number of specific 

areawide, metropolitan level functions which were to be per-

formed by the new county government. These included health 

and welfare, social action programs, polluticn control, 

enforcement of building codes, regulation of sewer and water 

systems, areawide comprehensive planning, and traffic con-

trol, roadways and public transportation systems.t37 In 

addition, Metro Dade established areawide property tax 

assessment to provide for more equitable financing of metro-

politan services. This measure provided a degree of f inan-

cial relief to Miami and several other cities which were 

beginning to feel the squeeze of shrinking tax bases rela-

tive to the developing suburban areas. 

l36Sofen provides a fairly detailed account of the issues 
and occurances surrounding both the drafting of the 
amendment and the charter, as well as events related to 
the vote itself in chapters 4-7 of The Miamj. Me~rot!olitan 
Ex2erimen,i. 

137Heins, Keys, Robbins, op. cit., p.134. 
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One of the more significant aspects of the charter is the 

provision that Metro Dade may take over any municipal serv-

ice which logically and legally can be construed as a rea-

sonable metropolitan service.13a The charter gave the County 

Commissioners nearly unlimited power to perform municipal 

governmental services, thereby granting Metro Dade a great 

deal of flexibility and descrition for defining its role as 

an areawide government. City officials have the authority 

to transfer to the county those local services which for one 

reason or another they deem to be too costly to maintain on 

a local level.139 As a result, various local services have 

been transfered to Metro Dade on a piecemeal basis such that 

the county has accrued a substantial service burden for 

police and fire protection, municipal courts, libraries, 

parks, and the provision of sewer and water to most munici-

palities.••o 

Planning Responsibilities Under Metro Dade 

The importance of planning at a metropolitan scale was 

something that the leaders of the movement toward governmen-

tal reorganization recognized early in the process. During 

l38ACIB, op. cit., p.8. 

1 39Ibid .. , p. 8 .. 

t•OHein, Keys, Bobbins, op. cit., p.134-136. 
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the early 1950's many community leaders shared the view that 

a countywide planning agency was imperative 11 if the debili-

tating effects of a fragmented approach to urban growth were 

to be avoided."141 In fact, when the charter was drawn up, a 

department of planning was one of only four departments 

which were specifically required as a part of the organiza-

tion.1•2 The charter not only specified that there would be 

a depart.ment of planning, hut that the county would prepare 

and enforce comprehensive plans for the development of the 

county .. 

Metropolitan planning existed in Dade County before much 

of the federal regional approach was enacted. As early as 

1960, the planning department was involved in the prepara-

tion of a land use plan for the whole metropolitan area to 

serve as a framework for many of the growth decisions facing 

the area. Upon adoption of this plan in 1965, the planning 

department directed its attention to the preparation of met-

ropolitan areawide functional plans for transportation. 

parks and recreation, sewer and water systems, and community 

facilities .. 14 3 These plans, even when adopted, are merely 

l41ACIR, op. cit., p.8. 

t•2aetropolitan Dade County, Home Rule Charter, sec. 4.01, 
in sofen, op. cit., p.295. 

t•3Metropolitan Dade County Planning Department, "Area-Wide 
Planning Organization: Authority, Organization and 
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advisory in nature, but the preeminent position of planning 

as a cornerstone in the foundation of Metro Dade has meant 

that the plans are generally adhered to at the county 

Metro Dade functions as the municifal planning department 

for the unincorporated areas of the county, as well as the 

metropolitan planning agency for the entire jurisdiction. 

It thus excercises both local and regional planning func-

tions. Coordinating local and areawide planning in the 

unincorporated sections of the county has been a simple 

matter of in-house# intra-departmental coordination. For 

the incorporated areas things have not always been as easy. 

The planning department has review aut.hority over the munic-

ipal systems of planning, zoning and subdivision regulation. 

Thus far, however, it has not seriously challanged the zon-

ing power which has been retained by the cities .. 1•s Instead, 

Metro has attempted to use communication and persuasion as 

the best means of gaining compliance. success under these 

circumstances .has been more difficult to come by, and the 

results have been mixed. 

Jurisdiction", an unpublished working paper en the opera-
tions of the planning department. 

t•Sibid., 
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Eighteen of the area's municipalities have prepared their 

own comprehensive plans, and the three major cities--Miami, 

Miami Beach, and Hialeah--have all adopted plans which rein-

force the Metro Master Plan.146 For those areas which do not 

engage in their own planning, Metro provides local planning 

services at cost. This has proven to be a highly effective 

means of securing local comprehensive planning which is con-

sis tent with areawide planning programs. 

As an urban county with metropolitan planning authority, 

Metro Dade has been able to take advantage cf millions of 

dollars in fed.eral grants-in-aid for comprehensive planning 

purposes .. Much of this has come in the form of HUD 701 

Planning Assis ta nee grants to the county itself, and addi-

tional pass-through monies which were granted to the indi-

vidual municipalities but contracted to Metro in return for 

comprehensive planning services,.t•7 When the federal govern-

ment ~as making the transition toward a stronger emphasis on 

regional planning during the Johnson Administration, Dade 

County was a favored area for planning assistance grants 

because it already had a reputation for having a competent 

metropolitan planning organization.t•a 

t•6Reginald R. ialters, Metro Dade Planning Director, per-
sonal letter, March 15, 1979. 

l 4 7Metropolitan Dade County Planning Department, op. cit. 
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Comprehensive planning at the county level is tied in 

directly with the Metropolitan Capital Improvements Program. 

Although the operating departments of Metro Dade do their 

own facilities planning for future needs, the actual capital 

improvements program is prepared by a Capital Improvements 

Technical Committee.t•9 Two members of the planning depart-

ment serve on this committee along with other management 

personnel, in order to provide better coordination among the 

capital improvements program, the operating budget and the 

comprehensive development master plan. Althcugh the plan-

ning department does not have final review authority over 

the capital program, it does provide input during the devel-

opmental stages~ 

Comprehensive Health Planning services for the metropoli-

tan area are provided by the Health systems Agency of south 

Florida, an entity which is co.mpletely independ€nt 0£ Metro-

politan Dade Count1.1so The HSA includes both Dade and Mon-

roe Counties in its jurisdiction and has a completely sepa-

rate governing board. Due to the specificity of the HSA's 

planning concerns there is no official liason relationship 

148ACIR, op .. cit., p .. 13. 

149Reginald R. Walters, op. cit. 

1sosimon Rudd-eman, Principal Planner for Metro Dade, inter-
view conducted during a visit to the ~etro Dade Planning 
Department during March, 1979. 
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between the planning department and the HSA. The Dade 

County Health Department has a much closer working relation-

ship with the HSI than does the planning department. The 

most frequent official communication between the Planning 

Department and the HSA agencies results from the fact that 

the HSA is under contract to the County to provide A-95 

review for health facility proposals for the planning 

department .. ls i 

Metro Dade's planning department is the designated Metro-

politan Areawide Clearinghouse for the Miami SMSA. The 

South Florida Regional Planning Council {SFRPC) serves as 

the non-metropolitan areawide clearinghouse for the larger 

three county southeast Florida region.1s2 As discussed in 

chapter I.II, it is not uncommon to have overlapping A-95 

review agencies in metropolitan areas"' Since A-95 review 

pre-dates the existance of substate regional planning dis-

tricts in Florida, the planning department was grand-fa-

thered in as an A-95 review agency. Independent rather than 

joint project reviews are conducted separately by SFRPC and 

Metro Dade. Separate reports are filed with the State 

Clearinghouse and with the appropriate federal agencies. 

Neither agency's review and comment authority supercedes the 

t S1Ibid .. 

152Reginald n. Walters, op. cit. 
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other's.. They are separate but equal review processes under 

the law. 

Transportation planning for aetro Dade is troken up among 

three different gcoups.1s3 The Department cf Traffic and 

Transportation has planning responsibilities related to 

streets and highways, or those programs funded by the Fed-

eral Highway Administration. Mass Transportation planning 

is under the authority of the Office of Transportation 

Administration,.. This latter office also is responsible for 

the coordination of all ground transportaticn planning 

activities within the metropolitan government.. In addition, 

there also is t11e State designated Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) .. 

The Metropolitan Dade County Board of County Commission-

ers is the designated MPO for the area. Because the County 

commission is the official governing body of the county, it 

sits as the board of the MPO while the actual planning 

activities are conducted by the Technical Coordinating 

Committeets• (TCC). Fourteen departments and agencies of 

federal, state, regional and local governments participate 

on this committee. These include the Department of 

153Alan c.. Wulban, Grants Liaison Officer for Metro Dade, 
personal letter, March 1, 1979. 
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Planning, the Department of Traffic and Transportation, the 

Metropolitan Transit Agency, SFRPC, the Federal Highway 

Administration {FHWA), the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-

istration (UMTA)~ and the Florida Department cf Transporta-

ti on .. The comprehensive planning program of the department 

of planning provides the necessary land use framework for 

th·e development of the 3C (continuing, cooperative, and com-

prehensive) transportation planning process. Although land 

use planning and transportation planning are conducted by 

separate agencies, the participation of the planning depart-

ment on the TCC provides the opportunity for policy coordi-

nation of these two major planning efforts. A-95 review 

authority also assures that the views of the planning 

department will be heard regarding any proposal for trans-

portation improvements. 

Manpower planning for Dade county is conducted by the 

south Florida Banpower Planning Consortium, a coalition of 

Dade and Monroe Counties and the cities of Miami, Miami 

Beach and Hialeah.t55 It is the task of this agency to 

administer and coordinate the manpower programs for the 

entire two county area. In addition, Dade County was one of 

six areas selected by the o.s. Department of Labor for an 

experimental Comprehensive Manpower Project based upon the 

1 ssibid. 
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concept of manpower revenue sharing.1s6 Under this program 

the county created a Manpower Area Planning ccuncil composed 

of I'epresentatives of business, professional and client com-

munities. The Council is part of the administrative organi-

zation of the County Manager's Office and is responsible for 

the distribution of Dade County CETA funds .. The planning 

department has no of:ficial relationship with either of these 

agencies and does not get involved in manpower planning 

activities. The Manpower Consortium remains the primary 

agency for program coordination in the region, but the Coun-

cil has its own professional staff and generates its own 

program initiatives for the CETA money it controls. 

Overall, Metro Dade is involved in a very broad based 

planning effort on both the local and regional (county) lev-

els .. Frequently the planning activities are conducted by 

agencies other than the planning department due to their 

specialized professional capabilities. In such cases there 

are often e.xecutive coordinating committees established to 

provide program integration, (transportation planning is a 

good example of this). In other cases, such as health plan-

ning, independent agencies conduct the planning activities 

with little official program integration relative to other 

ongoing planning activities. 

t56Ibid .. 
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INDIANAPOL.IS - MARION COUNTY;w INDIUJA 

General Background 

The City 0£ Indianapolis and Marion County, Indiana con-

soli dated their governments on March 13, 1969 when the Gov-

ernor officially approved the Consolidated First-Class Cit-

ies and Counties Act.1s7 Indianapolis thus became the 

largest city in this country in which a successful city-

county consolidation had occured during this century. The 

city moved from 26th place in the national ranking of cit-

ies, with a population of 475,000 to ninth place with a pop-

ulation of more than 793,000. The city limits were expanded 

from 82 square miles to approximately 400 square miles. 

Unlike the other city-county consolidations that had 

occured in the 1960's (Nashville-Davidson County, T€nnessee 

and Jacksonville-Duval county, Florida), the Indianapolis 

case was one that took much of the nation by suprise.. Indi-

anapolis, and Indiana in general, were hardly in the fore-

front of the local government reform movement.isa There was 

no fanfare of special study commissions or charter commis-

t57Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Regional Gov~£!HIB£.g: Promise fil!Q ggrf.2£li!l££, (Washing-
ton: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), p.48. 

l 58Ibid .. I p. 48 .. 
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sions because the entire period of popular discussion and 

debate related to the reorganization was concentrated into a 

period of three or four months.1sq There was no referendum 

on the issue because such an excercise has no legal meaning 

in the State of Indiana. Under the Indiana State Constitu-

tion, cities are created by the General Assembly and func-

tion only as prescribed by the laws passed by that body.160 

Changes in the form or function of city government can occur 

only as a result of state legislative action. 

The State of Indiana, through its constitution, has 

placed very strict limits on the borroYing capacity of the 

municipal corporations. This restriction has created numer-

ous problems for cities and towns in terms of their capacity 

to provide an expanding complement of urban services which 

their residents demand. In order to get around this 

restriction, special purpose districts have proliferated .. 

Many of these units have their own independent borrowing 

authority based on the assessed valuation of the area 

included within their jurisdiction.161 

t59Ibid., p.48 .. 

t60Qffice of the Mayor, City of Indianapolis, "Questions 
Most Frequently Asked About Unigov", a public relations 
pamphlet, June 1976, p.7. 

161ACIR, op. cit., p.49. 
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At the outset, many of these special districts coincided 

with the boundaries of the individual general purpose units 

of local government. 

scale available to 

In time, however, the economies of 

multi-jurisdictional special districts 

became more obvious. As a result, a number cf special pur-

pose districts providing the same or similar services were 

merged and new districts were formed utilizing the larger 

geographic base .. 162 In the Indianapolis area, these efforts 

marked the beginnings of a more metropolitan focus toward 

service delivery and governmental problem solving. 

The first major legislative adjustment of this type 

occured when the city's Sewer and Sanitation Department was 

made a separate taxing district with authorization to excer-

cise extraterritorial jurisdiction .. t63 Many of the more 

densely settled suburban communities adjacent to Indianapo-

lis joined this service district. In 1951, the state cre-

ated a separate municipal corporation encompassing all of 

Marion County, with jurisdiction over all public health and 

hospital activities.t64 

l62Ibid., p.49 .. 

163Ibid., p. 50. 

164Ibid., p.50 
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A rather unique piece of legislation was passed in 1955 

which established a countywide planning commission for Mar-

ion County and transfered to it all authority over land use 

planning, zoning, and subdivision controls ~hich had been 

held by the individual communities.t65 Additional functions 

were transfered to, or established at, the county level 

throughout the 1960 1 s including parks and recreation, a cap-

ital improvements board, and a transportation authority.166 

By 1968, when the initiative for government consolidation 

began to gather steam, the Indianapolis metropolitan commu-

nity had already undertaken a piecemeal reorganization of 

many of the more important. functions of local government at 

the countywide level~ 

The Consolidated Government of Indianapolis - Marion County 

Despite the existance of several areawide governmental 

£unctions for the Indianapolis area, met~opolitan coordina-

tion and program integration largely were lacking. The ad 

hoc, function by function evolution of countywide service 

resulted less from concerns about political responsibility 

than from concerns about fiscal autonomy .. 167 The county 

t 6Sindiana Code 18-7-2, Chapter 2, Metropolitan Planning 
Departments in Counties having Cities of the First Class. 

t66Qffice of the Mayor, op. cit., p.4. 
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government was ill equiped to deal with such municipal gov-

ernme:ntal responsibilities because it had neither the legis-

lative power nor the ocganizational structure to assume such 

.functions. As a .t:esul t, the governing for mat utilized in 

most instances was that of an appointed board, with member-

ship designated jointly by the city mayor and the county 

commission.16a Authority and responsibility were thus widely 

dispersed over a patchwork quilt of independent agencies. 

The great impetus for governmental reorganization occured 

as result of a series of suprising Republican Party election 

victories over a two year period. .First, the Republican 

candidates swept a majority of the county legislative 

of fices, Indianapolis city council seats and even the 

Mayor's office in 1967.169 The city traditionally had been a 

Democratic stronghold and the changeover was conducive to a 

new spirit of cooperation between the city and county. This 

included instituting regular meetings by the newly elected 

leaders to discuss the possibilities of broad based govern-

ment reform .. t7o To compliment these successes, the Republi-

cans won the Governor's office, strong majorities in both 

t67ACIB, op. cit., p.51. 

t 68Ibid ... , p.,. 51 .. 

169Ibid., p. 52. 

t70Ibid., p,.53 .. 
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houses of the State Assembly, and all of th-e seats on the 

Marion County legislative delegation in the statewide elec-

tions in 1968. The confluence of single party control at 

·the state, county and local levels made it clear to t.he 

local politicians that the opportunity to move on the reorg-

anization issue was at hand. 

Following the elections in 1967, the leadership of the 

city and county began meeting on a regular basis to discuss 

the possibilities of a large scale reorganization of local 

government for Indianapolis and Marion County~ Although 

these meetln gs were not publicized and the discusslo.ns were 

largely kept secret, they could not be characterized accu-

rately as a clandestine operation by the political leader-

ship.171 To many of t.he suburban communities this is just 

what it was, however. 

By the time the statewide election results were in one 

y-ear later, a ge.neral consensus had been reached by this 

pol.icy group concerning the central components of its reform 

proposal.. When the General Assembly went into session in 

January, 1969, a draft bill was ready for submission. Less 

than two months later, on March 5th, the bill had been 

approved by both houses of the Assembly and was passed on to 

171Ibid .. , p.53 
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the governor for his consideration. 

The consolidation hill that passed was not a complete 

unification of municipal and county governments.. .Four of 

the 23 cities and towns within the county were not included 

in the reorganization. It was widely known that most of the 

small municipalities within the county were opposed to the 

consolidation and were angered by the secrecy during the 

formative stages of the proposal. In order to dampen some 

of the criticism and public outcry, the bill was written in 

a manner that excluded the largest of these municipalities, 

those with populations of 5000 or more, from consolida-

tion.172 

Th.e eleven existing school districts i.n the county were 

also unaffected by the change. Even three countywide agen-

cies, the Health and Hospital Corporation, the Capital 

Improvements Board, and the Airport Authority, remained 

autonomous, primarily due to the desire to protect their 

independent bonding authority.173 The structure of govern-

ment remains highly pluralistic rather than unitary. By and 

large the Dnigov act, as the consolidation is commonly 

known, was much less an act of geographic centralization 

t 72Ibid ... , p. 56. 

1730ffice of the Mayor, op. cit., .p4. 
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than an act of administrative integration. 

The new government has a strong mayor, strong council 

format, which has substantially increased local representa-

tion for .both the old city and the county. All residents of 

the county, even those living in the incorporated areas with 

their own governments, have the right to vote for India.napo-

lis' Mayor and Councilmen. The governmental organization 

also has been simplified by incorporating all of the func-

tions o.f the new government into six departments: Adminis-

tration, Public Safety, Public Works, Metropolitan Develop-

ment, Transportation, and Parks and .Recreation.17• Within 

this simplified format, the consolidated government pro-

fesses to have eliminated the confusion, duplication, and 

waste that were prevalent under the old system. 

Planning Responsibilities Und£r Unigov 

Planning functions for the 

conducted by the Department 

consolidated government are 

of Metropolitan Deve.lopment 

(DMD). This department is fairly comprehensive in scope and 

incorporates housing, planning and zoning, urban renewal, 

buildings, and code enforcement under one roof.175 The prep-

a 7•Ibid .. , p. 1. 

175AC.IB, op. cit., p .. 63. 
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aration of a comprehensive general land use plan for the 

consolidated city was one of the first major assignments 

undertaken by the planning division~ 

In many respects the government consolidation did little 

to change the functions and operations of the existing Met-

ropolitan Planning Department. Chapter 8 of the Consoli-

dated First Class Cities and Counties Act, which legally 

created DMD, merely transfered the planning and :zoning pow-

ers of the Metropolitan Planning Department over to DMD.176 

No new powers related to planning and zoning were confered 

upon DMD as a result of the consolidation. The new respon-

sibilities related to the other divisions and functions of 

Significantly, however, the existance of a unified 

city-county government may have been a major factor in faci-

litating the inflow of tremendously increased quantities of 

federal financial support for Indianapolis, including sup-

port for the expansion of planning programs.177 

Shortly after the consolidated government was instituted, 

Indianapolis began using its clout as a metropolitan govern-

ment and its position as one of the nation's largest cities 

with a Republican Administration to secure increased federal 

t76Indiana Code 18-4-8, Chapter 8, Consolidated First Class 
Cities and Counties Act. 

177ACIR, op. cit .. # p .. 69-70 .. 
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funding from the Nixon Administration. The city was also 

able to gain incn~ased discretion in the use of the availa-

ble funds.t7a Indianapolis was the first city in the country 

to receive funding for a Unified Planning Program which com-

bines land use planning, transportation, parks and open 

space planning, and a number of social planning programs as 

well .. Under this program, the city submits an integrated 

grant application to a number of federal agencies, combining 

the needs and justifications for the various grants into a 

single, multi-faceted local program.179 

In 1970, the Bureau of the Census expanded the Indianapo-

lis SMSA from one county to eight counties, and the DMD, as 

the existing metropolitan planning agency, incorporated por-

tions of this larger area into several of its planning pro-

grams. The flexibility of funding under the Unified Plan-

ning Program allowed DMD to function as the regional 

planning agency for transportation, manpower and water qual-

i ty .. 1 e o This expanded program focus was short-lived, how-

ever, as federal regulations r€lating to jurisdictional rep-

resentation and participation in ongoing planning activities 

threatened continued funding for regional planning. Section 

178Ibid., p.70. 

179Qffice of the Mayor, op. cit., p.12. 

180ACIR, op. cit., p.70. 
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701 funds in particular were in jeopardy. Pressure from the 

Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development brought 

about the creation of t.he Indiana Heartland Coordinating 

Commission {IHCC) in 1972. 

IHCC was formed for the sole purpose of functioning as an 

Areawide Planning Organization as defined by federal HUD.1~1 

As such, it was not created under the auspices of the state 

statute authorizing regional planning commissions, but under 

a more general statute known as the Interlocal Cooperation 

Act. Authorization to conduct planning studies vas 

extremely limited and at the outset the commission was 

totally dependent on the professional staff of the consoli-

dated city. Although the agreement forming the commission 

has been amended by t.he member governments tc incorporate a 

professional planning staff, the functions of the commission 

remain limited to those deemed to be necessary to meet the 

federal requirements for designation as an APO and little 

more .. 1a2 

tattbid., p. 66. 

ts21ndiana Heartland Coordinating Commission, Amended Agree-
ment for Formation and Operation of a Multi-Jurisdic-
tional coordinating Commission, 1976. 
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The very narrow assignment of responsibilities to the 

IHCC in £avor of DMD has resulted in some minor sanctions 

against DND by federal BUD. Discretionary 701 planning 

funds, vhich had been abundently available to the city, have 

recently been directed more toward the IHCC as a means of 

expanding and strengthening its regional planning capabili-

ties.1a3 Section 701 funding is still being granted to the 

city for comprehensive planning purposes. However, Commu-

nity Development Block Grant money now provides the bulk of 

the federal grant money utilized for planning. 

Comprehensive Health Planning services for the Indianapo-

lis area are provided by the Central Indiana Health Systems 

Planning Agency. ts+ This agency is the designated HSA for 

the eight county SMSA and is completely independent of the 

consolidated government. The Health and Hospital Corpora-

tion of Marion County, which is not a part cf the consoli-

dated government, is an active participant in the regional 

health systems planning effort. DMD plays no role in the 

health planning activities of the area and the city's 

offical participation is through the mayor's office. The 

t83Information relating to the dispensation of 701 planning 
grants was obtaine,d through telep.hone intervi€WS vith DMD 
staff members Sweson Yang and P.J.Hayes. 

t84Sweson Yang, Principal Planner, personal letter, March 
30, 1979 .. 
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mayor is a member of the HSA board. 

The DMD is the designated metropolitan clearinghouse for 

A-95 review but does not excercise A-95 review for the eight 

county SMSA. The IHCC is the regional clearinghouse and 

also £unctions as the lead agency :for metrcpclitan review 

and comment.18s Due to the consolidated structure of the 

city government, however, DMD is considered to be a 

'quasi-metropolitan• planning agency and has been granted 

limited review and comment authority. This is limited to 

grant applications for jurisdictions within Marion county. 

Rather than being an independent review, however, these com-

ments are passed along to IHCC for inclusion in its review 

process .. DMD can best be described as a limited function, 

junior partner to IHCC for this particular program. 

Transportation planning is conducted by DMD as part of 

the city's Unified Planning Program. Although the city has 

a separate Department of Transportation, this department 

does not include a planning division. City DOT is primarily 

responsible for such functions as street mai.ntenance, street 

engineering, snow removel, and traffic signing and signali-

zation.186 The planning division of DMD is responsible for 

iasoepartment of Metropolitan Development, Overall Work Pro-
gram, 1979, p.0-7. 

t86Qffice of the Mayor, op. cit., p.9. 
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the 3C transportation planning process for the Indianapolis 

area. DMD also functions as the BPO for the region, having 

been so designated by the gov€rnor. 

W.hile D.MD provides the professional staff expertise for 

are coordinated transportation planning, 

through the Indianapolis 

policy decisions 

Regional Transportation Planning 

Council.. This council is composed of elected officials from 

two neighboring counties, several neighboring municipali-

ties, the four independent municipalities in Marion County, 

and representatives from FHWA, UMTA and the State DOT'- In 

addition to setting planning policy .for all f crms of ground 

transportation in the metropolitan area the council also 

coordinates the metropolitan A-95 review for federal aid 

transportation grants. 

The City of .Indianapolis is a prime sponsor under the 

comprehensive Employment and Training Act and thus has 

responsibility for the development and operation o.f employ-

ment and training programs £or Marion County. The CETA pro-

gram is the responsibility of the Division of Employment and 

Training in the Department of Administration. DMD plays no 

role in the programmatic activities of the CETA effort~ but 

has assisted in the past in the areas of data collection and 

needs assessment for portions of the manpower planning 

effort. 
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Since the inception of the consolidated government, the 

City of Indianapo.lis has seen its role as a major metropoli-

tan regional planning organization change substantially. in 

some areas, such as comprehensive planning, it has seen its 

funding and authority shrink in favor of a larger regional 

emphasis. In other programs, such as transportation, its 

role as the lead planning agency has been greatly enhanced~ 

Many of these changes are the result of the continuing evo-

1 ution of regional and metropolitan planning in the state 

and at the federal level. About the only thing that is cer-

tain is that the evolution is not yet complete and other 

structural, organizational, and .functional 

likely to occur. Now that the paraIDeters of 

changes are 

the SMSA are 

more settled, 

scale. 

perhaps future changes will be smaller in 
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THE i'iE-TRD!?OLITAN COUNCIL OF THE TifIN CITIES AREA 

I'1INNEAPOLIS - ST. PAUL. MINNESOTA 

General Background 

The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area is one 

of the broader and more comprehensive experiments in area-

wide governance to he undertaken in this country. It is not 

a consolidation of local units of government nor a city-

county reorgani:zation in the traditional sense of transfer-

ing functional responsibilities to an existing but upper 

tier level of government. Rather, a whole new level of gov-

ernment was created between the state and the cities and 

counties without eliminating any of the existing units of 

general purpose government.187 

The Metropolitan Council is a regional, represe.ntative, 

general purpose policy making body for the seven county Min-

neapolis-StQ Paul metropolitan areaQ In all, the metropoli-

tan jurisdiction includes more than 3000 squar€ miles and a 

1970 population of 1.8 million people. In addition to the 

seven counties, the region includes 60 townshifs, nearly 140 

municipalities, and several dozen school districts and spe-

1&7Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Regional Governance: Promise and gerf or man.£~, (Washing-
ton: D~S- Government Printing Office, 1973), p.114. 
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cial purpose districts. 

The development of an identification with regional issues 

in the Twin Cities began during a period of rapid suburbani-

zation in the early and middle 1950's. Neither Minneapolis 

nor st. Paul was eager to provide the new suburban communi-

ties with urban services such as sewer and water .. 1sa While 

this created some minor inconveniences in developing areas, 

primarily the utilization of individual wells and backyard 

septic tanks, it did little to slow the overall growth rate. 

By 1959, however, nearly half of the home wells were being 

contaminated by nitrates from the septic tank systems.1&9 

There were immediate cries for the development of central 

sewer and water systems for the suburban areas. Municipal 

water systems were provided without much difficulty over the 

next few years, but the sewage problem remained unresolved 

for more than a decade. 

The confusion that resulted from the 

indicative of the larger issue of local 

sewage issue was 

development deci-

sions being made on a piecemeal basis where regional conse-

quences were involved... The emerging sub-regional sewer dis-

tricts were costly, poorly planned, ill coordinated, and too 

t:SSibid .. , p.114-115 .. 

189Ibid .. , p.115 .. 
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small in scale to provide the necessary capacity for addi-

tional growth and orderly development.190 There were heated 

debates in the state legislature in 1961, 1963, and 1965 

regarding the merits o.f creating a fully metropolitan sani-

tary district verses the continued reliance on the smaller 

district systems. 

Throughout the 1960's, although the issue of haphazard 

development of urban services in the suburban areas contin-

ued to stand in the forefront, a whole range of issues rela-

ting to water pollution, uncoordinated development, urban 

sprawl, and the speculative subdivision of valuable agricul-

tural lands began to merge together. More and more, local 

officials, civic associations, and the state legislature 

were becoming aware that the most critical need in the Twin 

Cities area was for the creation of some sort of regional 

policy body to coordinate local, regional and state develop-

ment decisions.191 

One of the leading proponents in the battle for the ere-

ation of an areawide policy body was the Twin Cities Metro-

politan Planning Commission {MPC),.. This agency had been 

t90C.J. Hein, Joyce M. Keys, G.M. Robbins, Rggi9nal Govern-
mental !£.£fil!gg.!J!gnts In M{;rtropolitan ~§: Ni!!& ~ 
~Qi§§., {Washington: u .. s. Government Printing Office, 
1974), p. 29. 

t91Ibid .. , p.30 .. 
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created in 1957 by an act of the legislature tc provide a 

regional dimension to the discussion and analysis of urban 

growth issues in and around the Twin Cities.192 While the 

MPC was able to add this regional dimension, it was prima-

rily composed of representatives of local government and was 

unable to deal in any consensus manner with issues involving 

local interest conflicts. 

The MPC was well aware of its lack of power to deal with 

controversial issues, so it used its limited authority to 

inform and educate the citizens of the region of the need 

for coordination of the entire metropolitan development 

process. Prior to the 1967 legislative session and as a 

result if its experience in a major regional transporta-

tion-land use study, the MPC developed and submitted a posi-

tion paper which called upon the legislature to disband and 

replace the MPC with a stronger, 

entity. 193 

reorganized metropolitan 

The Creation of The ~etropolitan Council 

--------------------
192ACIR, op. cit., p.115. 

t93Heins, Keys, Bobbins, op. cit., p.29. 
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Throughout the summer 0£ 1966, representatives of a num-

ber of civ.ic and political organization including the League 

of Minnesota Municipalities, the various local Chambers of 

Commerce, the League of Women Voters, and issues task forces 

of the two major political parties discussed the merits of 

specific proposals for regional policy coordination. The 

fervor with which this group, (called the Metropolitan 

Affairs Committee) attacked the issues, carried over into 

the fall gubernatorial and legislative campaigns.t9• There 

was a broad acknowledgement of the need for major legisla-

tive action in the 1967 session. By late fall a general 

consensus had been reached by the Committee that planning 

for major sewerage works, major open space, transit, metro-

politan airports, and the zoo were appropriate functions for 

the areawide body.t9s By and large these were functions 

which had never been handled and were not sought by the 

individual municipalities. 

A group of Twin Cities Legislators introduced a bill 

early in the 1967 session proposing the creation of a 30 

member, elected metropolitan council responsible for the 

identified regional functions.t96 A counter proposal was 

19•ACIR, op. cit., p.115. 

t95Ibid., p.115. 

t 96Ibid,., p. 116. 
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then submitted by a group of out-state legislators calling 

for a smaller council, with membership appointed by the Gov-

ernor, responsible for planning and coordinating the opera-

tion of existing and future state 

cies.197 The essential difference 

created regional agen-

between the t~o proposals 

was not in the designation of functions and responsibili-

ties, but in the role that the state legislature could play 

in the development of growth policies for the Twin Cities 

metropolitan area. 

Throughout the long, tough legislative battle neither 

side was able to generate sufficient support to break either 

bill out of the deadlocked Metropolitan Affairs Committee. 

Toward the end of the session, however, the urgent need for 

some type of regional structure alloyed the out-state pro-

posal to prevail, with one major concession. Even though 

the membership on the Metro Council was to be appointed 

rather than elected, the appointments were to be made on the 

.basis of state legislative districts rather than at-

large. t 9s The amended proposal passed by slim margins in 

both houses of the legislature, and the Metropolitan Council 

of the Twin Cities Area was officially created. 

t 97Ibid., p. 116. 

t9Sfieins, Keys, Robbins, op. cit., p.30. 
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The Metro Council is made up of 16 members appointed by 

the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

Each Council member represents a multi-municiFal jurisdic-

tion of approximately equal popu1atiou, composed of two 

adjacent state senatorial districts. The Governor also 

appoints the Chairman of the council. The council has its 

own tax base through a property tax mill levy and it also 

receives funds through a variety of state and federal grant 

programs. Under the initial enabling legislation, the aetro 

Council had responsibility for planning the metropolitan 

sewer, transportation, and park systems. It also must 

approve the capital improvements proposals and operating 

budgets for the Metropolitan Parks, Waste Control, and 

Transit Commissions. t99 T.he Council also has review and veto 

authority over the plans of the independent special purpose 

districts. 

The creation of the Metropolitan Council was not an 

attempt to tidy up the regional struc·ture with respect to 

local government or to existing areawide special districts. 

By establishing the coordinating function as the primary 

focus for Metro activities, the legislature was indicating 

its belie·f t.hat the existing agencies were performing their 

t99Minnesota Statutes, Sec. 473.1, Metropolitan Council Act 
as amended, 1976. 
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assigned tasks with competence, and were in need, not of 

reorganization, but of a general, regional policy framework 

to guide their independent decisions.zoo What resulted was a 

blending of planning and decision making at the regional 

level which has produced no plans, but guidelines and policy 

directives for state, local and regional agencies. 

The legislature has been cautious not to assign implemen-

tation or program operation functions directly to the Metro 

Council.. Instead, separate but subordinate regional agen-

cies have been created to carry out Council policy. Con-

sistency with policy in implementation and operations is 

induced through direct Council control over the approval o.f 

operating budgets and capital improvements programs for 

these subordinate regional commissions.201 The Metro Council 

also is responsible for appointing th:e board members who sit 

at the head of the various commissions. 

Planning Responsibilities Under the Metropolitan Council 

The legislative mandate established for the Metro Council 

upon its inception was the preparation and adoption of a 

200ACIR, op. cit •• p.118. 

201Minnesota Statutes, op. cit. 
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comprehensive development guide for the entire seven county 

area. The guide was to be much more than a general master 

plan for the region, as it was to include policy statements, 

goals, standards, and programs prescribing strict guidelines 

for the orderly and economic development of the metropolitan 

area. 2o:z As it happened, however, the mo.re immediate and 

pressing problems in the functional areas such as sewage and 

transportation received the greatest attention during the 

first years. Once the Council did undertake the development 

framework plauning process in 1972, it became the central 

focus of all Council activities. 

The development framework provides the Metro Council with 

a growth management tool which is not based on absolute 

growth rates, but on a system of coordinated goals and .Pol-

icy statements aimed at protecting and enhancing the quality 

of life in the Twin Cities area. The building blocks of 

this strategy are the capital improvements .Plans of ·the var-

ious regional commissions and the comprehensive plans of the 

local communities. As indicated earlier, the Council e.xcer-

cises substantial control over the capital programs and 

plans of the commissions. In addition, a 1976 state lav 

mandated local comprehensive planning in the Twin Cities 

202.Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area, "The Polit-
ics and Planning of a Metropolitan Growth Policy for the 
Twin Cities - An Executive Summary", 1976, p~3. 
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area.203 This legislation also provided the necessary link-

age between municii:al planning and t.he metropolitan develop-

ment framework by granting the Council review over all 

municipal plans to assure consistency with regional objec-

tives. 

Comprehensive planning assistance grants from the federal 

Department of Housing and Urban Development have been the 

primary source of funding for both the regional and local 

comprehensive planning efforts. Section 701 funds were uti-

lized extensively during the process of producing the devel-

opment framework, whicl1 fu.nctions as the regional comprehen-

sive plan.204 HUD 701 funds continue to be a major source of 

financing for the municipal planning efforts .. The Council 

utilizes the 701 money it receives to provide local planning 

assistance and to increase the capabilities of the local 

units to develop their own planning capabilities~2os The 

Council also provides assistance to local units of govern-

ment in filing grant applications with the federal govern-

ment for planning purposes. As a result, the Council 

receives pass-through money from the local units in the form 

of 701 monies granted directly to the individual municipali-

2o•Metropolitan Council, op. cit., p.1. 

205Metropolitan Council -of the Twin Cities Area, 1977 Annual 
Report, p. 20. 
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ties by HUD and then contracted to the Council in exchange 

for comprehensive planning services.206 

The Metro council has been active in comprehensive health 

planning for nearly a decade. The Metropolitan Health Board 

was .formed in 1970 to coordinate the capital expansion pro-

grams of the public and private health institutions in the 

Twin Cities area.207 When the federal health planning legis-

lation was changed in 1974, the Metropolitan Health Board 

was designated as the regional HSA and the composition of 

the Board was altered to coincide with the federal require-

ments. Since that time a regional Health systems Plan has 

been pr·epared, and in 1977 it was adopted as part of the 

d:evelopment framework. zoa Curr-ent efforts are aimed at 

updating the plan and the annual implementaticn plan while 

undertaking a long-range hospital planning program to help 

determine long-range capital needs for the area's 37 hospi-

tals. 

A-95 review functions for the region are provided by the 

Metro Council as W€ll. The Council has been the designated 

clearinghouse for both areawide and metropolitan reviews 

2 06Ibid., p,. 20 .. 

207ACIR, op. cit., p.121. 

2oaMetropolitan Council, 1977 Annual Report, p.12. 
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since it was createa,.209 Due to the unique structure and 

powers of the Council, especially concerning control over 

the regional commissions, the A-95 review process in the 

Twin Cities area has more teeth than in most other areas. 

The Council can control not only the comments relative to 

the regional grant applications, but also the availability 

of matching funds and operating budget items. With respect 

to the individual municipalities, the A-95 review process 

relies on consistency with the development framework. A-95 

for health systems funds also can be monitored closely by 

the Council due to the structure of the Health Systems Board 

in relation to the Council. 

Transportation planning has been one of the Council's 

long standing functions. When the Council was created in 

1967, the Metropolitan Transit commission, the first of the 

independent regional commissions, was created by the legis-

lature. 210 This agency engages in transit and mass transpor-

tation systems planning as well as supervising the operation 

of the existing bus and transit systems. In addition, there 

is a Transportation Planning Division within the Metro coun-

cil staff organization. This division is involved in other 

forms of land based transportation planning including 

2 o 9Ibid., p .. 4. 

2t0ACIR, op. cit., p.116. 
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streets and .highways 1 bikeways, and pedestrian .facilities. 

The Council is the designated Metropolitan Planning 

Organization with responsibility for the 3C transportation 

planning process. The policy coordination group which 

advises the Council on matters relating to the integration 

of the component farts of the transportation planning pro-

grams is the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee.211 

As is the case in many other areas, this committee is com-

posed of management personnel from the local and regional 

planning programs, and representatives from State DOT, FHWA 

and UMTA. 

While the other planning activities have been developing 

a much more coordinated and integrated program .format, the 

manpower planning activities in the Twin Cities area have 

been moving in the opposite direction. There are no less 

than five prime sponsors within the Metro Council jurisdic-

tion. 2 12 Hennepin and Ramsey Counties each function as a 

sponsor for their suburban areas, and their respective cen-

tral cities, Minneapolis and st. Paul, are prime sponsors .. 

The fifth prime sponsor is the Quad-County .Manpower Consor-

z t tMetro Council, 1977 Annual Report, p. 35 .. 

212Gary Levene, Director of CETA Intake and Referal Servives 
for the City of Minneapolis, telephone interview, March 
19, 1979 .. 
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tium composed of Carver, Anoka, Scott, and Washington Coun-

ties. With the exception of the A-95 review requirements, 

the Metro Council does not participate at all in the man-

power planning programs. The five prime sponsors themselves 

disbanded an executive coordinating committee which was 

attempting to coordinate their individual program activities 

because it was, as one participant described it, "an abysi-

mal failure.11213 

The umbrella agency approach has provided the Metro Coun-

cil with a broader range of programs than most metropolitan 

regional planning agencies would hav€. The inclusion of 

health planning under the umbrella is a good example of the 

breadth of scope available within the Twin Cities• approach. 

Another factor which is important relative to potential pro-

gram content is the size of the jurisdiction served. The 

seven county area allows the Council jurisdiction to qualify 

as a region according to the diverse criteria established 

for a broader range of federal programs. This latitude pro-

vides the opportunity to incorporate a more comprehensive 

package of planning programs within the scope of services of 

the Metropolitan Council. 

2 l 3Ibid. 
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THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT - PORTLAND, OREGON 

General Background 

Portland's Metropolitan Service District (MSD) is the 

most recent example of metropolitan, areavide governmental 

reorganization in this country. The neYly created MSD has 

only been in operation since January 1, 1979, and is still 

seeking to establish its identity in Metropolitan Portland. 

The MSD includes most, but not all, of the Portland SMSA by 

encompassing portions of three northwest Oregon counties. 

Clark County, Washington also is part of the SMSA, but was 

excluded from the MSD because of the difficulties involved 

in establishing inter-state service districts of this 

type .. Z14 

While the creation of the new MSD did not affect the 

existing structure and organization of local units of gov-

ernment in the three county area. it does represent the con-

solidation of two existing multi-jurisdictional agencies: 

the old Metropolitan Service District and the Columbia 

Region Association of Governments (CBAG).21s The old MSD had 

been established in 1970 by the state legislature as a 

z1•The Metropolitan Service District, An Information Sheet, 
p .. 2 .. 

2 l Sibid. , p .. 1.. 
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special district with responsibility for providing solid 

waste disposal, sewerage, public transportation services, 

and control of surface water for the three Oregon counties 

in the Portland SMSA.216 Although the MSD did excercise lim-

ited planning functions in these specific areas, it was, as 

the name would indicate, primarily a service district. 

CRAG, the association of governments, was the regional 

planning agency for the SMSA, and it included Clark County, 

Washington as part of its planning area. Participation by 

all local governments in the tri-county Portland area was 

required under a state law passed by the Oregon legislature 

in 1973 as a means of strengthening the planning capabili-

ties of CRAG,.217 Mandatory participation expanded the local 

technical assistance aspects of CRAG's operations and pro-

vided the opportunity tor more meaningful review and comment 

related to local comprehensive plans. Both CRAG and the old 

MSD had governing boards which were appointed by local gov-

ernment officials. 

In addition to these two areawide agencies, there are two 

other areawide agencies or special purpose districts that 

should be mentioned. Both serve to further illustrate the 

2 t 6I.bid .. , p .• 1 .. 

217Shelton Edner, Assistant Professor, Portland State Uni-
versity, personal letter, February 21, 1979. 
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development of a metropolitan structure for problem solving 

and service delivery in the Portland SMSA. Tri-Met is the 

metropolitan transit district which provides areawide bus 

service as well as mass transportation planning.a21s As the 

name indicates, Tri-Met serves the three county area around 

Portland. There is also the Boundary Commission for the 

region, which has authority over all municipal annexations 

and proposals for special district boundary changes.219 

Neither one of these agencies was directly involved in 

the regional consolidation, but both could be incorporated 

into MSD according to the legislation. Tri-l'!et can be taken 

over by a majority vote of the MSD board, while consolida-

tion with the Boundary Commission would require a general 

referendum in the tri-county area~220 Considering the fact 

that the Boundary Commission excercises contrcl over pro-

posed .boundary changes for MSD, the consolidation of these 

two agencies could substantially increase the likelihood 

that MSD would expand to encompass the entire Oregon portion 

of the Portland SMSA. such a consolidation is not likely in 

the immediate future, however, for this very reason .. 221 

21ecitizens Committee for Effeciency in Local 
"Ballot Measure 6" a pro MSD pamphlet and 
bulliten. 

219Edner, op. cit. 

220Ibid .. 

Government, 
information 
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Although the new MSD consolidated the two most important 

areawide agencies into a unified planning and service deliv-

ery organization, the significance of the Portland case goes 

far beyond this. In merging CRAG and the old MSD, the new 

service district structure did away with two sets of 

appointed regional officials and replaced them with a sin-

gle, popularly elected board and an elected executive dire-

tor .. The new organizational structure resembles that of a 

strong mayor-council format of local government.222 The 

board members are elected from districts that resemble pie 

wedges, such that each district, except one, has a portion 

of Portland as its base and a broad spectrum of suburban 

communities in its overall composition. This was done 

intentionally to make sure that the districts would not fol-

low the boundary lines of the counties, the City of Port-

land, or the state legislative districts. In this way it 

was believed that a less parochial, more re9ionally oriented 

constituency would be createa.223 

:221Ibid 

222Ihid .. 

223Ronald c. Cease, "The Creation of an Elected Regional 
Council in Portland Oregonu, a papeJ: presented at the 
ASPA National Conference in Baltimore, Maryland, April 3, 
1979, p.11. 
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The Consolidation of CRAG and the MSD 

In late 1975, the Portland Metropolitan Area Boundary 

Commission submitted a grant proposal to the National Acad-

emy for Public Ad ministration for tile funding of a commis-

sion to study the possibilities for a reorganization of the 

structure, delivery and financing of urban public services 

in the Portland area.22• The grant was awarded and the 

Tri-County Local Government Commission was formed to conduct 

the study. The Commission included 65 citizens who were 

local government officials, businessmen, members of organ-

ized la.bor, representatives of neighborhood groups, state 

legislators, academics, media people, and representatives of 

various civic organizations. With the $100,000 Academy 

grant and $50,000 in local match money from government and 

business, the Commission adopted an 18 month budget and work 

program and hired a small staff to work on the study. 

The Commission undertook the study in three distinct 

phases: Orientation and Problem Identification, Development 

of Alternative solutions~ and Recommendation and Implementa-

tion. Although the Commission called itself a local govern-

ment commission, its focus quickly narrowed to metropolitan 

issues and areawide governmental soluticns.22s Early 

22•The Metropolitan Service District, op. cit., p.2. 
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deliberations made it clear that the Commission would not 

likely recommend the creation of a totally new metropolitan 

government, but would seek instead to improve the existing 

institutions. One of the interim reports produced during 

the second study phase stated that the Commission was deter-

mined "to address the problems of proliferating government 

at the areawide level and effectively provide for reducing 

their number and achieving better coordination of those that 

remain. 11 22° 

Along with the concern expressed about the functional 

fragmentation and lack of effective comprehensive planning 

at the areawide level, dissatisfaction was expressed with 

the degree of political accountability in regional decision 

making. These two factors, more than any others, provided 

the basis for determining acceptable solutions. Policy-mak-

ing control within a general multi-purpose u.nit of areawide 

government, with non-partisan elected representation was the 

consensus recomendation of the commission.227 

22scease, op. cit., p.3. 

22 6Ibid., p. 4. 

2 2 7I bid .. , p. 4 .. 
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The Commission intended to include the entire tri-county 

area and all four existing regional agencies in the reorgan~ 

ization proposal, but the legislative process changed many 

of the Commission's recommendations. The boundaries were 

contracted to include only the urbanized and urbanizing por-

tions of the area in order to remove the outlying rural 

areas from metropolitan contro1.22u This district gerryman-

dering was also felt to be necessary in order to eliminate 

opposition to the proposal in the public referendum on the 

issue. The rural residents of the tri-county area were the 

problem. Proponents of consolidation feared that the rural 

population would strongly oppose the proposal if their land 

was included in the new MSD jurisdiction. By drawing the 

boundary lines so that these people would remain outside the 

MSD's jurisdiction, it was thought that their opposition 

could be blunted, and that the proposal would stand a better 

chance of being approved in the public referendum. As 

things turned out this was a sound strategy. 

The compromise bill passed with substantial majorities in 

both houses of the legislature, and the measure was placed 

on the ballot in May, 1978. Voter turnout was extremely 

light even for a primary election, espBcially in the outly-

ing areas, and the measure passed by a 551 majority. The 

22a1bid .. , p.7. 
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executive director and board members were elected during the 

November general election and a ~lSD - CRAG transition team 

was established to prepare the way for a smooth transfer of 

.functions effective January 1, 1979. 

The Planning Programs of the MSD 

Because the MSD has only been in existance for a matter 

of months, its total planning program is still in the forma-

tive stages. MSD has not yet submitted its first full 

annual budget, nor has it found out exactly what types of 

federal grant-in-aid programs it will receive during the 

upcoming fiscal year. The existing program orientation is 

largely what has been inherited from the old MSD and CRAG. 

On the basis of these programs, and some additional informa-

tion from the enabling legislation and the MSD staff, it is 

possible to provide a picture of the anticipated program 

focus, especially as it relates to the five federal planning 

programs being reviewed in this study. 

CRAG was abolished when the new MSD began operations in 

January, and all comprehensive planning functions for the 

region were tr an sf ered over to the new jurisdiction.. Fed-

eral HUD approved the transfere of the CRAG 701 funds to MSD 

for completion of the current fiscal year•s work program.229 
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HUD has also officially recognized MSD as the comprehensive 

planning organization for the region. Thus the continued 

availibility of 701 funds for the region appears fairly cer-

ta in. 

While the size of the region itself is smaller than under 

CBAG, the areawide comprehensive planning effort should be 

substantially strengthened. MSD's enabling legislation 

establishes a stricter review process for local comprehen-

sive plans in terms of their con£ormance with areawide 

goals, objectives, and growth policies.230 The district 

council can recommend or require cities and counties to make 

changes in their plans to assure conformance with areawide 

plans. CRAG had only review and comment authority, and 

could legally compel no change in any local plans. 

Comprehensive health planning is provided by the North-

west Health Systems Agency, an independent health planning 

council for the region.231 The jurisdiction of the HSA 

includes several additional Oregon counties which are not 

part of the Portland SMSA. MSD contracts with the HSA for 

A-95 review of health related grant and project applications 

229The Metropolitan Service District, op. cit., p. 5. 

2300regon Statutes, Chapter 268, Metropolitan Service Dis-
trict Act, sec. 17. 

23tEdner, op. cit. 
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for the tri-county area. At the present time this is the 

extent of the relationship between the two agencies. MSD 

currently has no planning or service .functions in the human 

health area and bas not indicated any desire to move into 

this area. 

MSD is the designated A-95 clearinghouse for the Portland 

SMSA. This includes both metropolitan and areawide designa-

tions which were inherited from CRAG when its functions were 

transfered to MSD.232 The A-95 region no longer includes 

Clark County, Washington, having been reduced to the tri-

coun ty area when CRAG was abolished. There is currently 

some uncertainty as to the status of the areawide clearing-

house designation because only the urbanized areas of the 

three counties are included in the ~SD.233 There is no 

e.xisting regional agency at the present time to take over 

this responsibility, so it might be temporarily assigned to 

the state clearinghouse if a 

is unlikely that a decision 

change were necessitated. 

will be forthcoming on 

issue in the immediate future.23• 

232The Metropolitan Service District, op. cit., p.5. 

233Edner, op. cit. 

23•Ibid. 

.It 

this 
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Transportation planning is one of the primary functions 

assigned to MSD in the enabling legislation. Streets and 

highways planning is the primary focus at the present time, 

although its rcle in mass transportation planning has been 

expanded~23s Tri-Met, the metropolitan bus service opera-

tion, has primary responsibility for mass transportation 

planning, but the enabling legislation has opened the door 

for an increased role for MSD and a cooperative planning 

arrangement is evolving. One of the primary reasons for 

this is the fact that MSD is the MPO for the area and thus 

has responsibility for coordi.nating tlie UMTA and FHWA pro-

grams. There is a likelyhcod that Tri-Met and MSD will com-

bine forces more fully in the future, after MSD gets a bet-

ter handle on its current operations.236 

Manpower planning for the tri-county area is conducted by 

four separate prime sponsors.237 The City of Portland is a 

prime sponsor for its residents, the Multnomah-Washington 

Counties Manpower Consortium is the sponsor for the suburban 

areas of these two counties, and Clackamas county has its 

own program as well. The MSD is not involved in these plan-

235The Metropolitan Service District, op. cit., p.5. 

236Edner, op. cit. 

;z 3 7Carol Chislett, .Information Officer, Portland Ruman 
Resources Off ice, telephone interview, April 12, 1979. 
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ning efforts, except as the areawide A-95 clearinghouse. 

The four prime sponsors have not had much success at coordi-

nating and integrating their own programs, due to what one 

prime sponsor characterized as the divergent. program needs 

and orientations of the individual sponsors.23a 

The MSD is in the curious position at the present time of 

straddling the old program focus of its predecessor agencies 

and trying to establish a base of its own. The relative 

security of the established programs should provide MSD with 

a stable base upon which to build and develop. It is not a 

full regional government yet, but the enabling legislation 

has given it a great deal of freedom to fill in gaps at the 

regional level as these develop. As the current planning 

programs evolve into a more formidable and broad based serv-

ice orientation, the MSD should begin to resemble more the 

regional umbrella agency it was envisioned to be~ 

SUM NARY 

Table IV-1 provides a brief summary of the program con-

tent of each of the case study governments. It is provided 

2 38Ibid .. 
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in order to pull together some of the major points presented 

in the chapter, related to the compatibility of the federal 

planning programs and the structural organization of each of 

the case studies. The detailed comparitive evaluation of 

the four organizations is presented in Chapter v. 

The table highlights several interesting points. First, 

none of the case studies participates directly in all five 

of the federal programs, dispit€ the fact that all five pro-

grams exist in each of the four metropolitan regions. This 

is indicative of the problem of conflicting definitions of 

what actually constitutes a metropolitan region. Second, 

three programs {comprehensive planning, health planning, and 

A-95 review) are common to all four of the case studies. To 

some extent this results from the emphasis at the federal 

level for coordination of various federally assisted physi-

cal planning programs. Similar coordination is not evident 

for socially oriented programs. Third, the scope of the 

jurisdiction of the case study governments appears to be a 

factor relative to participation in the two social planning 

programs--health planning and manpower planning.. For the 

three non-participants in health planning, the HSA which 

administered the program encompassed a region larger than 

that of the case study government. For two of the three 

non-participants in manpower planning, the prime sponsors• 
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jurisdictions were a great deal smaller than those of the 

case studies. 

The significance of these points is addressed in greater 

detail in Chapter v. In addition, Chapter V also evaluates 

the five federal programs discussed in Chapter III in some 

detail. By evaluating these two issue areas together and 

identifying the relationships between them, a clearer more 

accurate appraisal of the compatibility between the federal 

planning programs and the metropolitan governments should 

result. 



Chapter V 

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The material presented in 

an overview of the historical 

the preceeding chapters offers 

development of the planning 

municipal to the metropoli-function of government from the 

tan level as well as five specific federal programs intended 

to encourage the furtherance of a broad range of planning 

programs at the regional and metropolitan level.. Chapter IV 

showed hov these programs fit into the metropolitan planning 

orientation of the four case study governmental organiza-

tions. It has been suggested that the five Ercgrams do not 

necessarily coexist within a particular organization, or 

even within a particular region. It also has been shown 

that the operational definition of metropolitan or areawide 

government differs from one place to another and from one 

program to another. A further clarification of some of 

these points is in order. First however, the viability of 

the four structural arrangements as metropolitan regional 

planning organizations must be considered on the basis of 

the criteria established in Chapter I. 

ANALYSIS OF THE CASE STUDY ORGANIZATIONS 

In Chapter I of this study, four criteria were estab-

lished for assessing the viability of the particular case 

study organizations as metropolitan planning vehicles. To 

reiterate, they are as follows: 

128 
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1. Autonomy - The metropolitan organization should 
f u.nction as the primary planning organization for 
issues of metropolitan or regional concern. In 
addition, the metropolitan or regional concerns 
should be the primary focus of the organization's 
planning efforts. Metropolitan issues should be 
the first and foremost concern of the organiza-
tion, rather than being secondary to local or 
municipal issues. 

2. Comprehensiveness - The metropolitan organization 
should incorporate a broad range of planning f unc-
t ions ¥iithin its scope of operations. Although 
the planning section may not £unction as the 
actual planning arm for all aspects of the metro-
politan organization, it should have mandatory 
review and comment responsibilities for the five 
specific programs analyzed in this study. 

3. Coordination - The planning section of the metro-
politan organization should have primary responsi-
bility for coordinating the discrete planning 
operations of sub-metropolitan governmental enti-
ties as well as metropolitan departments and 
authorities. Mandatory review and comment over 
plans and growth programs would provide for this 
coordinating £unction as would participation on 
policy making committees for the other programs. 

4. Implementation The metropolitan organization 
should have the capacity, the authority and the 
fiscal power to engage in the active implementa-
tion of the planning decisions. This is not to 
say that the p.lanning section of the metropolitan 
organization will have implementation powers 
itself, but rather that the larger governmental 
organization of which it is a part, will be so 
empowered ... 

Table V-1 on the follow~ng page, summarizes the assess-

ment of each of these cbaracteristics .for the four case 

study governments. Each metropolitan government has been 

given a rating for each criterion, from very good to poor, 

as well as an overall rating based on all four criteria. As 
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Governments 

Metropolitan 
Dade County 

Indianapolis-
Marion County 

Metropolitan 
Council of the 

Twin Cities Area 

Portland 
Metropolitan 

Service District 

Table V-1 
Planning Program Ratings 

for the Case Study Governments 

Comprehen- Coordin-Autonomy siveness a ti on 

Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Poor Good Moderate 

Very Good Good Good 

Very Good Moderate Poor 

Imple-
mentation 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Moderate 

Overall 
Rating 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Good 

Moderate 

I-' 
1...0 
0 
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can be seen from the table, three of the case studies were 

rated as being only moderately in compliance with the via-

bility criteria. The Metropolitan Council of the Tvin Cit-

ies Area is the only one given a good overall rating. An 

explanation of the particular basis for the comparitive rat-

ings for each case study is provided on the following pages. 

Autonomy 

The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area and the 

Portland Metropolitan Service District are both rated as 

very good in terms of metropolitan autonomy. The Metro 

Council and the MSD were created specifically to be respon-

sible .for area wide planning and the development of area wide 

service delivery systems. Neither one bas any legal respon-

sibility for the provision of local planning services, al-

though both can engage in local assistance planning activi-

ties. How this will be handled by MSD is uncertain because 

it is too new to have a track record. The Metro Council, 

however, provides local planning services at cost to the 

municipalities, and does so in accordance with the areawide 

goals, policies and programs it has established. 

For the most part, in both the Twin Cities area and the 

Portland region, local planning activities remain in the 
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hands of the localities. The Metro Council and MSD excer-

cise their review, comment and revision functions to assure 

compliance with 

their activities 

areawide plans, but the primary focus of 

is metropolitan in scope. The Portland 

area's committment to metropolitan autonomy is underscored 

by the methodology employed in drawing up the sub-district 

council boundaries. Municipal, county, and state legisla-

tive district lines were ignored in the belief that by mix-

ing these, a less parochial, more functionally regional rep-

resentation would be possible. 

Metro Dade County and Indianapolis are rated lower in 

autonomy because both have legal responsibilities for local 

planning activities which reduce the committment to areawide 

planning as the primary program focus. Metro Dade has local 

planning responsibilities for the unincorporated areas of 

the county, and thus a clearly stated local/regional split 

in focus. Indianapolis' planning responsibility is to the 

consolidated city and to the other areas in Marion County. 

Unfortunately, this does not include the whole of the metro-

politan area. The Census definition of the SMSA, which is 

eight counties, is much larger than the immediate metropoli-

tan area, but the single county orientation of the Metropol-

itan Planning Department ignores pcrtions of the metro area. 

Thus, the planning activities of the consolidated government 
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are more municipal than metropolitan in scope. For these 

reasons, Indianapolis was rated poor and Metro Dade moderate 

in autonomy .. 

The definition of autonomy was interpreted strictly in 

the evaluation of the case studies. This resulted in a low 

rating for Metro Dade based solely on the dual planning 

focus it utilizes, which may or may not have been unfair. 

such a dual focus may have benefits in terms of drawing 

local and regional issues together, and as a means for coor-

dinating local and areawide plans. This relationship is 

unproven, however, and could just as easily work to dilute 

the regional .focus. For this reason a clear distinction was 

made .between the existance of an areawide focus and a dual 

local/regional focus. 

Comprehensiveness 

None of the case study governments is involved in all 

five of the planning programs evaluated .in this study. 

Therefore, none has total comprehensiveness.. Only two of 

the organizations are involved in four program areas, these 

being the Metro Council and Indianapolis. Metro Dade and 

the MSD are engaged i.n only three apiece. In all cases the 

program or programs that are lacking are social rather than 
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physical in orientation. The planning efforts of Metro Dade 

and Portland's MSD are primarily physical in nature, and 

neither one includes either health planning or manpower 

planning in its responsibilities.. For the Twin Cities area 

and Indianapolis as well, the missing program is one or the 

other of the social planning programs. 

The case study organizations do not engage in active 

review and comment comment responsibilities for those pro-

grams with which they are not directly involved. A-95 

review authority is contracted out by the three organiza-

tions which do not engage in health planning activities, and 

a similar thing occurs with the manpower programs. Review 

authority is not used as a means of participating indirectly 

in a broader range of programs. Comprehensiveness of pro-

gram scope is thus determined by the programs in which the 

organi:za tion participates directly. 

Coordination 

The coordination function, as defined here, has two 

parts; coordinat·ion and integration of the five federal 

planning programs, and coordination of the sub-metropolitan 

planning activities. The first part is closely linked to 

the comprehensive criterion, while the latter is more a 
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function o.f hierarchical integration,. Separate ratings are 

not given for these different characteristics. 

aggregate coordination rating is given instead. 

A single, 

The Metro Council is given the highest rating for coordi-

nation for several reasons .... First, the Council has budget-

ary and capital program approval power over the areawide, 

functional operating commissions. Second, it has review and 

approval authority over local comprehensive and functional 

plans.. Third, the only one of the five programs li.lith which 

it is not well coordinated is manpower planning, and in this 

case even the prime sponsors have very poor program integra-

tion. Mandatory review and approval over local planning, 

and budgetary control over the operating commissions are the 

essential elements of the Council's coordination powers. 

Metro Dade and Indianapolis are rated as moderate in 

terms of coordination.. Metro Dade's Planning Department has 

major responsibilities for coordinating the physical plan-

ning and development activities of the other Metro depart-

ments. It also participates in countywide capital improve-

ments planning, and has review authority over municipal 

planning, zoning and subdivision regulation. In the social 

planning areas, however, Metro Dade engages in minimal coor-

dination.. Similarly, Indianapolis' planning department is 
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strong in terms of coordination with local comprehensive 

planning and in review of capital planning fer other city 

departments. It is 

with health planning 

solidated countywide 

Improvements Board. 

weak in terms of program coordination 

and in its relationship with non-con-

organization including the Capital 

The relative strengths and weaknesses 

of these two organizations average out to a moderate rating. 

Portland's MSD receives a poor rating in this area for 

two reasons. .First, its program focus is totally physical, 

so while it has strong coordination powers over local com-

prehensive planning, its coordination with the two social 

planning programs is almost non-existant. The second reason 

is the uncertainty of the areawide clearinghouse designation 

for A-95 review. If the areawide clearinghouse disignation 

is withdrawn, the A-95 review will be shared with another 

agency and the central coordinating function split. This 

might improve areawide coordination, but it will weaken 

MSD's base for coordinating sub-metropolitan planning activ-

ities. 

Implementation 

The broadest range of planning implementation powers for 

any of the case study governments is found in the Indianapo-
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lis and Metro Dade cases. Both of these 

excercise the full compliment of municipal 

governments can 

implementation 

common to cities of their size.. Because Indianapolis is a 

city of countywide scale, its powers include control over 

zoni.ng and subdivision regulations, and transportation sys-

tems development for all o.f Marion County.. In addition., the 

city can buy and own land, .facilities and capital equipment. 

~etro Dade has similar authority, but it is limited to the 

unincorporated areas o.f the county for zoning and subdivi-

sion regulation. It too can buy and own land, facilities, 

and capital equipment. Both cases are rated as having good 

implementation capabilities. 

The implementation authority of the Metro Council has 

been assigned .in an indirect manner. Subordinate regional 

commissions excercise implementation authority in such areas 

as health, transportation, sewer and water, etc. Council 

excercises budgetary and capital program control over these 

commissions to assure conformance to Council's areawide 

development policies. The implementation power is strong, 

but indirect, and is rated as good.. The fourth government, 

Portland's MSD, is considered to be only moderate in terms 

of implementation. This is not due to any lack of authority 

·for implementation, but to the rather narrow scope of opera-

tions currently assigned to MSD. At the present time imple-
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mentation is limited to transportation and comprehensive 

planning. The link between planning and service delivery is 

strong, but the purely physical planning orientation weakens 

the rating on the bases of the criteria established here. 

This evaluation highlights a number of significant 

points. On the whole, the Metropolitan Council of the Twin 

Cities Area was found to be the most viable planning organi-

zation of the four which were analyzed. The Metro Council 

appears to be the best organization or tied for the top rat-

ing in terms of each of the four criteria. Both Portland's 

MSD and the 'Twin Ci ties Council are evaluated .highly on the 

autonomy criterion because these two organizations were cre-

ated specifically to deal with metropolitan regional issues, 

and do not have overlapping local functions. In the other 

two cases, existing units of local government were reorgan-

ized in some fashion to form the metro organization. In 

both Indianapolis and Metro Dade this resulted in the prob-

lem 0£ a dual local/regional focus. For Metro Dade this 

means functioning as a municipal planning organization for 

the unincorporated areas of the county. In Indianapolis, it 

means that program responsibilities are limited to the Con-

solidated City and do not even include the immediate metro-

politan area. 
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Jurisdictional scope or scale was a significant aspect of 

autonomy. The single county organizations were found to be 

weak in this area. Jurisdictional size was less important 

relative to the other criteriou, however. Both the Twin 

Cities Area, the largest region, and consolidated Indianapo-

lis, the smallest region, had the same level of program com-

prehensiveness.. Bot.h were engaged in four out of the five 

programs studied. In the Twin Cities case, the vastness of 

the region provided the opportunity to engage in comprehen-

sive .heal th planning ~ithin the organization"' Conversely, 

the single city scale of the Indianafolis case made it pos-

sible for this organizaticn to participate in the manpoYer 

program as a prime sponsor. Rather than being a function of 

jurisdictional scale, comprehensiveness in program scope 

appears to be more dependent upon the flexibility of state 

enabling leg is la ti on and the whimsical manner in which fed-

eral programs define regions. 

The coordination criterion proved to be interesting in 

the four case study organizations. All four were intended 

to provide improved coordination and program integration at 

the metropolitan level. For the most part they have accom-

plished this within the context of the planning programs in 

which they are actively engaged. Coordination with planning 

programs being conducted by other agencies and organiza-

tions, however, is generally lacking. Rather than utilizing 
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their coordinating capabilities to engage in broader based 

policy integration with other agencies, the tendency has 

been to pay lip service to coordination through A-95 review 

but to do little else. 

Both of the umbrella agencies, the Metro Council of the 

Twin Cities Area and the Portland MSD, have been granted 

very strong review and comment authority over local compre-

hensive plans. Both organizations have the authority to 

require changes in the local comprehensive plans in order to 

assure consistency with metropolitan areawide plans and 

growth policies.. In .both areas this authority substantially 

strengthens regional capabilities .for coordinating 

local/regional development strategies, as well as .for imple-

menting areawide plans. This linkage between local and met-

ropolitan planning is especially important to these organi-

zations because they lack the array of municipal 

implementing powers which have been granted to both Metro 

Dade and Consolidated Indianapolis. 

The essential difference between the implementation capa-

bilities of the umbrella agencies and the reorganized munic-

ipal agenciesr Metro Dade and Indianapolis, is the respon-

siveness of the total organization to the implementation of 

planning policy. In both the Metro Dade and Indianapolis 
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cases# the planning £unction of the organization is but one 

of many departments lobbying for support from the County 

Commissioners or the City Council. Policy implementation is 

thus dependent on a decision making process over which the 

planning function has little or no control. For the 

umbrella agencies# however, the planning function is the 

decision making process. Both the Metro Council and Port-

land 1 s MSD are planning policy bodies with direct implemen-

tation capabilities~ This capacity enables such metropoli-

tan planning programs to link planning and implementation 

without necessitating governmental reorganization. 

From the standpoint of metropolitan reorganization 

itself, jurisdictional scale and the assignment of func-

tional responsibilities appear to be the most important 

characteristics. Utilizing existing units of local govern-

ment such as the county as the basis for metropolitan reorg-

anization tends to be a very limiting factor. It generally 

precludes creating anything larger in scale than a one 

county metropolitan area. While this may suffice in many of 

the single county SMSA's throughout the country as a means 

of simplifying the structural integration of local units of 

government# it often turns out to be a short lived solution. 
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Indianapolis provides a good example of this~ When it 

consolidated with the county, it was a single county SMSA 

with some spillover into the adjoining counties. In 1970, 

the Census Bureau redefined it as an eight county SMSA. 

This reclassification is significant only from the stand-

point that the eight county area suddenly became the off i-

cial Indianapolis region for planning purposes, at least for 

a number of federal programs. What is more important is 

that the single county government does not represent the 

entire metropolitan area. This government, as structured~ 

encompasses the largest part of the metro area, but can not 

encompass the whole metro area. As the area continues to 

grow, Indianapolis-Marion county will have authority over a 

smaller and smaller proportion of the metro area. This will 

threaten the integrity of metropolitan planning functions 

conducted by the consolidated city. 

The Metro Dade situation is somewhat similar. The Miami 

SMSA has not been expanded recently because it is surrounded 

by the Everglades on the south and west, the Atlantic Ocean 

on the east, and the Ft~ Lauderdale SMSA on the north. In 

reality, however# the contiguous SMSA's in Broward and Dade 

Counties should probably .be considered a single metropolitan 

aC'ea.. Why t.hey have not been reclassified is uncertain, and 

there is no assurance that such an event is likely to occur 



143 

in the near future. If it were to happen, however, Metro 

Dade would no longer have metropolitan areawide responsibil-

ities because it would constitute only half of the new met-

ropolitan area. The single county approach, while func-

tional, is limited in that it can not adjust readily to 

expansion of metropolitan boundaries, whether by Census or 

functional definition. 

The multi-county umbrella agency approach is able to 

overcome this limitation when its borders are rationally 

drawn up. The Portland case would be a stronger, more sta-

ble situation if the whole of the three county area were 

included, because this would take in much of the anticipated 

growth area for the ro,etropolitan region.. .In time, however, 

this adjustment can be made, just as other special purpose 

district boundaries can be flexible in response to changing 

circumstances and shifting demands. The multi-county orien-

tation also tends to provide for a stricter division of 

local and areawide £unctions. The Metro Council and MSD are 

assigned only areawide responsibilities, while both Metro 

Dade and Indianapolis retain a significant workload of gen-

erally local government functions. Although the two r·espo.n-

sibilities have not proven to be incompatible, especially in 

the case of Metro Dade, the functional overlap does tend to 

blur the regional focus. When this happens, multi-county 
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regional planning agencies generally begin to establish a 

firmer position for conducting regional planning programs. 

Both the Miami and Indianapolis areas are experiencing some 

program duplication and competition with regional planning 

agencies in their area. 

THE FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

In addition to the influence exerted by the specific 

jurisdictional and organizational characteristics of the 

case study organizations themselves, the characteristics of 

the five federal programs selected also have a .bearing on 

the viability of the planning functions in each of the 

regions. Once again, jurisdictional scope is one of the 

central issues. In addition, there are problems associated 

with the definition of comprehensiveness at the federal 

departmental level. Finally, there is the difficulty of 

federal inter- departmental program coordination. 

The most troublesome aspect of the existing federal leg-

islation is the lack of a consensus definition for what con-

stitutes a region. The HOD 701 program basically utilizes 

the census definition of a metropolitan area, the 50,000 

population base for the central city, and thus recognizes 

metropolitan regions as small as a single county or as large 
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as the multi-county Indianapolis and Twin Cities SMSA's .. 

Health systems agencies, on the other hand, must include a 

service area of at least 500,000 people, and often, there-

fore, include a region which is larger than the SMSA itself .. 

In three of the four case study areas, this has necessitated 

the designation of separate, independent planning bodies for 

comprehensive planning and health systems planning. 

When the remaining programs are added to this mixture an 

even more complicated picture emerges. Manpower programs 

tend to favor single municipal jurisdictions and multi-

county consortia. Thus, in this study, there are such con-

flicting situations as the Twin Cities area having five 

prime sponsors, the Portland region three, and Dade County 

participating in a two county consortium. Only Indianapo-

lis, the smallest metropolitan organization in scope, par-

ticipates as a prime sponsor in manpower planning programs. 

Since transportation programs are keyed tc 

they are better suited structurally to the 

focus of this study than were some of the 

urban areas, 

metropolitan 

others .. A-95 

review is the only program which recognizes that unique met-

ropolitan regions exist within larger multi-county regions. 

A-95 provides for both metropolitan and broader based 

regional clearinghouse functions. Overall, however, the 
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tendency has been for each program to establish separate 

criteria for defining the planning region, and for this to 

result in the proliferation of limited, and freguently sin-

gle purpose, regional planning agencies. The federal legis-

lation has tended to stymie the development of truly compre- _ 

hensive metropolitan planning organizations even though 

suitable organizations frequently exist. 

Comprehensiveness also seems to be relative to the par-

ticular department or program.. Despite all the legislative 

rhetoric concerning comprehensive program orientation and 

the emphasis on coordination and integration, the federal 

programs are noticably lacking in operational interdepart-

mental program linkages. Excepting A-95, which is itself a 

mechanism for coordination, only two of the four remaining 

programs give evidence of meaningful integration. Compre-

hensive planning and transportation planning were very 

closely linked in all four case study organizations.. These 

are the physical planning programs, and the comprehensive 

planning program is the base upon which the trannsportation 

plans are formulated. These programs provided a integrated 

approach to transportation and land use planning. 

For the other programs comprehensive has had a different 

meaning. CETA pulled together a diverse group of manpower 
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programs, but did not address the need to coordinate this 

•comprehensive' effort with other ongoing physical and 

social planning programs. 

sive health planning. 

health only. Neither 

The same is true for comprehen-

It is comprehensive in terms of 

one of these socially criented pro-

grams addressed the need for interdepartmental program coor-

dination. As it turns out, comprehensiveness means pulling 

together a clearer focus for the programs within one's own 

fiefdom, but ignoring the fact that these programs are the 

component parts of a larger system .. 

A-95 review, which should provide the basis for pulling 

these elements together at the local or regional level# has 

not been properly utilized to fulfill its potential. All 

too frequently, the A-95 agency contracts out for A-95 

review of those programs with which it is not actively 

involved.. Health systems A-95 review is contracted out in 

the three case study organizations which do not participate 

as HSA's. The opportunity to utilize A-95 as a means for 

developing greater program integration has been underuti-

lized. Part of this may be due to inherent weaknesses in 

the A-95 program itself, wherein funding decisions are not 

contingent upon a positive recommendation from the clearing-

house. The comments are considered but are net of primary 

importance. The process itself lacks teeth that grant 
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validity to areawide planning policy. There is also the 

problem of multipl€ sets of policy guidelines being utilized 

within a given region. The growth policies of the metropol-

itan and areawide clearinghouses are not necessarily the 

same or even compatible. In such circumstances the A-95 

reviews are likely to be quite a bit different. 

Finally, there is the problem of interdepartmental pro-

gram coordination at the federal level. With each adminis-

trative agency establishing the basic criteria for regional 

agency designation, it is not surprising that limited pur-

pose federal planning districts overlap one another. Obvi-

ously, there will be differences in the jurisdiction con-

tained in a region as the purpose for defining the region 

changes. It would make a great deal more sense, however, to 

establish joint planning ventures among existing multi-pur-

pose planning agencies as the need arises rather than to 

continue the proliferation of highly specialized regional 

agencies. To accomplish this, however, would probably 

require Executive or Congressional intervention. As it now 

stands, it is unlikely that the agencies tl1emselves will 

overlook their own turf protectionism in favor of a more 

unified approach ... 
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SUM.MARY 

By and large, this study has shown that the federal ini-

tiatives for regional planning at the metropolitan level and 

state and local initiatives aimed at metropolitan governmen-

tal reorganization have been only moderately compatible. 

Many of the federal programs are themselves incompatible and 

thus reduce the prospects for metropolitan areawide program 

integration. There are cases, such as the Metropolitan 

Council of the Twin Cities Area, where the federal regional 

designations do overlap to provide a broad program base. In 

other cases, such as Miami, there is only partial compati-

bility between the jurisdiction of the areawide organization 

and the designation of federal program regions; where this 

occurs, the reorganized local governmental structure may 

provide a simplified format for local coordination and local 

service delivery systems, but it provides only marginally 

improved suitability for federal programming related to met-

ropolitan planning activities. 

In many cases, the reorganization efforts have failed to 

re.fleet a metropolitan orientation. The partial city-county 

consolidation of Indianapolis-Marion County constitutes more 

of a case of municipal reform and reorganization than the 
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creation of a metropolitan government. In a case such as 

this, it should not be surprising that the regional planning 

programs are incompatible with the existing organizational 

structure. The single county approach to metropolitan 

reorganization bas limited applicability from the metropoli-

tan planning standpo:int. It is generally an attractive 

scale for general purpose governmental reorganization, how-

ever. This inconsistency is a perplexing problem because 

there are rational, sensible arguments on both sides of the 

issue. 

The success of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cit-

~es Area as a mechanism for area~ide planning, service 

delivery, and policy coordination provides support for a 

different school of thought in terms of the proper organiza-

tional structure for metropolitan regional planning. Rather 

than reorganizing local government to create an areawide 

governmental entity to conduct and implement planning, the 

Twin Cities established a separate, distinct level of gov-

ernment for metropolitan planning and plan implementation. 

No local governmental reorganization was necessary. The new 

government exists between the state and counties levels, and 

has been assigned a set of particular areawide responsibili-

ties. Planning does not need to be linked to an areawide 

government with implementation powers, if it is such a gov-

ernment in and of itself. 
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The major criticism of the Metro Council is that its mem-

bership is appointed rather than elected, although this may 

change in time. When Portland reconstituted its MSD, how-

ever, it took note of the Metro Council, and set up a simi-

lar, limited purpose organization with planning and imple-

mentation powers. Portland established a freely elected 

areawide governing body as well. Thus, it has taken the 

Metro Council experience and made a significant alteration 

in application. 

Federal incentives for areawide planning and local con-

cern for governmental reform and reorganizaticn may continue 

independent of one another. It also may be likely that as 

the experience of some of the more innovative forms of met-

ropolitan reorganization become clearer, 

will become more closely coordinated. 

these two efforts 

Thus far, federal 

programs and the local governmental reorganization proposals 

have not had the same goal orie.nta tion, or the same desired 

end. They have not been incompatible for the most part, but 

they have not been well coordinated either. Sometimes the 

federal programs have failed to take advantage of the exis-

tance of areawide governments for planning purposes because 

the jurisdiction did not coincide with same general criteria 

as those established in the program legislation.. In other 

circumstances, the scale of the reorganization effort at the 
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local level was insufficient to incorporate an entire 

metropolitan area. Both sides of the issue have been fac-

tors in different cases. 

Metropolitan regions are different in scale, complexity, 

and issue orientation from "regions" in general. For the 

most part, the federal government has not recognized this 

uniqueness and !ms not devised flexible means for dealing 

with the particular problems, concerns, and opportunities 

for reform presented by metropolitan regions.. Metropolitan 

regions differ from each other as well, and federal programs 

should begin to recognize this. In some of the programs 

studied, the federal departments have be-en overly rigid in 

applying the legislative guidelines concerning agency fund-

ing eligibility. As a result, some of the existing planning 

organizations and areawide governmental arrangements have 

been overlooked for program funding, in favor of creating 

new, independent areawide planning agencies. Unless the 

.federal agencies begin to excercise more discretion in such 

cases, and rely less on strict interpretations of general 

legislative guidelines, compatibility between federal pro-

gramming and metropolitan governmental reorganization will 

not be greatly improved,. It is also important to regog.nize, 

however, that not every governmental reorganization which 

occurs in a metropolitan area is a reorganization of metro-

politan significance. 
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FOUR CASE STUDIES IN METROPOLITAN BEGIONA1 PLANNING 

by 

Paul Raymond Griffin 

(ABSTRACT) 

The purpose of this thesis was to examine the metropoli-

tan regional planning programs of four case study areas in 

which one form or another of metropolitan governmental 

reorganization had occurred. The case studi€s selected ar~ 

representative of four different types of areawide reorgani-

zation. 

Five federally funding planning programs, representing 

both physical and social planning, were selected as the 

basis upon which the case study p1anning programs would be 

evaluated. Within each of the four metropolitan regions th~ 

responsibility for each of the five planning rrograms was 

evaluated, along with the interrelationshif s between the· 

various planning agencies. The compatibility of the case 

study organizations with the federal planning program crite-

ria is the major determinant of the viability of the case 

study organizations as viable metropolitan regional planning 

bodies. 
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